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SPECIAL EDUCATION CITIZEN COMPLAINT (SECC) NO.  14-06 

PROCEDURAL HISTORY 

On January 27, 2014, the Office of Superintendent of Public Instruction (OSPI) received 
a Special Education Citizen Complaint from the parent (Parent) of a student (Student) 
attending the Marysville School District (District).  The Parent alleged that the District 
violated the Individuals with Disabilities Education Act (IDEA), or a regulation 
implementing the IDEA, with regard to the Student’s education. 

On January 27, 2014, OSPI acknowledged receipt of this complaint and forwarded a 
copy of it to the District Superintendent on the same day.  The District was asked to 
respond to the allegations made in the complaint. 

On February 6, 2014, the Parent sent a new request for a citizen complaint identifying 
an additional issue.  OSPI reviewed the new request and added the additional issue to 
the current complaint. 

On March 3, 2014, OSPI received the District’s response to the complaint and 
forwarded it to the Parent on the same day.  The Parent was invited to reply with any 
information she had that was inconsistent with the District’s information. 

On March 14, 2014, OSPI received the Parent’s reply; OSPI forwarded that information 
to the District on the same day. 

On March 21, 2014, OSPI received additional information from the District; OSPI 
forwarded that information to the Parent on March 24, 2014. 

OSPI considered all of the information provided by the Parent and the District as part of 
its investigation. 

OVERVIEW 

During the 2013-2014 school year, the adult Student was eligible for special education 
services and related services under the category of health-impaired.  The Student’s 
educational placement is a self-contained life skills program.  The Student has limited 
verbal skills and communicates by pointing to pictures and saying single words.  In 
September 2013, the Student’s individualized education program (IEP) team developed 
his annual IEP; however, the Parent did not agree with the postsecondary transition 
component of the IEP.  In November 2013, the Student was reevaluated.  The 
reevaluation included an assistive technology assessment that determined the Student 
would not benefit from a new assistive technology device.  The Parent disagreed with 
the determination and requested an independent educational evaluation (IEE).  The 
District responded to the Parent’s request for the IEE, and the Parent later scheduled an 
IEE. 

The Parent alleged that the District did not develop or implement postsecondary 
transition services for the Student, and did not respond to her request to revise the 
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transition services component of the IEP.  The Parent also alleged that the District failed 
to follow evaluation procedures regarding the Student’s assistive technology needs, and 
failed to provide a timely IEE for assistive technology.  Finally, the Parent alleged that 
the District did not provide the speech language services in the Student’s IEP.  The 
District denied all of the allegations. 

SCOPE OF INVESTIGATION 

This decision references events that occurred before the investigation time period, 
which began on January 28, 2013.  The purpose of these references is to add context to 
the issues under investigation and is not intended to identify additional issues or 
potential violations occurring before the investigation time period.  The development of 
the Student’s September 2012 IEP was not within the one-year investigation time 
period. 

ISSUES 

1. Did the District follow procedures for developing and implementing the transition 
components of the Student’s individualized education program (IEP)? 

2. Did the District respond to the Parent’s requests to revise the transition services 
in the IEP? 

3. Did the District follow procedures for reevaluation in determining the Student did 
not require assistive technology? 

4. Did the District follow procedures for responding to the Parent’s request for an 
independent educational evaluation (IEE)? 

5. Did the District implement the Student’s IEP to include the Speech Language 
Pathology (SLP) provision? 

LEGAL STANDARDS 

Definition of Transition Services: Transition services means a coordinated set of 
activities for a student with a disability that are designed within a results-oriented 
process and  focused on improving the student’s academic and functional achievement 
to facilitate movement from school to post-school activities, including postsecondary 
education, vocational training, integrated employment, supported employment, 
continuing and adult education, adult services, independent living, or community 
participation.  Transition services are based on the individual student's needs and take 
the student’s preferences and interests into account; transition services includes 
instruction, related services, community experiences, the development of employment 
and other post-school adult living objectives, and, if appropriate, acquisition of daily 
living skills and functional vocational evaluation.  34 CFR §300.43; WAC 392-172A-
01190. 

