Chapter 3
Understanding Special Education and Zombie IEPs

He did nothing in particular, and did it very well
— lolanthe, by Gilbert and Sullivan

Public education is designed to serve many students at once. Special education is
designed to meet the unique needs of just one child.

General education classrooms usually operate through standardized curricula, pacing
guides, benchmark testing, grade-level expectations, and broad instructional methods
intended for the so-called “average” student. This system may work well enough for many
children, but for a child with ADHD, dyslexia, autism, language disorders or serious academic
delays, the ordinary classroom can become a fast-moving conveyor belt. The belt does not
stop because your child cannot decode the paragraph. It does not slow because your child
cannot remember multi-step directions. It does not magically redesign itself because your

child requires explicit instruction or assistive technology.

That is why special education exists

Special education is not charity, not a favor, and not a consolation prize for children
who cannot “keep up.” Special education is specially designed instruction, provided at no cost
to parents, to meet the unique needs of a child with a disability.! Federal regulations define
specially designed instruction as adapting the content, methodology, or delivery of instruction
to address the child’s disability-related needs and to ensure access to the general curriculum.?
In plain English, the school must change the instruction to fit the child. The Individuals with
Disabilities Education Act, known as IDEA does not require the child to adapt to a rigid
program; it requires the program to be individualized to the child.

IDEA states that its purpose is to ensure that children with disabilities receive a free
appropriate public education, or FAPE, that emphasizes special education and related services
designed to meet their unique needs and prepare them for further education, employment, and
independent living.? That sentence is not a slogan. It is a legal obligation.

Special education is not a room, a label, or a place down the hall. It is a process, a plan,

a set of enforceable obligations, and, more importantly, it is a civil right.
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The Legal Purpose of Special Education

The purpose of special education under IDEA is not to make a child comfortable while
they fall further behind. It is not to warehouse children in low-expectation programs or to
provide a superficial veneer of services that look impressive on paper but evaporates before
reaching the student. The purpose is to design an educational program that allows the child to
make meaningful progress in light of that child’s circumstances.

The Supreme Court made this clear in Endrew F. v. Douglas County School District.
The Court held that a school must offer an IEP reasonably calculated to enable a child to make
progress appropriate in light of the child’s circumstances.* The Court also explained that every
child should have the chance to meet challenging objectives and that the school should be able
to offer a cogent and responsive explanation for its educational decisions.’ That is a powerful
standard. It does not require the school to guarantee a perfect outcome, and courts do not
require perfection, but the law requires more than symbolic effort, recycled goals, pleasant
anecdotes, and “he’s doing fine” when the data says otherwise.®

A legally appropriate special education program must answer several basic questions
with clarity. What does the child need because of the disability? What does the data show
about the child’s current performance? What goals will address the child’s needs? What
services, supports, accommodations, modifications, and interventions will help the child make
progress? How will progress be measured? Who will provide the services? When, where, how
often, and for how long will services be provided? What will the school do if the child is not
making expected progress? If the IEP does not answer these questions, it is not a plan. It is

Jjust meaningless paperwork.

Special Education Is Not Compliance Theater

The word “individualized” in Individualized Education Program is not window
dressing. It is the noun, the verb, and the marching orders. A child’s IEP must include present
levels of academic achievement and functional performance, measurable annual goals, a
description of how progress will be measured, and a statement of the special education, related

services, supplementary aids, program modifications, and staff supports that will be
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provided.” The IEP must also state the projected start date, frequency, location, and duration
of those services and modifications.®

An IEP should be a clear plan of action, not a cloud of vague promises. It is supposed
to be a blueprint. A useful IEP should tell the story of the child with enough clarity that a new
teacher, therapist, administrator, advocate, or hearing officer can understand the child’s needs
without guesswork. It should explain where the child is now, where the child needs to go, how
the school intends to get the child there, and how everyone will know whether the plan is
working. When an IEP is vague, parents cannot enforce it. When an IEP is not measurable,
progress cannot be proven. When an [EP lacks baselines, the school has no starting line. When
an IEP lacks service details, the district can sound helpful without being accountable. That is

how a Zombie IEP is born.

