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Introduction
For thirty-five years, parents, school districts and 
courts have applied the “Rowley standard”1 to 
determine whether a school district had fulfilled its 
obligation to make a free appropriate public education2 
available to a child with a disability. Although the 
Supreme Court expressly limited its analysis in Rowley 
to the facts before it,3 the premises that underlay the 
Court’s analysis were stated in statutory terms,4 and 
over the course of the ensuing thirty-five years some 
variation of the Rowley standard was applied by the 
courts of appeals when reviewing FAPE determinations 
under the Individuals with Disabilities Education Act 
(“IDEA”). Before the end of the 1980s, each of the 
eleven numbered circuits and the District of Columbia 
had addressed IDEA’s FAPE requirement using Rowley 
as its guide. 5 Just a month before releasing its opinion 
in Endrew F., the Supreme Court itself recognized the 
Rowley standard when discussing the “primacy” of 
FAPE in the IDEA.6 

In its amicus brief in Endrew F., the United States 
maintained that various tests for the level of benefit 
required under Rowley fell generally into one of three 
classifications: “more than de minimis benefit,” “some 
benefit,” or “meaningful benefit.”7 Congress, presumably 
aware of the IDEA jurisprudence,8 enacted no significant 
change in the definition of FAPE when it amended the 
IDEA in 1986, 1990, 1991, 1997, and 2004.9

Now, thirty-five years after Rowley and after thirty-
five years of Congressional inaction, the Supreme 
Court has re-visited the FAPE standard in Endrew 
F. The opinion of a unanimous Court in Endrew F. 
purports to provide “a general standard, not a for-
mula,”10 intended to address the second part of the 
Rowley test, that is, whether “the individualized 
educational program developed through the Act’s 
procedures [is] reasonably calculated to enable the 
child to receive educational benefits.” Endrew F. does 
not overrule Rowley. 11 Instead, Endrew F. is a guide 
for reviewing courts when applying Rowley to non-

Rowley facts. What is that standard? “To meet its 
substantive obligation under the IDEA, a school must 
offer an IEP reasonably calculated to enable a child 
to make progress appropriate in light of the child’s 
circumstances.”12 The Court acknowledges that Endrew 
F. does not provide a bright-line rule.13 It provides a 
process for determining whether an IEP is reasonably 
calculated to provide educational benefits. The “some 
benefit” of Rowley is not measured in absolute terms 
(“some, as opposed to none”14), but in relative terms 
(“appropriate in light of the child’s circumstances”15). 
Such is the stuff of special education law.

With the foregoing in mind, we take a quick toboggan 
ride down the “blizzard of words” of FAPE analysis as 
discussed in Endrew F.

Background
Endrew F. is a child with autism.16 He attended school 
in the Douglas County School District through fourth 
grade. His parents became dissatisfied with Endrew’s 
progress. They contended that “his academic and 
functional progress had essentially stalled.”17 Working 
with Endrew’s parents, Douglas County revised 
Endrew’s IEP and increased his time in the special 
education setting. Douglas County also developed 
a behavior intervention plan during a meeting that 
Endrew’s parents did not attend. Continuing to be 
dissatisfied despite these developments, Endrew’s 
parents removed him from the Douglas County 
schools and placed him in a private school. The private 
school implemented the Douglas County IEP.

Endrew’s parents filed a due process complaint, seeking 
reimbursement for tuition at the private school. In a 
fifteen-page decision that included extensive findings 
of fact and a comprehensive analysis of the applicable 
law, an administrative law judge from the Colorado 
Office of Administrative Courts ruled in favor of the 
school district.18

The district court, mindful of the standard of review in 
the IDEA, affirmed the decision of the ALJ.19 The Tenth 
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Circuit, applying the established law in the circuit,20 
affirmed the ruling of the district court. The Tenth 
Circuit interpreted “some educational benefit” to mean 
“merely more than de minimis.”21 It is this interpretation 
with which the Supreme Court took issue.