Transition Requirements for IEPs: Beginning not later than with the first IEP to be in 
effect when a student eligible for special education turns 16, or younger if determined 
appropriate by the IEP team, the student’s IEP must include appropriate measurable 
postsecondary goals based upon age appropriate transition assessments related to 
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training, education, employment, and, where appropriate, independent living skills; and 
the transition services including courses of study needed to assist the student in 
reaching those goals. 34 CFR §300.320; WAC 392-172A-03090.  If appropriate, a 
functional vocational evaluation is an activity that is included within the definition of 
transition services.  34 CFR §300.43; WAC 392-172A-01190. 

IEP Development: The IEP meeting serves as a communication vehicle between 
parents and school personnel, and enables the IEP team to make informed decisions 
regarding the student’s needs, goals, and the services needed.  The IEP team must 
consider the parents’ concerns and information regarding their student in developing, 
reviewing, and revising IEPs.  The district is not required, however, to adopt all of the 
parent’s recommendations and it may properly develop an IEP despite not providing all 
of the services that the parent believes are necessary.  34 CFR §§300.321, 300.322, 
300.324 and 300.328; WACs 392-172A-03095, 392-172A-03100, and 392-172A-03110. 

IEP Implementation: A school district must ensure it provides all services in a student’s 
IEP, consistent with the student’s needs as described in that IEP.  34 CFR §300.323; 
WAC 392-172A-03105. 

IEP Revision: The IEP team must review and revise a student’s IEP to address the 
results of any reevaluations, information provided by the parents, or anticipated needs.  
The IEP team must consider any special factors unique to the student, including the 
student’s assistive technology needs.  34 CFR §300.324; WAC 392-172A-03110.  
When the student’s service providers or parents believe that the IEP is no longer 
appropriate, the team must meet to determine whether it needs additional data to 
conduct a reevaluation.  34 CFR §300.303; WAC 392-172A-03015. 

Assistive Technology Evaluation: The need for assistive technology must be determined 
on a case-by-case basis, considering the unique needs of each child.  Letter to 
Anonymous, 29 IDELR 1089 (OSEP 1997).  The IEP team must assess “the student’s 
functional capabilities and whether they may be increased, maintained, or improved 
through the use of [assistive technology] devices or services.”  Letter to Fisher, 23 
IDELR 565 (OSEP 1995).  A parent has the right to an independent assistive 
technology evaluation, at district expense, if the parent disagrees with the evaluation 
obtained by the district, and the district fails to show that its evaluations are appropriate.  
Letter to Fisher, 23 IDELR 565 (OSEP 1995). 

Reevaluation Procedures: Qualified professionals must conduct a reevaluation using a 
variety of assessment tools, including information from the parent.  As part of a 
reevaluation, the IEP team must review the student’s existing data, including previous 
evaluations, independent evaluations, current assessments, teacher observations, and 
other information provided by the parents to determine whether the team requires 
additional assessments to complete the reevaluation.  34 CFR §300.303-306; WAC 
392-172A-03025. 

Independent Educational Evaluation (IEE): If parents disagree with the district’s 
evaluation of a student eligible for special education, parents have the right to an 
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independent educational evaluation (IEE) at public expense.  Upon request for an IEE, 
the district will provide information about its IEE criteria and where the parent may 
obtain an IEE.  Within 15 days of the Parent’s request, the school district must either 
initiate a due process hearing to show the appropriateness of its evaluation or ensure 
that it provides an IEE without unnecessary delay.  WAC 392-172A-05005. 

FINDINGS OF FACT 

1. During the 2012-2013 school year, the Student attended a District high school and 
was eligible to receive special education and related services under the category of 
health-impaired.  His educational placement was a self-contained life-skills program.  
The Student has limited verbal skills and communicates by pointing to pictures and 
saying single words. 

2. On September 25, 2012, the individualized education program (IEP) team, including 
the Parent, developed the Student’s annual IEP.  This IEP was in effect at the 
beginning of the time period (January 28, 2013) for this complaint. 

Assistive Technology: The present levels of academic and functional performance 
stated that the Student used a “12 cell static display communication device” and that 
he required assistance to use it.  It also stated that the Student used another device, 
a touch screen computer for various activities, but required constant cueing.  The 
present levels also stated that although the Student sometimes used an assistive 
technology device, he preferred to communicate using his photo album.  Further, it 
stated that he continued to make minimal progress in his communication goals, 
despite using the assistive technology.  The IEP team considerations stated that the 
Student had used a communication device at school in the past, but the Student was 
not currently using it at school.  It is unclear whether this statement referred to the 
touch screen computer, the 12-cell static display device, or something else.  
However, the Parent stated that the touch screen computer did not follow the 
Student to high school. 