IEPs: Enforceable Plans That Depend on Clarity

An IEP is not a private contract in an ordinary commercial sense. Parents and school
districts are not bargaining over a used car. But an IEP functions like an enforceable written
plan under federal law, and because of that, clarity matters. FAPE itself must be provided in
conformity with an IEP that meets IDEA’s requirements.” Words matter, numbers matter,
dates matter, service minutes matter, and progress-monitoring methods matter. A vague IEP
is a weak IEP. A hard-to-enforce IEP protects the district from accountability more than it
protects the child’s right to an appropriate education.

Parents should learn to read an IEP the way a lawyer reads a settlement agreement:
slowly, skeptically, and with a Sharpie-in-hand. Do not ask, “Does this sound nice?” Ask,
“What does this require the district to do?” Do not ask, “Did everyone seem sincere?” Ask,
“Can I prove whether this was implemented?” Do not ask, “Did they say my child is making
progress?” Ask, “Where is the data?” Sincere words may comfort people in a meeting, but
enforceable language protects children in real life.

A school district may use soft language because soft language creates soft obligations.
Parents need hard language: clear baselines, measurable goals, defined services, objective
progress reports, and written commitments. The IEP should not say “as needed” when the
child needs a specific service. It should not say “staff will support reading” when the child

requires structured literacy instruction. It should not say “student will improve writing” when
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the child needs a measurable annual writing goal tied to a baseline. It should not say “progress
will be monitored” without explaining how, how often, by whom, and using what tool. An
IEP that cannot be measured cannot be managed, and an IEP that cannot be managed cannot

be enforced.

Zombie IEPs and Virga IEPs

Two IEP failures deserve special attention: Zombie IEPs and Virga IEPs. A Zombie
IEP fails because it is poorly written, vague, and unenforceable. A Virga IEP fails because the
written promises are not delivered. One is a drafting failure. The other is an implementation
failure. Both can deprive a child of FAPE.

A Zombie IEP is formally alive but educationally dead. It has pages, signatures,
checkboxes, and sections filled with soothing words. It may even have goals, services, and
accommodations listed in all the right places. But it has no pulse. A Zombie IEP wanders
through the school year with vague present levels, mushy baselines, weak goals, unclear
services, and little meaningful progress monitoring. It creates the appearance of legal
compliance without delivering educational benefit.

A Zombie IEP may say the child “struggles with reading comprehension,” but it does
not identify the child’s instructional reading level, fluency rate, decoding profile,
comprehension weaknesses, error patterns, or response to intervention. It may say the child
“has difficulty with attention,” but it does not state how long the child attends, how often
redirection is required, what settings trigger inattention, what interventions have worked, or
what data supports the need for behavioral or executive-function supports. It may say the child
will “improve writing skills,” but it does not define the current writing level, sentence
structure, spelling accuracy, grammar errors, organization, stamina, assistive technology
needs, or measurable target.

Zombie [EPs are dangerous because they look official. They lull parents into believing
that something meaningful has been created, while the document commits the district to little
and gives the parent almost nothing to enforce. The child stays stuck, the file looks complete,
and the district moves on as if compliance has been achieved.

A Virga IEP fails in a different way. Virga is rain that falls from clouds but evaporates

before it reaches the ground. From a distance, it looks like rain. The sky appears generous,
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but the ground stays dry. A Virga IEP may be well-written. It may include thoughtful goals,
clear services, and appropriate accommodations. But the support never reaches the child. The
promise exists in the document, while the implementation disappears in the school day.
Parents must learn to fight both monsters: Kill the Zombie IEP by demanding specificity, and
stop the Virga IEP by demanding proof of implementation.

How to Recognize a Zombie IEP

A Zombie IEP usually reveals itself through red flags. Do not wave politely at red
flags. Do not assume they are harmless. Red flags are not minor imperfections. They are
signals that the plan may lack the substance needed to protect the child.

1. Vague Present Levels: The Present Levels of Academic Achievement and
Functional Performance, often called PLOPs or PLAAFPs, are the foundation of the IEP.
Federal regulations require the IEP to include the child’s present levels and explain how the
disability affects the child’s involvement and progress in the general education curriculum.'°
A strong present level answers what the child can do now, what the child cannot do yet, what
the data shows, how the disability interferes with learning or participation, what interventions
have been tried, what worked, what failed, and what the child needs next.

A Zombie IEP says things like “Student struggles with reading,” “Student benefits
from support,” “Student has difficulty with written expression,” or “Student is making
progress.” These statements are not present levels. They are paperwork filler masquerading
as educational planning. They may sound harmless, but they do not provide enough
information to develop meaningful goals, determine appropriate services, or measure
progress.

