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SPECIAL EDUCATION CITIZEN COMPLAINT (SECC) NO.  14-28 

PROCEDURAL HISTORY 

On April 17, 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 Kent 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 April 18, 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 April 23, 2014, the Parent requested that an additional issue be added to the 
complaint.  OSPI granted the request and notified the District of the additional issue on 
April 24, 2014. 

On May 9, 2014, OSPI received the District’s response to the complaint and forwarded 
it to the Parent on May 12, 2014.  The Parent was invited to reply with any information 
she had that was inconsistent with the District’s information. 

On May 19, 2014, the Parent requested an extension of time to complete her reply and 
OSPI granted the extension. 

On May 27, 2014, OSPI received the Parent’s reply.  The information was forwarded to 
the District on the same day. 

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

OVERVIEW 

During the 2012-2013 school year, the Student attended a District elementary school 
and was eligible to receive special education and related services under the category of 
autism.  In April 2013, following an incident in which the Student was injured at school, 
the Student’s IEP was amended to reflect that the Student would attend school on a 
shortened school day schedule.  After the IEP was amended, the Parent asked for a 
prior written notice documenting the changes to the Student’s IEP, but was not provided 
the prior written notice for several weeks.  Additionally, the Parent asked that a plan be 
developed so the Student could attend school on a full day schedule during the 2013-
2014 school year.  However, due to District staffing issues, the Student continued to 
attend school on a shortened school day during part of the 2013-2014 school year. 

The Parent alleged that the District failed to follow procedures for shortening the 
Student’s school day, including providing the Parent with prior written notice in a timely 
manner.  The Parent also alleged that the District failed to follow procedures for 
amending the Student’s IEP.  The District denied the allegations. 
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SCOPE OF INVESTIGATION 

This decision references events which occurred prior to the investigation time period, 
which began on April 18, 2013.  These references are included to add context to the 
issues under investigation and are not intended to identify additional issues or potential 
violations which occurred prior to the investigation time period. 

ISSUES 

1. Did the District follow procedures for shortening the Student’s school day, including 
providing the Parent with prior written notice? 

2.  Did the District follow procedures for amending the Student’s IEP? 

LEGAL STANDARDS 

IEP Amendments: After an annual IEP meeting, the parents of a student eligible for 
special education and the district may agree to develop a written document to amend or 
modify the IEP instead of convening a full IEP team meeting for the purpose of revising 
the IEP.  When an amendment to a student’s IEP is made, the District must ensure that 
all providers responsible for implementing the IEP are informed of the changes.  34 
CFR §300.324; WAC 392-172A-03110. 

Prior Written Notice: Prior written notice ensures that the parent is aware of the 
decisions a district has made regarding evaluation and other matters affecting 
placement or implementation of the IEP.  It documents that full consideration has been 
given to input provided regarding the student’s educational needs, and it clarifies that a 
decision has been made.  The prior written notice should document any disagreement 
with the parent, and should clearly describe what the district proposes or refuses to 
initiate.  It also includes a statement that the parent has procedural safeguards so that if 
they wish to do so, they can follow procedures to resolve the conflict.  Prior written 
notice is not an invitation to a meeting. 34 CFR 300.503; WAC 392-172A-05010. 

Prior written notice must be given to the parent within a reasonable time before the 
district initiates or refuses to initiate a proposed change to the student’s identification, 
evaluation, educational placement or the provision of a free appropriate public 
education.  It must explain why the district proposes or refuses to take action.   It must 
describe any other options the district considered, and it must explain its reasons for 
rejecting those options.  34 CFR 300.503; WAC 392-172A-05010. 

After a meeting, the district must provide prior written notice to the parent of the 
decisions made as a result of the meeting.  This is particularly important when there is 
disagreement between the parent and the district regarding IEP content.  If the IEP 
content reflects a district decision that it will refuse to provide certain services to the 
student, or if the district refuses to make changes to the IEP as a result of the parent’s 
requests, the district must likewise provide prior written notice to the parent of those 
decisions. 34 CFR §300.503; WAC 392-172A-05010. 
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FINDINGS OF FACT 

Background Facts 

1. During the 2012-2013 school year, the Student attended a District elementary school 
and was eligible to receive special education and related services under the 
category of autism.  At the request of the Parent, the Student only attended school 
four days a week, Monday through Thursday. 

