COMMONWEALTH OF MASSACHUSETTS
Division of Administrative Law Appeals
Bureau of Special Education Appeals

In Re:    Student v. Topsfield Public Schools and Masconomet RSD 
							
							BSEA # 2510694   	                    			      
RULING ON OBJECTIONS TO EXHIBITS

On February 3, 2026, Parents submitted the following exhibits in preparation for the hearing scheduled for February 10, 2026: P-1 through P-5, P-6(1) and P-6(2), P-7(1) and P-7(2), P-8(1) and P-8(2), P-9, P-10(1) through P-10(5), P-11, P-12(1) and P-12(2), P-13(1) through P-13(3), P-14, P-15(1) and P-15(2), P-16(1) and P-16(2), P-17(1) through P-17(9), P-18(1) through P-18(4), and P-19. 

Also on February 3, Topsfield Public Schools (Topsfield or the District) filed objections to Parents' exhibits 8, 12 and 13(2). Specifically, The District argues that Exhibit 8 is irrelevant because it describes a new Elementary Language Academy program that did not exist until the 2025–26 school year and was never proposed for Student. It also objects to Dr. Wilson’s March 19, 2025 Academic Evaluation (P-12) because Parents declined the District’s offer to review it with the Team and instead reserved it for due process, so it cannot be used to challenge the appropriateness of the 2024–25 IEP. Finally, the District objects to Ms. DeAngelis’s observation report (P-13(2)) because it was never shared with the Team and was only presented at the Pre-hearing conference; therefore, the District’s IEPs cannot be evaluated based on that report.

In response, on the same date, Parents responded as follows:

“To streamline the process, we will withdraw Exhibit P-8, the description of the Elementary Language Academy. However, we maintain that Exhibit P-12 (Dr. Wilson’s March 2025 evaluation) and Exhibit P-13(2) (Ms. DeAngelis’ observation report) are essential for you to have a complete and accurate understanding of [Student’s] case. For a fair hearing to occur, it’s important that all relevant information about a student's needs and experiences be available for consideration.”

RELEVANT PROCEDURAL HISTORY: 

The following issues are in dispute:
1. Whether the IEP for Student’s 6th-grade year at Topsfield provided Student with a FAPE in the east restrictive environment (LRE)? If the answer is negative, then whether Topsfield must provide the student with compensatory services in the form of a year at Landmark School, including transportation and summer?  
2. Whether the IEP  for Student’s 7th grade at MASCO provided Student with a FAPE in the LRE? If the answer is negative, then whether MASCO must reimburse Parents for costs of the Landmark School, including transportation and summer?  

LEGAL STANDARDS:

BSEA Hearing IXC states that the Hearing Officer shall not be bound by the rules of evidence applicable to courts, but shall observe the rules of privilege recognized by law. Evidence shall be admitted only if it is the kind of evidence upon which reasonable persons are accustomed to rely in the conduct of serious affairs. It is the responsibility of the Hearing Officer to receive and consider all relevant and reliable evidence.[footnoteRef:1] [1:  BSEA Hearing Rule IXB.] 


APPLICATION OF LEGAL STANDARDS:

As Parents have agreed to withdraw P-8, it is hereby excluded from the record.  
 
The fact that P-12 and P-13(2) were not previously provided to the IEP Team may affect the weight I assign to that evidence, but the evidence is relevant to the issues at hearing and will be admitted into the record.
ORDER:
The following Parents’ exhibits will be entered into the record: P-1 through P-5, P-6(1) and P-6(2), P-7(1) and P-7(2), P-9, P-10(1) through P-10(5), P-11, P-12(1) and P-12(2), P-13(1) through P-13(3), P-14, P-15(1) and P-15(2), P-16(1) and P-16(2), P-17(1) through P-17(9), P-18(1) through P-18(4), and P-19. 

So Ordered by the Hearing Officer,

/s/ Alina Kantor Nir
Alina Kantor Nir
Dated:  February 4, 2025