A real present level says something like this: “On the March 2026 curriculum-based
reading measure, Student read a second-grade passage at 37 correct words per minute with 80
percent accuracy. Errors included vowel teams, multisyllabic words, and irregular words.
Student answered 3 of 8 literal comprehension questions and 1 of 5 inferential comprehension
questions after reading independently. Student requires repeated readings, explicit decoding
instruction, and teacher prompting to use comprehension strategies.” That kind of present

level is useful. It can be understood, measured, and connected to a goal.
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2. Missing Baselines: A baseline is the starting line for a goal. IDEA regulations
require present levels, measurable annual goals, and a description of how progress toward
those goals will be measured.!! Although the regulation does not use the word “baseline” as
a separate required heading, a measurable goal is difficult to draft, implement, or defend
unless the team knows the child’s current measurable starting point.

A PLOP tells the broader story, while a baseline gives the measurable starting point
for a specific skill. For example, a PLOP may state that a student has significant reading
fluency and decoding deficits that affect comprehension and access to grade-level text. The
baseline would then identify the student’s current measurable performance, such as: “Student
reads 37 correct words per minute on a second-grade passage with 70 percent accuracy.”

The same distinction applies in other areas. A PLOP may explain that a student has
difficulty maintaining attention during independent written work, while the baseline states:
“During a 20-minute independent writing task, Student remains engaged for an average of
four minutes before requiring adult redirection, based on three classroom observations.” A
PLOP may state that a student struggles with expressive written language, while the baseline
states: “Given a grade-level writing prompt and graphic organizer, Student writes one
paragraph containing an average of four complete sentences, with nine spelling errors and six
grammar/mechanics errors per 100 words.”

Without baselines, goals float in space. Parents cannot measure progress because no
one knows where the child began. The district may later claim that the child made progress,
but without a measurable starting point, that claim is difficult to test and even harder to
challenge.

3. Goals That Cannot Be Measured: A goal that says “Student will improve reading”
is not a goal. It is a wish wearing a tie. Measurable goals identify the target skill, the condition
under which the skill will be performed, the criteria for success, the method of measurement,
and the timeframe. IDEA requires measurable annual goals designed to meet disability-related
needs so the child can make progress in the general curriculum and address other educational
needs.”

A weak goal says, “Student will improve reading comprehension with 80 percent
accuracy.” A stronger goal says, “Given a second-grade instructional-level narrative passage

of 250 to 300 words, Student will independently identify the main idea, two supporting details,
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and answer literal and inferential comprehension questions with at least 80 percent accuracy
on 4 out of 5 weekly probes by the annual review date.” The second version can be
implemented, measured, and enforced.

The same principle applies to attention, behavior, communication, writing, math, and
functional skills. A weak goal says, “Student will increase attention.” A stronger goal says,
“Given a 15-minute independent academic task and visual checklist, Student will begin the
task within two minutes, remain engaged for at least 12 minutes, and require no more than
one adult redirection in four out of five observed opportunities, measured by weekly duration
recording.” The first version sounds nice. The second version tells everyone what success
looks like.

4. Service Language That Protects the District: Zombie IEPs often contain phrases

that sound flexible but operate as escape hatches. Watch for terms such as ““as appropriate,”
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“as needed,” “when available,” “to the extent possible,” “staff will support,” “teacher will
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monitor,” “consultation as necessary,” “student may receive,” “within the general education
setting,” and “informal support.” These phrases are not always unlawful. Sometimes
flexibility is appropriate. But when a child needs a defined service, vague language becomes
a loophole.

Parents should press for concrete answers. Who will provide the service? What
credential or training does that person have? How many minutes will be provided? How often?
Where? In what group size? Using what methodology? What data will be collected? When
will progress be reported? What happens if sessions are missed? If the team cannot answer
those questions, the IEP is not ready.

5. Recycled Present Levels: Present levels must be present. They should not be
nostalgic, copied from last year, or repackaged from a prior evaluation that no longer reflects
the child. The IEP team must review the IEP at least annually and revise it as appropriate to
address lack of expected progress, reevaluation results, information from parents, anticipated
needs, and other matters.'?

