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

PROCEDURAL HISTORY 

On March 4, 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 Central Kitsap 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 March 5, 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 March 28, 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.  The Parent did 
not provide a reply. 

On April 11 and April 15, 2014, OSPI received additional requested information from the 
District and forwarded it to the Parent on those same days. 

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

OVERVIEW 

The Student attends a District junior high school and is eligible for special education 
services under the category of autism.  At the Student’s annual individualized education 
program (IEP) meeting on March 5, 2013, his general education teachers and the 
school psychologist recommended that he receive services through the District’s 
program for students with autism.  However, the District special education coordinator 
stated that she did not have authority to implement the team’s recommendation and the 
meeting ended without a placement recommendation for the Student.  The District 
special education director and the principal then held a meeting with the Parent to 
discuss the placement, after which, the Student’s IEP team met again, completed the 
Student’s March 28, 2013 IEP, and determined that he would receive services in the 
District’s program for students with autism.  The Parent states she is satisfied with the 
Student’s assignment to the program and current services, but the Parent still alleged 
that at the March 5, 2013 IEP meeting, the District did not follow procedures for IEP 
meetings, including IEP development and placement.  The District denied the 
allegations. 
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SCOPE OF INVESTIGATION 

Many of the Parent’s allegations also involved potential procedural violations occurring 
more than one year ago.  OSPI informed the Parent that its investigation would include 
only the alleged violations occurring on and after March 5, 2013.  Although this decision 
references events that occurred before the investigation time period, the purpose of the 
references is to only provide context for the issues under investigation.  It is not 
intended to identify additional issues or potential violations occurring before the 
investigation time period. 

ISSUES 

1. Did the District follow procedures for ensuring that it included required members 
of the Student’s individualized education program (IEP) team for the meetings on 
March 5, 2013 and March 28, 2013, or followed procedures for excusing team 
members? 

2. Did the District follow procedures for ensuring that the IEP team made decisions 
about the appropriate placement and LRE for the Student at the March 5, 2013 
meeting and the March 28, 2013 meeting? 

3. Did the District follow procedures for ensuring that the Student’s IEP, dated 
March 28, 2013, accurately addressed the Student’s services and placement? 

LEGAL STANDARDS 

IEP Team: An IEP team is composed of: the student’s parent(s); not less than one of 
the student’s regular education teachers;  not less than one of the student’s special 
education teachers or, where appropriate, not less than one of the student’s special 
education providers; a school district representative, who is qualified to provide or 
supervise the provision of specially designed instruction, who is knowledgeable about 
the general education curriculum, and who is knowledgeable about the availability of 
district resources; an individual, who can interpret the instructional implications of 
evaluation results (this person may be one of the teachers or the district representative 
listed above); any individual who has knowledge or special expertise regarding the 
student, including related services personnel; and when appropriate, the child.   34 CFR 
§300.321; WAC 392-172A-03095. 

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 and appropriate goals and services needed to support 
the student’s  participation and achievement of the agreed-upon IEP goals.  The parent 
is an integral part of the IEP development process.  The district must consider the 
parent’s concerns and any information s/he provides.  34 CFR §§300.321, 300.322, 
300.324 and 300.328; WACs 392-172A-03095, 392-172A-03100, and 392-172A-03110. 

IEP Team Unable to Reach Consensus: A full discussion should take place between the 
parents and the other members of the IEP team regarding the content of the IEP, the 
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student's needs, and the services to be provided to meet those needs.  The IEP team 
should work toward consensus, but the district has ultimate responsibility to ensure that 
the IEP includes the special education and related services that are necessary to 
provide the student with a free appropriate public education.  If the team cannot reach 
consensus, the district must provide the parents with prior written notice of the district’s 
proposals or refusals, or both, regarding the student’s educational program and the 
parents have the right to seek resolution of any disagreements by initiating an impartial 
due process hearing.  64 Fed. Reg. 48 12478 (March 12, 1999) (Appendix A to 34 CFR 
Part 300, Question 9 and 32). 