The Rowley Standard
Before embarking on its analysis of IDEA’s FAPE 
standard, the Endrew F. Court reviewed the FAPE 
requirement as discussed in Rowley.22 The Court noted 
that Rowley “made clear that the Act guarantees a 
substantively adequate program of education to all 
eligible children.”23 That “requirement is satisfied, and 
a child has received a FAPE, if the child’s IEP sets out 
an educational program that is ‘reasonably calculated 
to enable the child to receive educational benefits.’”24 
According to Endrew F., “For children receiving 
instruction in the regular classroom, this would 
generally require an IEP ‘reasonably calculated to 
enable the child to achieve passing marks and advance 
from grade to grade.’” 25 Rowley remains undisturbed 
by Endrew F. The question addressed in Endrew F. is: 
How does one measure whether an educational program 
for a given child is reasonably calculated to enable the 
child to receive educational benefits where the child is 
not receiving instruction in the regular classroom?

Two years after Rowley, the First Circuit observed, “The 
ultimate question for a court under the Act is whether 
a proposed IEP is adequate and appropriate for a 
particular child at a given point in time.”26 

A little more than ten years after Rowley, the 
First Circuit pointed out:

The IDEA does not promise perfect solutions to 
the vexing problems posed by the existence of 
learning disabilities in children and adolescents. 
The Act sets more modest goals: it emphasizes 
an appropriate, rather than an ideal, education; 
it requires an adequate, rather than an optimal, 
IEP. Appropriateness and adequacy are terms of 
moderation. It follows that, although an IEP must 
afford some educational benefit to the handicapped 
child, the benefit conferred need not reach the 
highest attainable level or even the level needed to 
maximize the child’s potential.27 

Since 1982, Rowley has been followed in each of the 
circuit courts of appeals. A critical reading of various 

appellate decisions suggests that the supposed circuit 
split was more a matter of word choice than substantive 
reality. And the United States admits as much.28 Rowley, 
and every circuit court of appeals since Rowley, requires 
an individualized approach when determining the 
adequacy of an IEP. This universal application of Rowley 
requires that Endrew F. be read in light of Rowley.

Reading Endrew F. in Light of Rowley and  
Its Progeny
Like the standard in Rowley, the standard announced 
in Endrew F. contains a number of moderating terms, 
such as “reasonably,” “appropriate,” and “in light of 
the child’s circumstances.” The Court expressly noted 
that the announced standard calls for an IEP to be 
“reasonable,” not ideal.29 In short, the Supreme Court in 
Endrew F. concluded that the standard for determining 
whether a school district made a free appropriate 
public education available to a given child is whether 
the IEP aims at progress “appropriate in light of the 
child’s circumstances.” In other words, appropriate 
means appropriate.30

Anyone who was anticipating Endrew F. to herald 
a monumentally new approach to FAPE analysis is 
likely disappointed (or relieved). However, Endrew F.’s 
conclusion should come as no surprise. Both Rowley 
and Endrew F. involve statutory analysis of the same 
virtually unchanged statute. Over the years, Congress 
had ample opportunities to act legislatively and set a 
new standard but did not do so. That it has not done so 
is a fact that was not lost on the Court: “Mindful that 
Congress (despite several intervening amendments to 
the IDEA) has not materially changed the statutory 
defi nition of a FAPE since Rowley was decided . . . .” 
The needle was not going to move much, if at all – and 
it didn’t.31, 32 

It is not surprising, then, that analytical concepts found 
in or that have evolved from Rowley in every circuit 
remain unchanged by Endrew F.

Rowley speaks in terms of “personalized instruction,”33 
and Endrew F. reminds us that “focus on the particular 
child is at the core of the IDEA.”34 Endrew F. affirms 
Rowley’s observation that, “It is through the IEP that 
the free appropriate public education required by 
the Act is tailored to the unique needs of a particular 
child.”35 Both require a consideration of the nature and 
severity of the child’s disability.36
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Rowley and Endrew F. view the IEP process and the 
IEP’s required components as providing a framework 
which, if followed, will produce an adequate IEP that 
will pass judicial scrutiny.37 Both note that an IEP calls 
for prospective judgment, with the resulting IEP being 
“reasonably calculated”38 “to enable the child to receive 
educational benefits,”39 that is, “to make progress 
appropriate in light of the child’s circumstances.”40 An 
IEP is not to be judged in hindsight, often referred to as 
Monday morning quarterbacking,41 as both Rowley and 
Endrew F. caution that the IDEA neither guarantees 
nor promises any particular outcome.42 

Both Rowley and Endrew F. highlight academic progress 
as an important factor43 at which an “IEP must aim.”44 
However, both temper the ambitious undertaking that 
is the IDEA by reminding us that the target at which the 
IEP is to take aim is one that is reasonable, as opposed 
to ideal.45 As stated in Rowley, to require a school district 
to furnish “every special service necessary to maximize 
each handicapped child’s potential is, we think, further 
than Congress intended to go.”46 

While there are any number of additional comparisons, 
two in particular bear mentioning, with one leading to 
the other. 