Vocational Skills: The present levels of academic and functional performance for 
vocational skills stated that the Student was working on independently using a 
trigger sprayer, wiping down tables, folding towels, dressing himself, and putting 
away silverware.  The Student often needed help to accomplish these tasks, but he 
responded well to verbal cues.  The present levels of performance noted that the 
Student was participating in an off campus work experience at least two days per 
week. 

Transition: The Student’s postsecondary transition plan stated that the Student’s 
strengths and preferences included being social, friendly, and enjoying social 
interactions.  The Student’s transition service needs included developing life skills 
and speech communication skills.  The Student’s transition plan emphasized 
continued instruction in independent living skills, and included “Off campus work 
experience when appropriate and available.”  The transition plan also included a 
course of study, based in the Student’s self-contained life-skills program.
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The Student’s postsecondary goals included an education/training goal and an 
employment goal.  The education goal stated that after high school, the Student 
would participate in therapeutic work training provided by state adult services 
agencies.  The employment goal stated the Student would participate in a center-
based work program, with appropriate supports, through state adult services 
agencies.  The IEP provided for transition services for 50 minutes daily. 

Speech Language Pathologist (SLP): The September 25, 2012 IEP provided for SLP 
services for 30 minutes four times each week. 

Annual Goals: The Student’s 2012 IEP included seven annual goals, all of which 
supported his postsecondary transition goals. 

• Functional Communication: Use a device, verbalizations, or pictures to 
answer a question or make a request. 

• Independent Living (1): Complete a one-step task after a single verbal cue, 
improving 50% from needing 2-3 assists to 100% with one assist. 

• Independent Living (2): Dress himself after a single verbal cue, improving 
50% from needing 2-3 verbal cues to no hands on assistance and one verbal 
cue for each article of clothing. 

• Functional Academics: Get name stamp and use name stamp with one verbal 
cue each time, with staff placing the stamp in right direction, improving from 
50% with 2-3 cues and physical assist to push. 

• Independent Living (3): Do a physical pool or PE task after one verbal 
direction, improving from needing 3-4 verbal cues. 

• Transition (1): Stay on a single-step task for five minutes with only one 
redirection improving vocational readiness from 50% to 80%. 

• Transition (2): Shake hands while maintaining eye contact without reminders 
when given a social greeting, improving interaction skills from 25% to 50%. 

3. The documentation regarding the District’s implementation of the 2012 IEP within 
the time period under investigation includes April 16, 2012 and June 5, 2012. 

Progress Reporting: 

• Functional Communication: The Student made insufficient progress for the 
last two quarters of reporting.  The progress reporting noted that the Student 
worked daily to learn three message icons using the “Go-Talk.”  At the end of 
the 2012-2013 school year, the progress reporting noted that on a good day, 
the Student could identify and use the three message icons without cueing in 
two out of ten attempts. 

• Independent Living (1): Sufficient progress was indicated for each quarterly 
reporting; the notes reflected his improvement, cumulating in a 90% success 
rate. 

• Independent Living (2): Emerging skill was identified for each quarterly 
reporting; the notes reflected the Student’s work learning to unbutton a jean’s 
button with specific help. 
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• Functional Academics: Sufficient progress was listed for each quarterly 
reporting; the notes reflect steady progress. 

• Independent Living (3): Emerging skills were identified for each quarterly 
reporting; the notes reflect that the Student needed cues but he was 
cooperative. 

• Transition (1): Emerging skills was also identified for each quarterly reporting; 
the progress reporting noted that the Student was willing to participate in 
vocational tasks but he required ongoing redirection. 

• Transition (2): Emerging skills were noted for each quarterly reporting; the 
progress reporting noted that the Student had extreme difficulty making eye-
contact. 

SLP Service Log: The SLP service log showed that the SLP provided services 30 
minutes four times per month (one time weekly).  The service log also showed that 
the SLP worked with the Student using a communication device, generally with a 
notation that the Student required cueing to use the devise.  In its response to this 
complaint, the District stated that although the September 25, 2012 IEP provided for 
SLP services for 30 minutes four times each week, this was a communication error 
stemming from the fact that the IEP team discussed whether the language should be 
weekly or monthly.  The District also stated that since the Student began high 
school, the IEP team had intended to provide 30 minutes four times a month. 