IEP Must State Services: Among other things, an IEP must contain a statement of the 
special education services, related services, and supplementary aids that the district will 
provide to the student.  The IEP must also contain a statement of the program 
modifications or supports for school personnel.  A school district must ensure that it 
provides all services in a student’s IEP, consistent with the student’s needs as 
described in that IEP.  34 CFR §300.320-323; WAC 392-172A-03090(1)(d) and WAC 
392-172A-03105. 

Placement Procedures: A team of knowledgeable persons, including the parent, must 
decide a student’s special education placement.  34 CFR §300.327; WAC 392-172A-
03115.  In most instances, this is the IEP team.  The team makes a placement decision 
for a student by considering:  the student’s educational program, as established by the 
IEP team and set out in the IEP; the specific option that the team selects from the 
district’s continuum of alternative placements in which the student’s IEP can be 
implemented; and the location that the team selects to implement the IEP.  34 CFR 
§300.116; WAC 392-172A-02060. 

Predetermination of student placement: A district violates procedural IDEA requirements 
if it independently develops an IEP, without meaningful parental participation, and 
simply presents the IEP to the parent for ratification.  Ms. S. v. Vashon Island Sch. Dist., 
337 F.3d 1115, 1131 (9th Cir. 2003); WAC 392-172A-03100; 34 CFR 300.322.  
Likewise, a district “may not enter an IEP meeting with a ‘take-it-or-leave it’ approach.  
Id.  However, preparation by a district prior to an IEP meeting, including developing a 
draft IEP, does not itself establish predetermination.  Lee’s Summit R-VII Sch. Dist., 112 
LRP 14677 (SEA MO 2012). 

Physical Location is Not Placement:  Although the IDEA does not specifically define the 
term “educational placement,” the IDEA does require that students receive a free 
appropriate public education (FAPE) in the least restrictive environment (LRE).  A.W. v. 
Fairfax County School Board, 372 F. 3d 674, 681 (4th Cir. 2004).  However, the precise 
physical location of where a student is educated does not need to be included in the 
statement of the student’s placement.  The LRE requirement directs that the student’s 
setting resemble, as closely as possible, the setting that he would have been assigned if 
not disabled.  A.W. at 681, citing Board of Education of the Hendrick Hudson Central 
School District v. Rowley, 458 U.S. 176, 202-203, 102 S. Ct. 3034, 73 L.Ed.2d 690 
(1982).  The IDEA’s concern with location focuses on the degree to which any particular 
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assignment segregates a student with a disability from nondisabled students, rather 
than on the precise location of the assignment itself.  AW at 681. 

FINDINGS OF FACT 

1. The Student attends a District junior high school and is currently eligible for special 
education services under the category of autism.  Prior to March 2013, the Student 
was eligible to receive special education services under the category of health 
impairment, based on the Student’s diagnosis of attention deficit hyperactivity 
disorder (ADHD). 

2. In April 2010, the Parent obtained a private evaluation for the Student, resulting in a 
diagnosis of autism.  The Parent informed the District of the Student’s diagnosis and 
requested that the Student participate in the District’s program for students with 
autism when he transitioned to junior high school during the 2011-2012 school year.  
However, the District did not receive the results of the private evaluation, and did not 
amend the Student’s IEP to reflect that diagnosis.  The Student’s 2011-2012 IEP 
provided for specially designed instruction in math to take place in the learning 
center classroom at the junior high school. 

3. The Student’s IEP in effect during the 2012-2013 was developed on February 2, 
2012.  Under this IEP, the Student received math services for 60 minutes a day, and 
attended general education classes the remainder of the time.  In December 2012, 
the District conducted a reevaluation of the Student.  On December 5 and December 
10, 2012, the school psychologist emailed other evaluation team members, noting 
that despite thinking that the only area of concern for the Student was math, the 
reevaluation results had revealed significant concerns in other areas.  Although the 
District still did not have the private evaluation results regarding the diagnosis of 
autism, the school psychologist stated that he had been informed that such a 
diagnosis had been made. 