First, nothing in Endrew F. erodes “[t]he primary 
responsibility for formulating the education . . . and for 
choosing the educational method most suitable to the 
child’s needs.” That responsibility, according to Rowley, 
“was left by the Act to state and local educational 
agencies in cooperation with the parents or guardian of 
the child.”47 

Second, Endrew F. reaffirms the limited role of 
reviewing courts, reminding them of the admonition 
in Rowley: reviewing courts should not “substitute their 
own notions of sound educational policy for those of 
the school authorities which they review.”48 Instead, 
deference is properly due to “[education] officials 
with responsibility for decisions of critical importance 
to the life of a disabled child.”49 That “deference is 
based on the application of expertise and the exercise 
of judgment by school author ities.”50 That said, “A 
reviewing court may fairly expect those authorities to 
be able to offer a cogent and responsive explanation 
for their decisions that shows the IEP is reasonably 
calculated to enable the child to make progress 
appropriate in light of his circumstances.”51

Endrew F. — a “Prospective” 
Does Endrew F. portend great changes? Probably 
not.52 A review of the transcript from the oral argument 
reveals that the standard announced in Endrew F. 
was discussed fairly thoroughly, especially during the 
argument of the United States.53 During oral argument, 
the Counselor to the Solicitor General opined, “[W]e [the 
United States] think that this is just what most school 
boards are already doing.”54

And what are they doing? (Or, what should they be 
doing?) Endrew F. instructs school districts that the 
components of an IEP and the IEP process provide 
“insight into what it means, for purposes of the FAPE 
definition, to ‘meet the unique needs’ of a child with 
a disability.”55 Following the IEP process and carefully 
considering how the child’s disability affects the child’s 
involvement and progress in the general education 
curriculum are key elements under an Endrew F. analysis.

If an IEP involves prospective judgment based on a 
“snapshot” of the child, then the IEP must present an 
image of the child that is in focus at the time that IEP is 
written. That focus is informed by what has happened 
leading up to the IEP meeting – changes in the nature 
or severity of the child’s disability; differences in the 
way the child responds to instruction; progress that 
the child has made, or has failed to make. But that’s the 
way it has always been.56 Endrew F. reemphasizes the 
importance of preparing a sound present level.57

Once the present level is prepared, the IEP process 
guides a school district into the development of 
measurable goals designed to “meet the child’s needs 
that result from the child’s disability” and “the child’s 
other educational needs that result from the child’s 
disability.”58 The importance of well thought out, 
measurable goals cannot be gainsaid, for it is in the 
development of the goals that the prospective judgment 
is exercised. And a litany of descriptors has been applied 
to goals: measurable, challenging, adequate, calculated, 
appropriate, ambitious, reasonable, explainable, and 
based on the circumstances of the child.59

Endrew F. teaches that the IEP process is more than a 
checklist. Followed to its conclusion, the IEP process 
leads to an IEP that is reasonably calculated to permit a 
child with a disability to make progress appropriate in 
light of the child’s circumstances. And, where it is not a 
reason able prospect for a child to be fully integrated into 
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the regular classroom, “the IEP need not aim for grade-
level advancement. But his educational program must 
be appropriately ambitious in light of his circumstances, 
just as advancement from grade to grade is appropriately 
ambitious for most children in the regular classroom. 
The goals may differ, but every child should have the 
chance to meet challenging objectives.”60

Conclusion
Although there will likely be those who ballyhoo 

Endrew F. as ushering in a new analytical framework 
in IDEA cases, there is much more sameness to be 
found in Endrew F. than there is anything new. While 
Endrew F. may have used different words (over which 
we may be litigating for years to come), those words 
are pulled from the IDEA itself. Congress has not seen 
fit to make any substantive change in the definition 
of “free appropriate public education” since the Act’s 
inception and for all intents and purposes, neither has 
the Supreme Court.