If this year’s present levels are identical to last year’s, parents should ask what new
data was collected, what progress monitoring was reviewed, why the wording did not change,

and whether the child actually made progress. If the child made progress, the present levels
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should show it. If the child did not make progress, the goals and services should be changed.
Copy-and-paste IEPs are often Zombie IEPs dressed up in formal attire.

6. Anecdotes Instead of Data: Anecdotes can provide context, but they cannot
replace data. Statements such as “He is such a sweet boy,” “She works hard,” “He raised his
hand last week,” “She smiles every day,” or “He enjoys art” may be true and even
heartwarming, but they do not answer whether the child is learning to read, write, calculate,
communicate, regulate, attend, transition, initiate, complete work, or access the curriculum.

Parents should respond politely but firmly. “That is good to hear. What data do we
have on the goal?” “Can you show me the progress-monitoring records?” “How does that
observation relate to the present level?” “What skill does that anecdote measure?” “Is that
reflected in the data?” Stories are not science. Praise is not progress. Hope is not a service.

7. Low Expectations Disguised as Realism: The soft bigotry of low expectations
often enters the IEP meeting dressed as compassion. It sounds like, “We don’t want to frustrate
him,” “She has always struggled,” “We need to be realistic,” “This is probably the best we
can expect,” or “He is doing well for a student like him.” Parents should listen carefully.
Sometimes the team is acknowledging genuine disability-related limits, but often these
statements reveal that the district has quietly lowered the ceiling over the child’s head.

The Supreme Court in Endrew F. rejected minimal progress as the standard. The Court
explained that an IEP must be appropriately ambitious in light of the child’s circumstances
and that every child should have the chance to meet challenging objectives.!* Appropriate
ambition does not mean fantasy. It means the child’s goals should be challenging,
individualized, data-based, and designed to move the child forward.

A child who is three years behind in reading does not need a goal that maintains the
gap. A child who cannot write a paragraph does not need another year of vague “writing
support.” A child whose behavior is interfering with learning does not need more punishment.
The IEP team must consider positive behavioral interventions and supports when behavior
impedes the child’s learning or that of others.!®> Calling weak goals “realistic” does not make

them appropriate. It merely makes lowered expectations sound reasonable.
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PLOPs and Baselines: The Heart of the IEP

The heart of IDEA is the IEP. The heart of the IEP is the present levels section. The
heart of the present levels section is data. Parents should understand the difference between
PLOPs and baselines because districts often blur them. Present levels tell the story; baselines

set the starting line.

PLOPs Tell the Whole Story

PLOPs, or present levels, describe the child’s current academic and functional
performance. They are broad, narrative, and comprehensive. They should describe academic
performance, functional performance, communication, behavior, executive functioning,
social-emotional development, motor skills, sensory needs, health needs, assistive technology
needs, parent concerns, teacher observations, recent assessment results, work samples,
progress-monitoring data, and how the disability affects involvement and progress in the
general curriculum.'®

A good PLOP reads like a useful chapter about the child. If the child moved to a new
school tomorrow, the new team should be able to understand the student’s needs and begin
implementing the IEP without confusion. A weak PLOP says, “Student struggles with math.”
A strong PLOP says, “Student can solve single-digit addition and subtraction problems with
90 percent accuracy when using manipulatives. Student solves two-digit addition with
regrouping with 45 percent accuracy and subtraction with regrouping with 30 percent
accuracy across three teacher-made probes. Student does not consistently align digits by place
value and often reverses the operation sign. Student’s working-memory deficits and visual-
spatial weaknesses affect accuracy in multi-step computation. Student benefits from graph
paper, explicit modeling, repeated practice, and verbal rehearsal of steps.” That PLOP tells

the team what is happening, why it matters, and what the child needs.

Baselines Give the Starting Point

A baseline is narrower than a PLOP. It is tied to one goal and answers a specific
question: what is the student’s current measurable performance on the exact skill the goal will
target? Examples include: “Student reads 37 correct words per minute with 86 percent

accuracy on a second-grade passage,” “Student writes four complete sentences in response to

53



a grade-level prompt, with nine spelling errors per 100 words,” “Student independently
initiates assigned work within two minutes in two out of 10 observed opportunities,” “Student
uses a functional communication phrase to request help in one out of eight observed

b

opportunities,” or “Student solves two-digit subtraction with regrouping with 30 percent
accuracy across three probes.”