4. The school psychologist, the Student’s general education teacher, and the Student’s 
special education teacher signed the reevaluation report on December 10, 2012.  
The reevaluation report updated the Student’s eligibility category to autism, including 
ADHD, and recommended that the Student receive specially designed instruction for 
social/emotional/behavioral skills, math calculation, and math reasoning.  
Additionally, the report stated that the Student required a program designed to meet 
the needs of students with autism, and stated that the Student’s program should 
include specific skills training for students with autism during the first and last 
periods of each school day.  Further, the report stated that the Student should 
participate in general education classes in the middle of the day, with opportunities 
to implement the strategies taught to him at the beginning and end of each day, all 
while being closely monitored by a special education teacher or instructional 
assistant.  Additionally, the report stated that the Student required a study-skills 
curriculum embedded throughout his school day and that he should have 
opportunities “to time himself out” if his stress level became overwhelming in the 
general education environment.  Additionally, the school psychologist emailed the 
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District special education coordinator, informing her of the evaluation group’s 
recommendations.  The report was signed on December 10, 2012, but because the 
Parent preferred to discuss the results of the evaluation at the IEP meeting, the 
District did not schedule an evaluation meeting. 

5. On January 15, 2013, the school psychologist informed the District special education 
director that the Parent had now supplied all the documentation regarding the 
Student’s eligibility category of autism. 

6. On January 30, 2013, the District special education director told the school 
psychologist that she had concluded her review and the school psychologist could 
“finalize” the evaluation report.  The director further told the school psychologist that 
moving the Student from a learning center room to the District’s program for 
students with autism was not a change of placement so no reevaluation was 
needed.  She instructed him that if this were a change of placement, he should have 
provided a draft of the evaluation to the special education director before the 
evaluation meeting so that she could review it to ensure that the data supported a 
change of placement. 

7. That same day, the school psychologist replied to the special education director that 
it was difficult to understand when a program was considered a district level 
resource room.  He further stated that the procedures for district level programs 
allowed for movement in and out of the program without much team involvement, but 
with considerable administrative involvement.  He concluded, “I trust the evaluation 
recommendations will be honored by the IEP team.”  The director responded that 
her office would supply written guidance for everyone about the difference between 
change of placement and change of location. 

8. The Student’s February 2, 2012 IEP expired on January 31, 2013.  On February 4, 
2013, the Student’s IEP team met to develop his annual IEP.  The team included the 
Parent, school psychologist, the Student’s special education teacher, one of his 
general education teachers, the school principal, the District special education 
coordinator, and the District special education director.  The team discussed the 
Parent’s and teacher’s concerns regarding the Student and the interventions that 
had been used, but the IEP team did not make any decisions at that time, and 
scheduled a second IEP meeting for March 5, 2013. 

9. After the February 4, 2013 meeting, the District autism specialist observed the 
Student in various settings, including in his general education classes, special 
education class, and at lunch.  On February 26, 2013, the Student’s special 
education teacher, the autism specialist, and the special education coordinator met 
and discussed the District autism specialist’s observations and suggestions. 

10. According to the District’s supplemental information provided in this complaint, there 
are learning center classrooms at every school in the District.  These are special 
education settings where students receive specially designed instruction in one or 
more annual IEP goal areas.  In addition, the District has other special education 
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classrooms at various schools throughout the District.  The District refers to these 
other classrooms as district level programs.  At the junior high level, the District has: 
(a) life skills programs that serve students who have moderate impairments; (b) self-
contained programs that serve students who have more profoundly disabling 
impairments and students who have behavioral disorders; and, (c) a program for 
high-functioning students with autism.  Each of the district level programs is located 
in a specific building in the District, and is associated with a specific classroom.  The 
District’s program for students with autism currently serves students from each of the 
District’s four junior high schools, and is located at the Student’s neighborhood junior 
high school.  In the District’s program for students with autism, students typically 
receive services for one or two periods per day and attend general education 
courses for the remainder of the day, with support from a paraeducator if necessary, 
to maximize a student’s participation in the general education setting.  The focus of 
the program is to provide students who are on the autism spectrum with the social 
skills and strategies necessary to be successful in a more intentional way than might 
be provided through the District’s typical learning center/resource room model. 