Jim Thomeczek is a partner in the St. Louis law firm Thomeczek & Brink, LLC, where one hundred per cent 
of his practice is devoted to representing school districts in special education and related matters. He has 
argued several times before the Eighth Circuit Court of Appeals. Jim acknowledges the contributions of those 
who lent a critical eye to this article, especially two students at St. Louis University School of Law, Jake 
Thomeczek and Jerry Thomeczek, who were particularly helpful with Blue Book form.

1	 So	named	because	it	was	first	announced	in	Bd. of Educ. of Hendrick Hudson Cent. Sch. Dist., Westchester Cty. v. Rowley, 458 U.S. 176 
(1982)(hereinafter referred to as “Rowley”). In Rowley, the Court stated: “Therefore, a court’s inquiry in suits brought under § 1415(e)(2) 
is twofold. First, has the State complied with the procedures set forth in the Act? And second, is the individualized educational program 
developed	through	the	Act’s	procedures	reasonably	calculated	to	enable	the	child	to	receive	educational	benefits?	If	these	requirements	
are met, the State has complied with the obligations imposed by Congress and the courts can require no more.” Id. at 206–07. Although 
Rowley referenced “suits brought under § 1415(e),” Endrew F. observed that “Rowley declined to articulate an overarching standard to 
evaluate the adequacy of the education provided under the Act.” Endrew F. ex rel. Joseph F. v. Douglas Cty. Sch. Dist. RE-1, 580 U.S. 
___, Slip Op. No. 15-827 at 11, 2017 WL 1066260 (U.S. Mar. 22, 2017) (hereinafter “Endrew F.,” with citations to the Slip Opinion). 

2	 Hereinafter	referred	to	as	“FAPE.”	20	U.S.C.	§	1412(a)(1)(A)	(“A	State	is	eligible	for	assistance	under	this	subchapter	for	a	fiscal	year	
if the State submits a plan that provides assurances to the Secretary that the State has in effect policies and procedures to ensure that the 
State meets each of the following conditions: . . . A free appropriate public education is available to all children with disabilities residing 
in the State between the ages of 3 and 21, inclusive, including children with disabilities who have been suspended or expelled from 
school.”). 

3 Rowley, 458 U.S. at 202 (“Because in this case we are presented with a handicapped child who is receiving substantial specialized 
instruction	and	related	services,	and	who	is	performing	above	average	in	the	regular	classrooms	of	a	public	school	system,	we	confine	
our analysis to that situation.”). 

4 See, e.g., Rowley,	458	U.S.	at	189	(“Thus,	if	personalized	instruction	is	being	provided	with	sufficient	supportive	services	to	permit	
the	child	to	benefit	from	the	instruction,	and	the	other	items	on	the	definitional	checklist	are	satisfied,	the	child	is	receiving	a	‘free	
appropriate	public	education’	as	defined	by	the	Act.”).	

5 See, e.g., Town of Burlington v. Dep’t of Educ. for Com. of Mass., 736 F.2d 773 (1st Cir. 1984), aff’d sub nom. Sch. Comm. of Town of 
Burlington, Mass. v. Dep’t of Educ. of Mass., 471 U.S. 359 (1985); Briggs v. Bd. of Educ. of State of Conn., 882 F.2d 688 (2d Cir. 1989); 
Geis v. Bd. of Educ. of Parsippany-Troy Hills, Morris Cty., 774 F.2d 575 (3d Cir. 1985); Matthews by Matthews v. Davis, 742 F.2d 825 
(4th Cir. 1984); Alamo Heights Indep. Sch. Dist. v. State Bd. of Educ., 790 F.2d 1153 (5th Cir. 1986); Tilton by Richards v. Jefferson Cty. 
Bd. of Educ., 705 F.2d 800 (6th Cir. 1983); Brookhart v. Illinois State Bd. of Educ., 697 F.2d 179 (7th Cir. 1983); Springdale Sch. Dist. 
No. 50 of Washington Cty. v. Grace, 693 F.2d 41 (8th Cir. 1982); Dep’t of Educ., State of Hawaii v. Katherine D. By & Through Kevin & 
Roberta D., 727 F.2d 809 (9th Cir. 1983); Cain v. Yukon Pub. Sch., Dist. I-27, 775 F.2d 15 (10th Cir. 1985); Drew P. v. Clarke Cty. Sch. 
Dist., 877 F.2d 927 (11th Cir. 1989); McKenzie v. Smith, 771 F.2d 1527 (D.C. Cir. 1985).
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6 Fry v. Napoleon Cmty. Sch., 580 U.S. ___, Slip Op. No. 15-497 at 10-11, 137 S. Ct. 743, 753–54 (2017)(footnote omitted):
	 In	its	first	section,	the	IDEA	declares	as	its	first	purpose	“to	ensure	that	all	children	with	disabilities	have	available	to	them	a	free	