Transition Services Provider: The documentation shows that the District worked with 
an adult service agency providing transition services to assist with independent living 
and job skills.  On June 17, 2013, his community career path planner facilitated a 
transition services meeting and developed a career path service report.  Attendees 
at that meeting included the Parent, several of his teachers, and representatives 
from a state adult services agency and a center-based work program. 

2013-2014 School Year 

4. On September 25, 2013, the IEP team, including the Parent, developed the 
Student’s annual IEP.  However, the Parent did not sign the IEP because she felt the 
postsecondary transition components were not clear. 

Assistive Technology: The present levels of academic and functional performance 
stated that the Student had access to low tech communication devices (Go Talk), 
but he did not demonstrate the ability or motivation to match communication 
messages with the corresponding buttons despite numerous efforts, including efforts 
to make the devices easier to use by masking some of the buttons.  The team 
considerations stated that although the Student previously used a communication 
device, he no longer did so because he required constant cues from staff. 

Vocational Skills: The present levels of academic and functional performance stated  
that the Student continued to make progress with independently using a trigger 
sprayer, wiping down tables, folding towels, dressing himself, and putting away 
silverware.  It also noted that the Student still needed guidance to do these tasks.  
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Additionally, the present level of performance stated that the team was currently in 
the process of arranging an off-campus work experience at the local library where 
the Student would work with 1:1 assistance one day a week. 

Adaptive: The present levels of performance stated that the Student could wash his 
hands and fold clothes with assistance.  When asked to hang clothing, he could take 
the hanger to the closet, but struggled to position it correctly. 

Transition: The transition plan contained very similar language and provisions as in 
the 2012 IEP.  The post-secondary goals included the same education/training goal 
and same employment goal, and added an independent living goal.  The 
independent living goal stated that after school, the Student would live with his family 
with appropriate supports through state adult services agencies.  The IEP provided 
for transition services for 60 minutes daily (a 10-minute daily increase). 

SLP: The 2013 IEP included a provision for the SLP to provide services for 30 
minutes two times each month. 

Annual Goals: The Student’s 2013 IEP included six annual goals, all of which 
supported his post-secondary transition goals.  His goals remained substantively the 
same as his 2012 IEP goals with his percentage of improvement increasing.  The 
team changed one of the Student’s transition goals so that he would work on 
vocalizing the word “Hi” while shaking hands instead of making eye contact while 
shaking hands. 

5. The documentation regarding the District’s implementation of the September 25, 
2013 IEP includes progress reporting on November 6, 2013 and January 2014: 

Progress Reporting: 

• Functional Communication: Insufficient progress was made for each 
quarterly reporting.  The progress reporting noted that the Student was able 
to use communication devices in a 1:1 small room situation, but in the 
classroom, he was highly distracted and often could not determine which 
message button to use.  It further noted that to use the device, the Student 
required cuing 95% of the time. 

• Independent Living (1): Sufficient progress was noted for each quarterly 
reporting period. 

• Independent Living (2): Emerging skill was indicated for each quarterly 
reporting; the notes stated that the Student has been progressing, but he still 
could not dress independently. 

• Functional Academics: Sufficient progress was indicated for each quarterly 
reporting. 

• Transition (1): Emerging skills were identified for each quarterly reporting; the 
progress reporting noted that the Student could stay focused with regular 
encouragement, but could work independently for only a minute or two 
before needing redirection. 
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• Transition (2):  Sufficient  progress was listed for each quarterly reporting; the 
progress reporting noted that the Student could shake hands 80% of the time 
but said “Hi” only with reminders. 

SLP Service Log: The SLP service log showed that the SLP provided services 30 
minutes four times per month (one time weekly).  The service log also showed that 
the SLP worked with the Student using a communication device.  It noted that the 
Student often did not like to use the “Go Talk” devise. 

Transition Services Provider: The documentation shows that the District worked with 
an adult service agency, which developed a career path service report with the 
Parent, the Student’s special education teacher, and the Student’s other outside 
services providers on September 15, 2013 and October 22, 2013.  The 
documentation states that the Student’s program included collecting/distributing 
teacher’s mail (with assistance), loading paper and flattened boxes into recycling 
bins (with assistance), cleaning cafeteria tables (with assistance), sorting silverware, 
loading/emptying washing machine and dryer, putting away groceries, and hand 
stamping, all with some/partial use of a communication device.  On November 14, 
2013, the Parent and the community service provider “job coach” met to further 
implement transition items, including riding DART (public transportation) on his own. 