2. On March 27, 2013, the Student’s individualized education program (IEP) team 
developed the Student’s annual IEP.  The IEP contained annual goals in behavior, 
adaptive skills, reading, math, written expression, and communication.  The IEP 
provide for multiple accommodations and the following specially designed instruction 
which was a total of approximately 1,305 minutes per week: 
• Reading Comprehension:  240 minutes per week – Special education setting 
• Basic Reading:  240 minutes per week concurrently – Special education setting 
• Math Reasoning:  180 minutes per week – Special education setting 
• Math Calculation:  180 minutes per week concurrently – Special education setting 
• Writing Expression:  240 minutes per week – Special education setting 
• Adaptive skills:  240 minutes per week concurrently – Special education setting 
• Communication:  180 minutes per month – Special education setting 
• Behavior:  120 minutes per week – Special education setting 
• Behavior:  480 minutes per week concurrently – General education setting1 

The IEP also provided for the following related services: 
• Fine Motor:  180 minutes per month – Special education setting 
• Occupational Therapy Consultation:  15 minutes per month – Special education setting 
• Paraeducator Support:  1,560 minutes per week – Special education setting 

3. On April 17, 2013, the Student was injured at school in an interaction with her one-
on-one paraeducator.  Later that day, the Student’s principal and a District speech 
language pathologist (SLP) who worked with the Student, called the Parent to 
discuss the Student’s injury and relayed that the incident involved the Student’s one-
on-one paraeducator.  That same evening, the Parent emailed the Student’s 
principal expressing concern that the Student had informed her IEP case 
manager/special education teacher about the incident, but the case manager had 
reportedly not responded to the incident, and did not alert the Parent.  The Parent 
then forwarded her message to the principal to the District executive director of 
inclusive education (executive director). 

                                                           
1 Because the Student’s IEP did not provide for any other specially designed instruction in a general 
education setting, beside the stated behavior services, it is assumed the behavior services were not 
meant to be delivered concurrently with other specially designed instruction and is therefore included as 
part of the total number of 1,305 minutes per week of specially designed instruction to be provided to the 
Student. 
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Timeline for Complaint Begins on April 18, 2013 

4. The Student was absent from school on April 18, 2013 through April 26, 2013, while 
the Parent and the District addressed the issues regarding the Student’s educational 
program. 

5. On April 18, 2013, the District executive director emailed the Parent in response to 
her earlier email, and stated that she was working on addressing the situation.  Also 
that same day, the District program specialist called the Parent to discuss changing 
the Student’s educational program.  The program specialist proposed reducing the 
Student’s school day to approximately three hours per day, so that the Student 
would attend school Monday through Thursday in the afternoon from 12:40pm-
3:30pm.  During that time, another paraeducator, who had worked with the Student 
in the past, would work with the Student in a one-on-one setting to help the Student 
begin to view school as a positive place again.  Due to the incident at school on April 
17, the Student had some anxiety about school being a safe place.  The program 
specialist indicated that the Student’s IEP case manager would also be changed, as 
the Parent had concerns about the Student remaining in the case manager’s 
classroom.  Additionally, it was proposed that the Parent would work with the 
Student on a District adopted curriculum while the Student was not attending school.  
The Parent verbally agreed to the plan. 

6. On April 24, 2013, the District members of the Student’s IEP team met to discuss 
“next steps” for the Student’s educational program and develop a plan to reintegrate 
the Student back into school.  According to the Parent’s reply to the District’s 
response to this complaint, the Parent was not invited to this meeting. 

7. Later on April 24, 2013, the Student’s new IEP case manager emailed the Parent, 
stating that the District needed to “lock” the Student’s behavior intervention plan 
(BIP) before it could amend the Student’s IEP to reflect her shortened school day.  
The case manager stated that she and the District program specialist, along with the   
Student’s SLP, would review the Student’s BIP and then would need the Parent to 
agree to “lock” it.  The case manager said the Student’s safety plan from the last 
school year would also need to be reviewed to determine if it was still appropriate.  
The case manager then provided information about the Student’s new class 
schedule.  Later that same day, the Parent responded that the Student had an 
updated safety plan from February 2013 that was “very complete” and said she 
would send the IEP case manager a copy.  The Parent also stated that she wanted 
to review any changes to the Student’s IEP, BIP, and other documents before they 
were “locked”. 