11. According to the District’s response to this complaint, the District’s different 
procedures for considering a change of placement or a change of location are as 
follows: 

If the IEP team wants to consider a change in placement, the special education case 
manager or the school psychologist informs the District special education 
coordinator.  Before the reevaluation review meeting with the parent, the school 
psychologist prepares a draft of the reevaluation, which the District special education 
coordinator and other team members review to reach agreement on the options to 
be represented to the parent at the reevaluation meeting. 

The procedures include definitions for placement and location: 

• Placement is the collection of services that a student receives in accordance 
with the IEP. 

• Location is the classroom and building where the student will receive the 
services. 

The procedures offer examples of location changes to include changes from one 
program to another, provided that both programs are considered resource rooms or 
both programs are considered self-contained rooms.  These changes could move 
either direction and include programs for students whose impairments involve: 

• Deafness (resource room) ↔ Autism Spectrum(resource room) 
• Medically Fragile (self-contained room) ↔ Autism (self-contained room) 

The procedures state that the special education director makes location changes, 
and that location changes do not require a reevaluation. 
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12. Shortly before the IEP meeting on March 5, 2013, the Student’s special education 
teacher asked the school counselor to prepare a proposed new Student schedule to 
show to the Parent.  The Student’s special education teacher told the school 
counselor that the school principal had decided not to support the Student’s 
enrollment in the District’s program for students with autism at his building.  
Therefore, the Student’s special education teacher told the school counselor that this 
new schedule would add a study skills class in the learning center room but 
otherwise stay the same. 

13. On March 5, 2013, the Student’s IEP team met to develop the Student’s annual IEP.  
The IEP team included the following members: 

• Parent 
• School principal 
• District special education coordinator 
• Several of the Student’s general education teachers 
• Student’s special education (resource room) teacher 

The school psychologist, who had attended the February 4, 2013 meeting, had not 
been invited to this IEP meeting.  After the Parent refused to hold the meeting 
without the school psychologist, the team located him and proceeded with the IEP 
meeting. 

14. At the March 5, 2013 IEP meeting, all of the Student’s general education teachers in 
attendance agreed that the District’s program for students with autism best met the 
Student’s needs.  However, the Student’s special education teacher and the District 
special education coordinator did not agree.  According to the Parent, when asked 
why they did not support moving the Student into that program, the special 
education coordinator stated that an autism specialist and behavior specialist would 
have to be involved in observing the Student and in making recommendations for his 
general education teachers.  The Student’s general education teachers responded 
that they had already used a wide variety of modifications and accommodations with 
the Student and had experienced minimal success. 

15. The school psychologist then asked if the District special education coordinator had 
read the recommendations contained in the Student’s most recent reevaluation 
report and read the recommendations to the group, asking why the IEP team could 
not implement those recommendations.  The special education coordinator replied 
that she did not have the authority to implement the evaluation’s recommendations 
because it involved a change of location, which required the District special 
education director, who was not present at this meeting.  The IEP team concluded 
the meeting without revising the Student’s IEP. 

16. On March 12, 2013, the Student’s special education teacher emailed the District 
special education director asking whom she should invite to the next IEP meeting.  
Specifically, she asked whether she should invite the school psychologist, noting 
that last time, the Parent insisted that he be present, but also noted that if he was 
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present, “the whole concept of keeping the Student in regular education with support 
will not be accepted by the Parent.” 

17. On March 13, 2013, the District special education director and the principal met with 
the Parent to discuss the Parent’s concerns.  In her complaint, the Parent indicated 
that she did not understand why this meeting was necessary, and felt that it was 
inappropriate because the rest of the Student’s IEP team was not present. 