6. On November 21, 2013, the IEP team, including the Parent, held a reevaluation 
meeting to consider the Student’s three-year reevaluation results and his assistive 
technology needs in connection with communication. 

The assistive technology portion of the reevaluation report stated that school staff 
attempted to train the Student to use the Go Talk for two months.  The SLP stated 
that in addition to reviewing existing data, she informally evaluated the Student on 
two different days, trying a variety of communication applications on an iPad.  The 
different applications used varying sized, amounts, and types of icons for different 
messages.  The report concluded: 

• The Student was more successful with applications that used photo-based 
icons than line drawn picture icons. 

• The Student was more successful with applications that used fewer icons. 
• The Student preferred to initiate communication verbally, with the photo book 

as support, than to use any of the assistive technology applications. 
• Although the Student could not use the applications at this time, he appeared 

to understand the layout of two applications and most of the vocabulary used. 
• The Student would require substantial training before he could use the two 

applications to answer questions and it was unclear whether he could learn to 
use the applications to initiate communication. 

• The most suitable iPad applications would also require substantial 
modifications to be useful for the Student. 

• The Student was excited to use the iPad in the classroom, but he was 
generally inaccurate in the classroom, despite being “quite successful within 
the 1:1 small room setting.” 
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• The Student liked to use the iPad to hear the recorded voices, but he did not 
seem to be motivated to use it functionally. 

• The Student used a communication book, which he enjoyed, but he used the 
book only when asked, and only for clarification purposes, he did not use the 
photo book to augment his communication. 

• The Student required cues and reminders to use any communication tools, 
including his communication book, the Go Talk, or an application on the iPad. 

7. The assistive technology evaluation did not include a written recommendation.  
However, the District clarified that it did not recommend the iPad as an additional 
assistive technology device for the Student.  At the conclusion of the November 21, 
2013 IEP meeting, the Parent requested an independent educational evaluation 
(IEE) at public expense for assistive technology.  On November 27, 2013, the Parent 
requested an IEE in writing.  In her written request, the Parent highlighted that the 
school’s November 21, 2013 reevaluation report, and stated that the Student had 
been “quite successful” within the 1:1 small room setting; therefore, the District 
should provide the device and that level of support to the Student. 

8. On December 4, 2013, the District’s learning support director emailed the Parent a 
list of potential independent evaluators.  In the email, the director stated that he 
would like to speak with the Parent before sending the District’s response to her 
request.  In clarifying its response to OSPI, the District stated that it believed the 
learning support director (no longer at the District) suggested a different outside 
evaluator with expertise in assistive technology evaluations; however, the Parent 
disagreed.  It is unclear precisely when the District agreed to the Parent’s selected 
provider, Seattle Children’s Hospital.  However, on January 30, 2014, the IEE 
provider emailed the District with a copy of the proposed IEE contract.  The 
documentation shows that the District and the provider finalized the contract on 
February 20, 2014.  After the District and provider signed the contract, the Parent 
attempted to schedule an appointment, but the IEE provider could not find a copy its 
contract with the District.  That same day, the District faxed a copy of the contract to 
the provider and the Parent was able to schedule an appointment for May 8, 2014. 

9. On January 10, 2014, the Student’s community service “job coach” emailed the 
Parent, stating that the Student had used an application on the iPad that day.  The 
job coach told the Parent that after “only one time through the pictures,” the Student 
was able to match messages to the appropriate icons with “very little difficulty” and 
they were “very encouraged.”  The note stated the community school to work 
program would recommend obtaining an iPad and software for the Student. 

10. On February 6, 2014, the IEP team, including the Parent, met to amend the 
Student’s IEP at the Parent’s request, focusing on the Student’s postsecondary 
transition.  The amendments to the September 13, 2013 IEP were contained in a 
revised IEP, with the same projected end date of 06/16/2014, which is the Student’s 
projected graduation date. 
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Assistive Technology: The present levels of performance stated that the Student 
required assistance to use his photo book and/or device.  It also stated that when 
given both his photo book and his communication device, the Student more often 
choose to use the photo book.  Finally, it noted that the Student did not use any of 
his communication tools (photo book or device) to clarify for a listener unless 
someone asked him to do so. 