8. On April 25, 2013, the Student’s new IEP case manager responded to the Parent’s 
email, stating that the District members of the Student’s IEP team felt no changes 
were needed to the Student’s current BIP, but wanted to make sure the Parent 
agreed.  As soon as the Student’s BIP was “locked,” the case manager could begin 
writing an amendment to the Student’s IEP.  The case manager also stated that the 
Student’s IEP needed to be changed to reflect that the Student would now only 
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attend school four half-days a week instead of four full days a week.  The case 
manager said that the IEP may also be changed to remove “some goals that we will 
not be able to get to, such as math.  I do not want to have any goals in there that we 
cannot realistically work on.”  The case manager further stated that the IEP team 
could revisit the changes to the Student’s educational program in the fall.  The 
Parent later responded that the Student’s BIP was “fine”. 

9. On April 28, 2013, the Parent emailed the District program specialist who was 
working with the Student’s new IEP case manager on the Student’s educational 
program.  The Parent asked if the Student’s IEP had been amended.  The Parent 
stated that she agreed with the changes, but wanted to make sure that the 
justification for the changes was reflected as well as balanced and honest.  The 
Parent did not want the justification to be noted that the Student “spontaneously 
degraded,” but to note that the change in the Student’s placement was due to the 
lack of an appropriate teacher for the Student. 

10. On April 29, 2013, the District program specialist emailed the Student’s IEP case 
manager, SLP, and principal, stating that she planned to write a prior written notice 
to reflect the changes to the Student’s educational program until the IEP case 
manager was actually able to amend the Student’s IEP. 

11. On May 6, 2013, the Parent emailed the Student’s IEP case manager asking for a 
copy of the Student’s amended IEP reflecting her shortened school day.  Later that 
same day, the case manager sent the Parent portions of the Student’s IEP which 
were amended, and an invitation to attend an IEP meeting on May 9, 2013 to 
discuss the amendments.  The email indicated that the case manager also sent a 
prior written notice, but according to the Parent’s reply to the District’s response to 
this complaint, she did not receive a prior written notice. 

12. On May 7, 2013, the Parent emailed the Student’s IEP case manager asking to 
schedule an IEP meeting to discuss the Student’s services for fall of the 2013-2014 
school year.  The Parent stated that she was opposed to the Student continuing with 
the shortened school day during the 2013-2014 school year.  The Parent also stated 
that she was opposed to the Student continuing with a shortened school day during 
the remainder of the 2012-2013 school year.  The Parent wanted the Student to be 
in a classroom with other students and have a skilled teacher/paraeducator provide 
direct instruction in academics and social skills.  The Parent stated that she viewed 
the Student’s current half-day schedule as temporary, and that it would not be 
appropriate for the Student going forward.  In response, the IEP case manager 
agreed to schedule a meeting before the end of the 2012-2013 school year. 

13. On May 9, 2013, the IEP case manager emailed the Parent, stating that the 
revisions to the Student’s IEP were complete.  The case manager stated that an IEP 
meeting could be arranged the following week, but that the Parent had reportedly 
agreed to revise the IEP without holding a meeting.  The Parent responded by 
asking for a copy of the revised IEP. 
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14. The District’s documentation includes a copy of the Student’s amended IEP dated 
May 13, 2013.  The amended IEP continued to include the same annual goals in 
behavior, adaptive skills, communication, and math, with the exception of one math 
goal that was eliminated.  The IEP continued to provide for multiple 
accommodations, but reduced the Student’s services from 1,305 minutes per week 
to approximately 565 minutes per week of specially designed instruction.  The IEP 
also continued to provide for approximately 45 minutes per week of related services 
in fine motor skills, and 15 minutes of monthly occupational therapy consultation.  In 
addition, the IEP continued to provide for 1,560 minutes per week of paraeducator 
support in a special education setting, even though the Student only spent 
approximately 374 minutes per week in a special education setting and was only 
scheduled to attend school 712 minutes per week.  Written on the Student’s May 
2013 IEP is a note that says that the Parent “gave permission to proceed without 
holding a meeting” as evidenced in the “prior written notice and parent notification.”   
However, according to the Parent’s reply to the District’s response to this complaint, 
the Parent did not agree to amend the Student’s IEP without holding a meeting, and 
the District’s documentation does not show that a parent notification form was sent 
to the Parent reflecting her agreement to amend the IEP without holding a meeting. 