PLOPs are the map. Baselines are the GPS coordinates. The PLOP tells the team about
the territory, while the baseline tells the team exactly where the child is standing. No baseline
means no starting line. No starting line means no meaningful progress measurement. No

meaningful progress measurement means the district can say “progress” while producing no

proof.

Why Districts Produce Zombie IEPs (Qui Bono)

Not every weak IEP is malicious. Some are the result of staff shortages, lack of
training, poor supervision, bad forms, administrative overload, or simple misunderstanding.
But parents should not be naive. A vague IEP often benefits the district because it is cheap to
write, cheap to implement, and hard to challenge. It avoids precise commitments, protects
staffing flexibility, and allows the district to claim compliance without making costly
promises.

A district that writes “specialized academic instruction: 30 minutes weekly” has made
a commitment. A district that writes “support as needed” has created fog. A district that writes
“student will receive structured literacy instruction using an evidence-based multisensory
program, 45 minutes daily, five days per week, in a group no larger than three delivered by a
trained special education teacher, with weekly decoding and fluency probes” has created an
enforceable service. A district that writes “student will receive reading support” has created a
slogan. Parents do not enforce slogans. Parents enforce terms. The district benefits the student

suffers.

The Parent-Isolated IEP Meeting
IDEA gives parents a meaningful role in the IEP process. Federal regulations require
that parents be afforded the opportunity to participate in meetings regarding identification,

evaluation, educational placement, and the provision of FAPE.!” The IEP team itself must
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include the parents, at least one regular education teacher if the child is or may be in general
education, at least one special education teacher or provider, a district representative, someone
who can interpret evaluation results, and others with knowledge or special expertise about the
child.'®

But in practice, many parents are treated as guests at their own child’s meeting. The
district controls the agenda, the draft, the room, the clock, and the language, while the parent
is expected to nod. This is not collaboration. It is choreography. A parent-isolated meeting
often includes a pre-drafted IEP presented as a finished product, technical jargon without
explanation, limited time for parent questions, a room full of district staff who appear to agree
on everything, parent concerns summarized inaccurately or minimized, requests moved to the
“parking lot,” a district administrator answering questions directed to teachers or service
providers, and pressure to sign immediately. When this happens, parents must interrupt the

pattern. Not by shouting. Not by pleading. By asking precise questions and creating a record.

The Ill-Prepared Parent IEP Meeting

Parents do not lose power because they love their child too much. They lose power
because they enter a legal meeting without legal tools. A parent who has not reviewed records,
evaluations, prior IEPs, progress reports, work samples, discipline records, emails, service
logs, and present levels is forced to rely on the district’s version of reality. That is dangerous.

The IEP meeting is not a coffee klatch. It is not a casual chat. It is a federally required
meeting about your child’s education, services, placement, progress, rights, and future.
Parents must prepare as if the meeting matters because it does. They should bring records,
questions, proposed goals, data, their own agenda, an advocate or support person when
possible, a calm voice, and a long memory. Parents also have a right to inspect and review
education records concerning identification, evaluation, educational placement, and the

provision of FAPE.!” The prepared parent changes the room.
The Rushed or Token Meeting

Some districts treat the IEP meeting as a scheduling nuisance. The meeting is slotted

into a narrow window, staff are checking the clock before the parent finishes the first concern,
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difficult issues are postponed, the draft IEP is pushed forward, and the team acts as if speed
equals efficiency. It does not. Efficiency without deliberation produces defective IEPs.
Parents should be prepared to say, “This issue affects my child’s access to FAPE, and
we need to discuss it before the meeting ends.” They may also say, “I am not comfortable
moving forward without reviewing the data,” “If we cannot finish today, let’s schedule a
continuation meeting before we adjourn,” or “Please document that this issue remains

unresolved.” Rushed meetings are fertile ground for Zombie IEPs.

Misdirection by the District: When Behavior Overshadows Academic Need

For some children, behavior becomes the district’s favorite subject because behavior
is visible, disruptive, and inconvenient. Academic deficits are quieter. Reading failure does
not always throw a chair. Dysgraphia does not always disrupt the class. Language processing
deficits may look like noncompliance. Anxiety may look like avoidance. Executive-function
deficits may look like laziness.

Parents must insist that the team examine the root causes beneath the behavior, rather
than responding only to what is visible on the surface, so that interventions are grounded in
understanding, not punishment or assumption.