18. On March 28, 2013, the Student’s IEP team met again and revised the Student’s 
IEP.  The IEP  team included the following members: 

• Parents 
• School principal 
• District special education director 
• Student’s general education teacher 
• Student’s special education (resource room) teacher/ case manager 

This IEP stated that the Student was eligible for special education services under the 
category of autism, and also noted that the Student had an ADHD diagnosis.  The 
Student’s IEP provided for 60 minutes daily of specially designed instruction in math 
and social/emotional/behavioral skills.  The IEP described the Student’s specially 
designed education as consisting of the learning center math class, in which he was 
currently enrolled, and enrolling him in a learning center study skills class. 

19. On March 29, 2013, the school psychologist emailed the school principal, asking 
whether the IEP team’s determination included assigning the special education 
teacher, who worked in the District’s program for students with autism as the 
Student’s case manager.  He further stated that he was a bit confused about where 
the services would be provided.  The District clarified in supplemental information 
sent to OSPI as part of this complaint, that when it implemented the March 28, 2013 
IEP, it assigned the Student to the District’s program for students with autism.  The 
District also clarified that on April 8, 2013 (after spring break), the Student began 
receiving instruction from the special education teacher assigned to the District’s 
program for students with autism. 

20. On April 16, 2013, the District sent the Parent prior written notice, stating that the 
District intended to implement the Student’s March 28, 2013 IEP.  The prior written 
notice did not include mention the District’s program for students with autism. 

21. The District’s 2012-2013 school year ended on June 18, 2013. 

22. The District’s 2013-2014 school year began on September 4, 2013.  Although the 
documentation does not specify, the District clarified in supplemental information 
sent to OSPI that at the beginning of the 2013-2014 school year, the Student 
continued to receive services in the District’s program for students with autism 
provided by the special education teacher who works with the program. 

23. On March 12, 2014, the Student’s IEP team met again to develop his annual IEP.  
The IEP continued to provide for 60 minutes daily of specially designed instruction 
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for math and social/emotional behavioral skills.  The IEP also provided for 120 
minutes daily of academic/behavioral support by a paraeducator.  The IEP stated 
that the Student received services in the resource room associated with the District’s 
program for students with autism.  The IEP stated that this program offered a low 
staff to student ratio, social/behavioral/academic support at the beginning and end of 
each school day, and additional support available throughout the day.  The IEP 
further stated that the Student has paraeducator support in all of his general 
education and resource room classes.  Additionally, the IEP stated that the 
paraeducator monitors the Student’s behavior and supports the Student 
academically.  The IEP also states that the Student may return to the program for 
students with autism anytime during the day for purposes such as: 

• Taking a Break • Receiving 
Extra Support 

• Problem Solving 
 

     Further, the IEP provided the Student with options, allowing that he may: 

• Leave each class a few minutes before the bell to avoid the crowded halls. 
• Eat lunch in the room connected to the program for students with autism or eat in 

the lunchroom 
• Stay in the room connected to the program for students with autism during 

assemblies or attend the assembly. 

CONCLUSIONS 

1. The District failed to follow procedures for ensuring that it included required IEP 
team members at the March 5, 2013 IEP meeting.  The documentation shows that 
the District knew the recommendations contained in the reevaluation report and also 
knew that the Parent and several of the Student’s general education teachers 
believed that the District’s program for students with autism best met the Student’s 
needs.  Further, the IEP team had already met on February 4, 2013 and discussed 
the recommendations contained in the reevaluation report.  Given the District special 
education coordinator’s response that she did not have the authority to assign the 
Student to that program, the District failed to ensure that a District representative 
with the necessary authority to make decisions on behalf of the District attended the 
March 5, 2013 IEP meeting.  Regarding the March 28, 2013 IEP meeting, the District 
did follow procedures for ensuring that it included required IEP team members. 

