COMMONWEALTH OF MASSACHUSETTS
DIVISION OF ADMINISTRATIVE LAW APPEALS
BUREAU OF SPECIAL EDUCATION APPEALS
In Re:   Watertown Public Schools and Student			        BSEA #2613048

RULING ON CHALLENGE TO SUFFICIENCY OF HEARING REQUEST

This matter comes before the Hearing Officer on Parents’ May 20, 2026, Challenge to the Sufficiency of Hearing Request (Sufficiency Challenge).  The Sufficiency Challenge challenges the sufficiency of a Hearing Request filed by the Watertown Public Schools (“District”) on May 5, 2026, disputing Parents’ April 28, 2026, request for reimbursement of completed independent educational evaluations that Parents had obtained on November 11, 2025. 

Parents challenges the sufficiency of the Hearing Request on the grounds that the school student attends is “incorrectly referenced”, that the Hearing Request inaccurately references District testing completed in 2025, as being testing attendant to which Parents’ independent educational evaluation was secured[footnoteRef:1], and that the District “made numerous false statements and omissions of fact which adversely affect the sufficiency of the hearing request”.   [1:    According to Parents, they sought the disputed independent educational evaluation based on disagreements with the District’s 2024 testing, not with its 2025 testing.] 


For the reasons articulated below, the Sufficiency Challenge is DENIED.  

LEGAL STANDARD 

Both the IDEA and the BSEA Hearing Rules specify that hearing requests must include the name and address of the student, the name of the school the child is attending (and information regarding homeless youth, if applicable)[footnoteRef:2].  Hearing requests must also include a description of the nature of the problem, including facts relating to such dispute, and a proposed resolution of the problem “to the extent known and available to the party at the time”[footnoteRef:3].   [2:     20 USC 1415 (b)(2)(B)(7)(A)(ii); 34 CFR 300.508(b); BSEA Hearing Rule I(B).]  [3:     Id.  Id.  Further, according to BSEA Hearing Rule I(B), footnote 3, while not mandated by the IDEA, additional information is sought to be included in a Hearing Request as " it will enable the BSEA and opposing party to more effectively and efficiently communicate and respond to the Hearing Request:”  Said information comprises the name, address and phone number of the person requesting the hearing, and the parent/legal guardian/court-appointed educational decision-maker/educational surrogate parent/person who the child lives with and is acting in the place of the parent; the relationship to student of the person requesting the hearing; the name of the responsible school district(s) or state educational or other agency; the name, address, phone and fax number of any attorneys or advocates; and the primary language of the home, if not English, and whether interpretation and/or translation will be needed.] 


Pursuant to the IDEA and BSEA Hearing Rule I(E), any party against whom a hearing request is filed is afforded an opportunity to make a written challenge to the sufficiency of the hearing request within 15 days of receipt, if the party contends that the hearing request does not contain all required elements[footnoteRef:4].  Upon receipt of such a challenge, a Hearing Officer must, in writing, within 5 days “… make a determination on the face of the notice” if the hearing request contains all the statutory requirements (emphasis added)[footnoteRef:5].   If a hearing request is found insufficient, it must be amended, thereby resulting in new timelines, but if it is deemed sufficient, the original timelines remain[footnoteRef:6].               [4:    20 USC 1415 (c)(2)(A) and (C); 34 CFR 300.508(d)(1).  A challenge to the sufficiency of a hearing request is separate and distinct from a motion.  No hearing on the sufficiency challenge is available, as the analysis is limited to reviewing the face of the hearing request only, and the timeframe for ruling is accordingly expedited.  No additional information can or should be considered.  ]  [5:    20 USC 1415 (c)(2)(D); see 34 CFR 300.508(d)(2); BSEA Hearing Rule I(E).]  [6:    20 USC 1415 (c)(2)(E); 34 CFR 300.508(d)(4); BSEA Hearing Rule I(E) (to the extent that an amendment clarifies issues raised in the initial hearing request, rather than raising new issues, the date of the initial hearing request shall remain controlling for statute of limitations purposes upon the filing of an amendment).] 


DISCUSSION

Here, after reviewing the Hearing Request on its face, as I am required to do, I do not find it insufficient.  All required elements that must be provided in an IDEA due process complaint are included.  Parents’ claims rather pertain to challenges to the substantive information that the District provided, not to the fact that a required element is missing.  As I find all required elements to be not only contained within the Hearing Request, but also properly pled, the Hearing Request is sufficient on these grounds[footnoteRef:7].   [7:    With regard to the alleged misidentification of the school student attends, the Sufficiency Challenge does not provide information as to what the correct school is.  While in some situations this may make the Hearing Request insufficient, here I take administrative notice that there is a JR Lowell Elementary School at the address identified in Watertown, and Parents and Student are also noted to live at an address in Watertown.  Thus, the Hearing Request sufficiently evidences that Watertown is Students local educational agency.] 


A due process decision is based only upon the evidence and witness testimony admitted during the hearing on the merits, not on the written statements contained in a Hearing Request.  In the instant matter, the burden will be on the District to prove that its challenged evaluations were comprehensive and appropriate, thereby precluding Parents from an entitlement to public funding for an independent educational evaluation[footnoteRef:8].  To the extent factual inaccuracies or omissions exist within the Hearing Request, Parents will have an opportunity to submit their own evidence and testimony and may cross-examine District witnesses at that hearing on the merits.  [8:    See Schaffer v. Weast, 546 US 49, 56-57, 62 (2005).] 


CONCLUSION AND ORDER:

Parents’ Sufficiency Challenge is DENIED.  No amendment to the Hearing Request is required.  The timeline for the Hearing shall proceed in accordance with the May 14, 2026, Ruling issued in this matter.  

So Ordered by the Hearing Officer

/s/ Marguerite M. Mitchell
Marguerite M. Mitchell                                            
Dated: May 22, 2026
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