Vocational Skills: The present level of performance stated that the Student is 
participating in a variety of pre-vocational activities with guidance from a mentor, 
including: 

• Recycling 
• Laundry 
• Cleaning 

• Developing fine motor skills 
• Mail delivery

The present levels of performance also stated that the Student was involved in 
community-based experiences at the local YMCA and bowling alley.  It further noted 
that the Student had been volunteering at the library each week, but scheduling 
conflicts had suspended that experience.  The present levels of performance also 
stated that the District hoped to resume the Student’s library work as well as 
participation in an activity center in the near future.  As of March 22, 2014, the 
Student had not yet resumed his volunteer work experience at the library. 

Adaptive: The present levels of performance repeated some of the previous 
information and included language from the September 2013 IEP.  It also stated that 
based on the Parent’s request, the Student was practicing making a sandwich, and 
that the occupational therapist had provided a specialized spatula and an adapted 
cutting board to assist with that goal. 

Transition: The Student’s postsecondary transition plan contained goals for 
education/training, employment, and independent living that were similar to his 
previous IEPs, but added significant detail about the plan to reach those goals.  The 
education/training goal stated that after high school, the Student would participate in 
the community School to Work Program, and participate in work training 
opportunities provided by state adult services agencies and the community center.  
Additionally, the plan stated that the Student would develop fine motor skills by: 

• Sorting coins 
• Tracing letters 
• Using name stamp 

• Using scissors & glue 
• Spreading jam, butter, frosting

The transition plan also stated that the Student would develop skills by: 

• Loading/unloading 
dishwasher 

• Hanging coat on wall hook 
• Hanging clothes on hanger 

• Returning items to storage 
• Locating requested item 
• Delivering items to a 3rd party 
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• Recognizing numbers and 
letters 

• Cooking activities (pouring, 
measuring, mixing) 

• Folding newspapers

The employment goal was the same as the education/training goal.  The 
employment goal also stated that the Student would develop the skills to recycle, 
deliver mail, clean, and do laundry.  For recycling, the transition plan stated that the 
Student would practice: 

• Gathering 
• Sorting 

• Removing tape 
• Collapsing boxes

For delivering mail, the transition plan states that the Student will practice: 

• Collecting papers from 
teacher’s boxes 

• Placing in envelopes 

• Delivering to teacher’s rooms

For cleaning, the transition plan states that the Student will practice: 

• Wetting & wringing cloth 
• Wiping tables & seats 
• Gathering used cloths 

• Wiping & dusting library books 
• Campus clean up

For laundry, the transition plan states that the Student will practice: 

• Collecting linens 
• Loading washer/dryer 
• Sorting 

• Folding 
• Placing in individually marked 

bags

The independent living goal stated that the Student will live with his family or in an 
adult group home with appropriate support from a state adult services agency.  The 
transition plan states that the Student will develop independent living skills by 
practicing: 

• Dressing/ 
undressing 

• Snapping 
pants 

• Swimming 
• Bowling 
• Music activities 
• Spreading on 

bread/ cookies 

• Loading 
washing 
machine 

• Loading dryer 
• Sorting/folding 

clothes 
• Riding DART 
• Visiting library  

• Setting the 
table 

• Hand wash & 
dry dishes 

• Put away 
dishes
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The February 2014 IEP amendment provided for two sections of transition services 
each for 125 minutes daily, a total of 250 minutes daily (a 190-minute daily increase 
from the previous IEP). 

SLP:  The February 2014 IEP included a provision for the SLP to provide services for 
30 minutes four times each month. 

Annual Goals: The Student’s amended 2014 IEP included five annual goals, all of 
which supported his post-secondary transition goals.  His annual IEP goals remained 
the same as his 2013 IEP goals. 

Progress Reporting: The Student’s progress reporting under the February 2014 IEP 
is not due until April 2014 and again in June 2014. 

CONCLUSIONS 

1. Transition Requirements: During the time period under investigation, the District 
followed procedures for developing and implementing the transition components of 
the Student’s IEP.  There are six essential steps associated with a transition plan.  
First, the District must assess the Student’s strengths, interests, preferences, and 
needs.  Second, based on the transition assessment, the District must develop 
appropriate, measureable post-secondary goals regarding education/training, 
employment, and independent living.  Third, the District must identify individualized 
transition services to support the Student’s post-secondary goals.  Fourth, the 
Student’s course of study must be relevant to the identified post-secondary goals.  
Fifth, the District must coordinate with an adult service agency that the Student 
might utilize after he is no longer eligible for education services.  Finally, the written 
IEP goals must support the post-secondary goals.  Here, the Student’s IEPs from 
September 25, 2012 to February 6, 2014, complied with the six essential steps.  In 
the Parent’s response, she stated that she did not believe the District is teaching 
the Student personal hygiene skills and other skills associated with independent 
living and post-secondary transition.  However, the documentation does not 
substantiate the Parent’s statements. 