2. The District failed to follow procedures for ensuring that the IEP team made 
placement and program decisions for the Student at the March 5, 2013 IEP meeting.  
The documentation substantiates that prior to the March 5, 2013 meeting, the school 
principal determined that the Student would not participate in the District’s program 
for students with autism.  A district violates procedural IDEA requirements when it 
independently determines the collection of services that a student receives or only 
presents pre-determined options.  Although IEP teams can agree to reconvene, 
nothing in the documentation supports a legitimate need for further observations or 
evaluations.  Given that the autism specialist had already conducted observations 
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and given that the District knew this IEP meeting would consider assigning the 
Student to the District’s program for students with autism, the documentation 
supports that the IEP team did not have the authority to make a decision regarding 
the Student’s attendance in the District’s program for students with autism.  In 
addition, the District’s procedures indicate that participation in one of the District 
level programs is a decision that only the District special education director can 
make.  The District responds that this issue does not involve a “placement change” 
because the Student’s assignment to the District’s program for students with autism 
did not impact the degree to which he was integrated with students without a 
disability.  However, the District incorrectly represents this assignment as a mere 
“location change,” which would determine only the Student’s precise physical 
location, which determination is left to the District’s discretion.  The assignment to 
the District’s program for students with autism is an educational program 
determination.  This is an IEP team decision, which must follow IEP procedures and 
is not subject to the District’s discretion.  Regarding the March 28, 2013 IEP 
meeting, the District did follow procedures to ensure that the IEP team made 
placement decisions for the Student. 

3. The District failed to follow procedures for ensuring that the Student’s March 28, 
2013 IEP accurately documented and addressed the Student’s program and 
services.  According to the District, the IEP team determined on March 28, 2013 that 
the Student would attend the District’s program for students with autism, but the IEP 
did not document that decision.  Nor did the prior written notice address the team 
decision.  The IEP continued to describe the Student’s specially designed education 
as consisting of the learning center math class, in which he was currently enrolled, 
and enrolling him in a learning center study skill class.  Although the IEP reflected 
the addition of social/emotional/behavioral goals, it did not address the additional 
supports that are associated with the program.  A comparison between the March 
28, 2013 IEP and the March 12, 2014 IEP is useful.  The March 12, 2014 IEP 
specified that the Student received services in the District’s program for students 
with autism and that his services included social/emotional/behavioral skills training 
as opposed to study skills training.  Additionally, the March 12, 2014 IEP specified 
optional accommodations available to the Student and clarified that the Student 
needed access throughout the day to the resource room connected to the District’s 
program.  The District needs to ensure that it writes IEPs so that both parents and 
providers clearly understand the provisions contained in the IEP.  It is important that 
service providers, including potential substitute teachers or newly hired teachers, 
understand their responsibilities for implementing an IEP.  However, because the 
District has already addressed the issues of clarity and specificity in the IEP 
developed on March 12, 2014 IEP, no corrective actions are ordered. 

CORRECTIVE ACTIONS 

On May 23, 2014 and June 17, 2014, the District will provide documentation to OSPI 
that it has completed the following corrective actions. 
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STUDENT SPECIFIC: 
None. 

DISTRICT SPECIFIC: 
1. Program Change Procedures: The District will modify its written procedures to clarify 

that a change of location is limited to a change in a student’s precise physical 
location.  An IEP team’s consideration of a change to a student’s educational 
program is not merely a change of location.  Although it may be true that the 
District’s program for students who are deaf and its program for students with autism 
have an equivalent amount of time in the general education environment, it is not 
reasonable that the District has discretion to independently make such changes. 

2. IEP Team: The District will also develop written guidance regarding IEP team 
members.  The guidance will address the inclusion of IEP team members, who have 
the knowledge and authority to make relevant decisions and assignments.  
Additionally, the guidance will address that potential IEP team members will not be 
excluded so that a parent is likely to acquiesce to the district’s position regarding a 
change in placement or location. 

The District will provide OSPI with a draft of its written procedures and guidance for 
review and approval by May 23, 2014.  OSPI will approve or provide suggestions by 
May 30, 2014.  The District will provide OSPI with documentation showing they provided 
all special education certificated staff and administrative staff with the written guidance 
by June 17, 2014. 

The District will submit a completed copy of the Corrective Action Plan (CAP) Matrix 
documenting the specific actions it has taken to address the violations and will attach 
any other supporting documents or required information. 

NOTE: The district may request an electronic version of the matrix by e-mailing Thinh 
Le at Thinh.Le@k12.wa.us. 

Dated this ____ day of May, 2014 

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