appropriate public education.” §1400(d)(1)(A). That principal purpose then becomes the Act’s principal command: A State receiving 
federal funding under the IDEA must make such an education “available to all children with disabilities.” §1412(a)(1)(A). The 
guarantee	of	a	FAPE	to	those	children	gives	rise	to	the	bulk	of	the	statute’s	more	specific	provisions.	For	example,	the	IEP—”the	
centerpiece	of	the	statute’s	education	delivery	system”—serves	as	the	“vehicle”	or	“means”	of	providing	a	FAPE.	Honig, 484 U. S., 
at 311; Rowley,	458	U.	S.,	at	181;	see	supra,	at	2.	And	finally,	as	all	the	above	suggests,	the	FAPE	requirement	provides	the	yardstick	
for measuring the adequacy of the education that a school offers to a child with a disability: Under that standard, this Court has held, 
a child is entitled to “meaningful” access to education based on her individual needs. Rowley, 458 U. S. at 192

7 Brief of the United States as Amicus Curiae, at 9-12, n. 3-5, (August 19, 2016), Endrew F. ex rel. Joseph F. v. Douglas Cty. Sch. Dist. 
RE-1, 580 U.S. ___, Slip Op. No. 15-827, 2017 WL 1066260 (U.S. Mar. 22, 2017) (asserting that the Second, Fourth, Seventh, Eighth, 
Tenth and Eleventh Circuits were applying essentially a “merely more than de minimis” test; that the Third Circuit requires “that an IEP 
must	provide	significant	learning	and	meaningful	benefit,’”	with	the	Sixth	Circuit	adopting	the	Third	Circuit	test;	that	the	First	and	Fifth	
Circuits have stated that a FAPE requires more than simply a de minimis	benefit,	suggesting	a	meaningful	standard;	and	that	different	
panels of the Ninth Circuit have taken different positions with respect to the legal standard). While acknowledging the position of the 
United States, one might not necessarily agree with the categories or the distribution of the various circuits with those categories.

 That said, given the procedural requirements of the IDEA, all of the circuits require an individualized approach to special education 
programming. So it may be that the three tests differ more in the descriptive identifying nomenclature than in practical substance. As 
Justice White pointed out in his dissenting opinion in Rowley:

 The majority opinion announces a different substantive standard, that “Congress did not impose upon the States any greater 
substantive educational standard than would be necessary to make such access meaningful.” Ante, at 3043. While “meaningful” 
is no more enlightening than “appropriate,” the Court purports to clarify itself. Because Amy was provided with some specialized 
instruction from which she obtained some	benefit	and	because	she	passed	from	grade	to	grade,	she	was	receiving	a	meaningful	and	
therefore appropriate education. 

 Rowley, 458 U.S. at 214 (White, J., dissenting). For Justice White, it seems, the majority opinion in Rowley	suggests	that	“some	benefit”	
equates to “meaningful access,” which equates to “appropriate education.” Coupled with Justice White’s observation is the following, 
seemingly similar observation by Justice Alito during the oral argument in Endrew F.:

JUSTICE ALITO: What is frustrating about this case and about this statute is that we have a blizzard of words. And if you – 
MR. KATYAL: Right.
	 JUSTICE	ALITO:	—	read	them	literally,	it’s	not	clear	to	me	that	they	mean	anything	different.	Now,	“progress”	benefit.	Yeah,	I	don’t	
see	how	you	can	have	a	benefit	unless	you’re	making	some	progress.	“Significant,”	“meaningful,”	they’re	synonyms.	If	something	is	
significant	or	meaningful,	it’s	more	than	de minimis. And if it’s more than de minimis,	you	could	say	it’s	significant.	It’s	something	
that you note. So it’s really -- I mean, what everybody seems to be looking for is the word that has just the right nuance to express 
this thought.
https://www.supremecourt.gov/oral_arguments/argument_transcripts/2016/15-827_gfbh.pdf  at 47.

