


 
 

student. (Id.). 

4. On or about March 10, 2023, a Manifestation Determination Review meeting was held to 

consider whether the behavior was a manifestation of Petitioner s disability. The IEP team 

considered Petitioner s Specific Learning Disability, along with a reported diagnosis of 

Attention Deficit Hyperactivity Disorder (ADHD) and Autism Spectrum Disorder (ASD). The IEP 

team concluded that the behavior was not a manifestation of the disabilities. (Id.). 

5. On or about August 15, 2023, Petitioners filed a Due Process Complaint largely concerned 

with the Manifestation Determination Review. (Compl.; see also Order, Sept. 11, 2023). 

6. On September 11, 2023, this Court dismissed all claims unrelated to the Manifestation 

Determination Review without prejudice and without leave to amend. (Order, Sept. 11, 2023). 

7. On September 19, 2023, Petitioners filed a document entitled “Request a Motion to 

Response.” (Pet’rs’ Req. a Mot. to Resp.). 

8. On September 20, 2023, this Court denied Petitioners’ request to renew the dismissed 

claims. (Order, Sept. 20, 2023). 

9. At the Due Process Hearing on September 25, 2023, Petitioners acknowledged that the 

District considered the eligibility category of SLD as well as the suspected disability categories of 

ADHD and ASD during the Manifestation Determination Review.  Petitioner   

testified that she advised the IEP team at the Manifestation Determination Review that Petitioner 

 was diagnosed with ADHD and ASD, but admitted that she provided the District with no 

documentation of these alleged disabilities.  She further testified on examination and cross-

examination that she was involved in the scheduling of the Manifestation Determination Review 

and received appropriate notice of the meeting.  (Testimony of Petitioner  ). 

 






