UNITED STATES DISTRICT COURT FOR THE MIDDLE DISTRICT OF

PENNSYLVANIA

M.C,, by and through his Parents, K.J-C and J.C., and K.J-C and
J.C,, individually v. Williamsport Area School District

M.C. v. Williamsport Area School District - No. 4:25-CV-01831 - Decided March 18, 2026

SUMMARY

The United States District Court for the Middle District of Pennsylvania considers Plaintiffs’ motion to

supplement the administrative record in an Individuals with Disabilities Education Act action

concerning the appropriateness of an educational placement. The court grants the motion in part,

admitting two reports concerning the student’s progress at a new school, and denies it in part as to

exhibits that were cumulative of materials already in the administrative record.
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Plaintiffs moved to supplement the administrative record in an IDEA
action seeking review of a hearing officer's decision, tuition
reimbursement, and related relief. The court considered whether the

proposed exhibits constituted admissible additional evidence under the
IDEA.

The district court has discretion under the IDEA to receive additional
evidence. It must exercise particularized discretion and consider
whether the evidence is relevant, non-cumulative, useful, and
supported by a sufficient justification for not presenting it during the
administrative hearing. Evidence concerning events after the
administrative hearing may be considered only insofar as it bears on

the reasonableness of the school district's decision when made.
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QUESTIONS PRESENTED

1. Whether the proposed exhibits should be admitted as additional evidence supplementing the IDEA

administrative record.

2. Whether post-hearing progress reports concerning M.C.'s private-school placement could be considered

without impermissibly evaluating the school district's decision with hindsight.

HOLDINGS

1. Exhibits that were already part of the administrative record, or that merely reproduced material

contained in that record, were cumulative and would not be admitted as additional evidence.

2. The court may admit post-hearing progress reports when they may assist in determining whether the
IDEA's goals have been reached, provided that the reports are used only to evaluate the reasonableness

of the district's decision at the time it was made and not for impermissible hindsight review.

KEY QUOTATIONS

“Instead, a court “must exercise particularized discretion” to determine whether the proffered evidence is
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“relevant, non-cumulative, and usefu (Memorandum Opinion, Law)

“The standard in determining whether to admit the proffered additional evidence is asking the question of:
“would the evidence assist the court in ascertaining whether Congress’ goal has been and is being reached
for the child involved.”” (Memorandum Opinion, Law)

“But it has made clear that such evidence “may be considered only with respect to the reasonableness of the
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district's decision at the time it was made.”” (Memorandum Opinion, Analysis)

FACTUAL BACKGROUND

M.C.'s parents challenged a hearing officer's decision concerning M.C.'s educational placement and sought
tuition reimbursement for his placement at a private school. The motion to supplement included multiple
exhibits, most of which duplicated materials already contained in the administrative record. Exhibits H and I
consisted of progress reports from the new school M.C. was attending, prepared immediately before or after the

hearing officer's decision, and were not part of the administrative record.
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Plaintiffs filed the action on September 30, 2025, challenging portions of a hearing officer's decision concerning
M.C.'s free appropriate public education and seeking tuition reimbursement. The District filed a counterclaim
challenging the portion of the hearing officer's decision awarding compensatory education. Plaintiffs then moved
to supplement the administrative record. The court granted the motion as to Exhibits H and I and denied it as to

the remaining exhibits.
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