Is the child escaping work that is too hard? Is the child refusing writing because
writing is painful, disorganized, or humiliating? Is the child disruptive during reading because
decoding failure has made the classroom feel unsafe? Is the child shutting down because oral
directions are too long? Is the child wandering because the task requires skills the child does
not have?

A behavior plan that manages symptoms while ignoring academic deficits is
incomplete. If behavior impedes learning, the team must consider positive behavioral
interventions and supports, but behavior support should not become a substitute for
appropriate academic instruction.?’ The question is not, “How do we make the child easier to

manage?” The question is, “What does the child need in order to learn?”
The Predetermined IEP: When the Meeting Is Just Ratification

A district-driven meeting occurs when school staff predetermine the IEP and use the

meeting to ratify it. The parent’s role becomes ceremonial, the draft becomes the destination,
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the district representative becomes the conductor, and teachers and related-service providers
become passengers. Predetermination that prevents meaningful parent participation can
violate IDEA’s procedural protections.>!

Parents should be alert when one district administrator answers every question,
especially questions directed to the people who actually work with the child. If a parent asks,
“What reading strategies are you using during small group?” and the administrator responds,
“We provide support based on student need,” the parent should calmly redirect: “I asked the
reading teacher. I would like to hear directly from the person providing the instruction.” This
is not rude. It is necessary. An IEP team is a team, and parents have the right to hear from the

people with direct knowledge of the child.

When Interruption Becomes a Control Tactic

One of the most common ways districts derail parent participation is interruption.
Parents begin to explain a concern, and someone talks over them. Parents ask for data, and
someone changes the subject. Parents describe regression, and someone responds with praise.
Parents raise a legal issue, and someone says, “We are not here to debate.” Interruption is not
merely bad manners. In an I[EP meeting, repeated interruption can prevent meaningful parent
participation.

Parents should have prepared responses. For polite but firm redirection, they can say,
“Please let me finish my point,” “I do not want to lose my train of thought,” “I will listen
when you respond, but I need to complete my question first,” or “I am asking that we use one
voice at a time.” If the interruption continues, a more direct response may be necessary: “I
was interrupted before my question was answered. | am going to ask it again,” “I need the
record to reflect that I have tried to raise this concern several times,” or “Please do not move
to the next topic until this question is answered.” Keep in mind, a sharp response may feel
satisfying, but the purpose of the meeting is not to score points. The purpose is to create a
clear record, preserve parent participation, and protect the child’s right to an appropriate

education.
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The Parking Lot Trap: How Districts Delay Hard Decisions

The “parking lot” is where hard issues go to die. Districts often park difficult topics
such as evaluations, compensatory education, missed services, one-to-one aide support,
reading methodology, behavior intervention, placement, transportation, assistive technology,
extended school year, and parent requests for data. Parking an issue may sound organized, but
it often becomes a polite way to bury the issue under a cone of procedural silence.

Parents must not allow important issues to disappear into the parking lot without a
written exit plan. They should say, “Before we park this issue, I need to know who is
responsible for follow-up, what action will be taken, and by what date.” They can also say,
“Please document this as an unresolved issue,” “Please include in the notes that I requested
this service and the district has not agreed today,” or “If the district is refusing my request,
please provide prior written notice.”

That last sentence matters. Under IDEA regulations, when a public agency proposes
or refuses to initiate or change identification, evaluation, educational placement, or the
provision of FAPE, it must provide PWN.?? The notice must include a description of the action
proposed or refused, an explanation of why, the records or evaluations used as the basis, other
options considered, and reasons those options were rejected.?> PWN is one of the parent’s

most useful tools because it forces the district to explain itself in writing. Fog hates paper.

The School Sees the Student. Parents Know the Whole Child

District staff may know education, curriculum, school procedure, and how your child
performs in one setting, during certain hours, under certain demands. But they do not know
your child better than you do. Parents know the child across settings, across years, across
moods, across exhaustion, across homework, across meltdowns, across medical
appointments, across birthday parties, and across frantic mornings when the bus is coming,
the backpack is missing, and one sock feels unbearable.

Parents know what the child says after school. They know what the child avoids, what
the child fears, and what happens when the school day is over and the mask comes off. That
knowledge belongs in the IEP process. The district may have professional expertise, but

parents have child expertise. IDEA requires the team to consider the concerns of the parents,
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