8 Forest Grove Sch. Dist. v. T.A., 557 U.S. 230, 239–40 (2009) (“Congress is presumed to be aware of an administrative or judicial 
interpretation of a statute and to adopt that interpretation when it re-enacts a statute without change,” quoting Lorillard v. Pons, 434 U.S. 
575, 580 (1978)).

9 Publ. L. 99-457, 100 Stat. 1145 (Oct. 8, 1986); Pub.L. 101-476, 104 Stat.1103 (Oct. 30, 1990); Pub.L. 102-119, 105 Stat. 607 (Oct. 7, 
1991); Pub.L. 105-17, 111 Stat. 37 (June 4, 1997); and Pub.L. 108-446, 118 Stat. 2647 (Dec. 3, 2004).

10 Endrew F., Slip Op. at 14.
11 That Endrew F. does not overrule Rowley is found in the Endrew F.	Court’s	reaffirming	the	substantive	guarantee	first	“made	clear”	in	

Rowley:	“Implicit	in	the	congressional	purpose	of	providing	access	to	a	‘free	appropriate	public	education’	is	the	requirement	that	the	
education	to	which	access	is	provided	be	sufficient	to	confer	some	educational	benefit	upon	the	handicapped	child.”	Rowley, 458 U.S. at 
200 (1982)(cited in Endrew F., Slip Op. at 5).

12 Id. at 11.
13 Id. at 16.
14 Id. at 9.
15 Id at 11.
16 The presentation of the facts in Endrew F. evolves as the case makes its way through the judicial process, from the due process decision, 

https://www.cde.state.co.us/sites/default/files/documents/spedlaw/download/ea2012-0006.pdf; to the district court decision, Endrew F. 
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v. Douglas Cty. Sch. Dist. RE 1, No. 12-CV-2620-LTB, 2014 WL 4548439 (D. Colo. Sept. 15, 2014); to the court of appeals, Endrew F. 
ex rel. Joseph F. v. Douglas Cty. Sch. Dist. Re-1, 798 F.3d 1329 (10th Cir. 2015); to the Supreme Court, Endrew F., Slip Op. at 6-9. It is 
worth	noting	that	in	the	Tenth	Circuit,	“[d]uring	its	review	of	the	administrative	record,	a	district	court	must	‘give	‘due	weight’	to	the	
hearing	officer’s	findings	of	fact,	which	are	considered	prima facie correct.’” Sytsema ex rel. Sytsema v. Acad. Sch. Dist. No. 20, 538 
F.3d 1306, 1311 (10th Cir. 2008)(quoting L.B. ex rel. K.B. v. Nebo Sch. Dist., 379 F.3d 966, 974 (10th Cir.2004)). A cursory review of the 
findings	of	fact	from	the	due	process	decision	reveals	the	following:

17. The goals in [Student]’s 2008 IEP are similar, if not identical, to the goals in [Student’s] 2007 IEP; however, most of the 
objectives	and	criteria	in	the	2008	IEP	were	modified	to	account	for	[Student]’s	progress	toward	those	goals.
20. [Mother] also requested that 4 of the 5 reading goals in [Student]’s 2008 IEP be maintained and carried over to [Student’s] 4th 
grade	IEP.	She	also	requested	that	several	of	the	math,	writing	and	social	skills	goals	be	maintained	but	with	more	specific	objectives.
38. When [Student] came to [Private School], the only IEP [Student] had was the one that was developed by the District on April 13, 
2010. [Private School] chose not to develop a new IEP for [Student] until they had had a chance to observe and evaluate [Student]. 
The	[Private	School]	staff	spent	the	first	six	to	eight	weeks	following	[Student]’s	enrollment	observing	[Student].	Between	May	12,	
2010 and August 1, 2010 the staff at [Private School] observed and collected data on [Student].
43.	In	this	case,	the	ALJ	finds	that	the	credible	and	persuasive	evidence	establishes	that	[Student]	made	progress	towards	[Student’s]	
academic and functional goals in [Student’s] IEPs during the time [Student] was enrolled in the District and that the District was 
providing a FAPE. This does not mean that [Student] achieved every objective in [Student’s] IEPs or that [Student] made progress on 
every	goal,	but	the	evidence	shows	that	[Student]	received	some	educational	benefit	while	enrolled	in	the	District.

	 https://www.cde.state.co.us/sites/default/files/documents/spedlaw/download/ea2012-0006.pdf	at	5-7.
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