2. Revising IEP transition services: The District responded to the Parent’s request to 
revise the IEP’s transition services.  The Parent asked to revise the September 25, 
2013 IEP because she believed it was too vague, specifically with regard to 
transition services.  After conducting a reevaluation, the District held an IEP 
meeting on February 6, 2014, and revised the Student’s IEP, adding detail and 
specificity to transition services. 

3. Reevaluation For Assistive Technology: Based on the documentation, the District 
followed reevaluation procedures when it assessed the Student’s need for assistive 
technology.  The report stated that the evaluator was a certified speech language 
pathologist, who worked with the Student’s assistive technology needs.  Although 
the Parent disagreed with the results of the District’s reevaluation, she did not 
substantiate that the District did not follow reevaluation procedures. 
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4. IEE: The documentation does not support that the District unduly delayed the IEE.  
The District must either agree to provide the IEE or file a due process hearing to 
show the appropriateness of its evaluation.  On November 21, 2013, the Parent 
requested an IEE.  On December 4, 2013, the District responded to the Parent’s 
request.  This response was within 15 days of the Parent’s request.  Although there 
was some initial delay based on disagreement between the parties about who 
would be the IEE provider, the documentation does not support that the District 
suggested other providers in order to delay the reevaluation.  Once agreed upon, 
the District and the IEE provider were in the process of initiating a contract, which 
they finalized on February 20, 2014.  Afterwards, when the Parent attempted to 
schedule an appointment, she encountered another delay because the provider 
could not find its paperwork.  However, the documentation does not support that the 
District caused this delay, or was responsible for it.  Instead, the District faxed a 
copy of the contract to the provider that same day, and the Parent has an IEE 
appointment scheduled. 

5. Implementation of SLP Provision: Although the District did not provide the amount 
of SLP services as written in the 2012 IEP, the documentation supports the 
District’s assertion that the 2012 IEP contained an error, which did not reflect the 
intention of the IEP team.  The documentation supports that the IEP team intended 
for the SLP to provide services for 30 minutes one time a week.  Nothing about the 
documentation supports that in 2012, the IEP team believed that the Student would 
benefit from additional SLP services.  Similarly, as written in the September 25, 
2013 IEP, the SLP was to provide 30 minutes of services twice each month, yet the 
documentation supports that the IEP team intended for the SLP to provide services 
for 30 minutes each week, which she provided.  After the IEP team’s recent 
meeting on February 6, 2014, the current IEP accurately reflects the IEP team’s 
intention for the SLP to provide 30 minutes of SLP services four times each month 
(once each week).  Because the Student has been receiving the amount and type 
of SLP service that the IEP team intended, compensatory services are not 
appropriate.  However, we remind the District to review its IEPs for accuracy and to 
ensure that the provision of services is clear to parents and those responsible for 
IEP implementation. 

CORRECTIVE ACTION 

STUDENT SPECIFIC: 
None. 

DISTRICT SPECIFIC: 
None. 
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Dated this ____ day of March, 2014 

Douglas H. Gill, Ed. D. 
Director, Special Education 
PO BOX 47200 
Olympia, WA 98504-7200 

THIS WRITTEN DECISION CONCLUDES OSPI’S INVESTIGATION OF THIS 
COMPLAINT 

IDEA provides mechanisms for resolution of disputes affecting the rights of special 
education students.  This decision may not be appealed.  However, parents (or adult 
students) and school districts may raise any matter addressed in this decision that 
pertains to the identification, evaluation, placement, or provision of FAPE to a student in 
a due process hearing.  Decisions issued in due process hearings may be appealed.  
Statutes of limitations apply to due process hearings.  Parties should consult legal 
counsel for more information about filing a due process hearing.  Parents (or adult 
students) and districts may also use the mediation process to resolve disputes.  The 
state regulations addressing mediation and due process hearings are found at WAC 
392-172A-05060 through 05075 (mediation) and WAC 392-172A-05080 through 05125 
(due process hearings.) 