15. On May 16, 2013, the Parent emailed the District program specialist, stating that the 
District had not provided her a prior written notice explaining and detailing the 
changes to the Student’s IEP.  The Parent stated that the Student’s IEP case 
manager had informed her a couple of weeks earlier that she planned to find out 
about the prior written notice, but the Parent had not heard back or received the prior 
written notice as of that date.  The Parent stated that an IEP team meeting might be 
necessary.  In response, the program specialist stated that she planned to complete 
the prior written notice and apologized for the delay. 

16. On June 7, 2013, the Parent emailed the District program specialist to follow up on 
her request for the prior written notice.  On June 18, 2013, the Parent sent a second 
email asking about the status of the prior written notice. 

17. The District’s documentation includes a prior written notice dated May 9, 2013, 
reflecting changes to the Student’s IEP.  However, based on the email exchanges 
between the Parent and District staff members, there is no documentation provided 
that supports that the May 9, 2013 prior written notice was created prior to May 16, 
2013, or provided to the Parent prior to June 18, 2013. 

18. According to the Parent’s reply to the District’s response to this complaint, the 
District held an IEP meeting on June 13, 2013, to discuss the Student’s educational 
program.  The District’s documentation does not reflect that the District sent the 
Parent prior written notice after this meeting, reflecting whether any decisions were 
made regarding the Student’s educational program. 

19. The District’s 2012-2013 school year ended on June 19, 2013. 
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20. The District’s 2013-2014 school year began on August 29, 2013.  At the beginning of 
the school year, the Student continued to attend school four days a week on a 
shortened school day schedule and worked with a paraeducator in a one-on-one 
setting.  The Student was unable to attend school four days a week on a full-time 
basis because the District stated it did not have a paraeducator in place to provide 
the Student support during the first part of her school day. 

21. On September 24, 2013, the Parent emailed the Student’s IEP case manager, the 
District program specialist, and the Student’s principal about the prior written notice, 
dated May 9, 2013, that had been provided to the Parent sometime after June 17, 
2013.  The Parent expressed concern that the notice stated that the Parent had 
requested that the Student’s school day be shortened.  The Parent stated that the 
District program specialist and the District executive director had suggested the 
shortened school day to the Parent on April 18, 2013.  The Parent stated that while 
she had agreed the suggested plan was appropriate for the Student, she had not 
requested it.  The Parent then asked that the notice be corrected, or that she be 
allowed to attach a letter of disagreement to the notice.  The Parent also expressed 
concern that the Student was only attending school for twelve hours a week, and 
that District staffing issues persisted.  The District’s documentation does not show 
that the District responded to the Parent’s request to amend the May 9, 2013 prior 
written notice. 

22. On September 26, 2013, the Parent emailed the Student’s principal and the District 
executive director expressing concerns that the Student had not been allowed to 
attend her weekly language group as a result of her shortened school day, and 
because a District staff person was not available to assist the Student despite the 
Parent’s repeated requests.  The Parent stated that the language group was part of 
the Student’s communication services in her IEP, and was beneficial to the Student.   
The Parent asked that since the District still had not hired a one-on-one 
paraeducator to work with the Student during the first part of the school day, that a 
plan be developed so the Student could attend the language group the following 
week.  The Parent then asked if the District could contract with a staffing agency to 
hire a temporary paraeducator until a paraeducator could be hired.  The Parent 
again expressed concerns about the prior written notice reflecting that she had 
requested that the Student attend school on a shortened school day. 

23. On September 30, 2013, the Parent emailed the Student’s principal, asking if there 
were any applicants for the paraeducator position.  In response, the principal stated 
that there were no applicants at that time. 

24. On October 29, 2013, the Student’s IEP team met to discuss the Student’s 
educational program.  The Parent participated in the meeting by telephone.  The IEP 
team agreed to increase the length of the Student’s school day so she would now 
attend school on Monday through Thursday from 11:10am to 3:30pm for a total of 
1,040 minutes per week.  The Student’s IEP was also amended to provide for the 
following specially designed instruction, which totaling 945 minutes per week: 
• Reading Comprehension:  60 minutes per week – Special education setting 
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• Basic Reading:  60 minutes per week – Special education setting 
• Math Reasoning:  60 minutes per week – Special education setting 
• Math Calculation:  60 minutes per week – Special education setting 
• Writing Expression: 60  minutes per week – Special education setting 
• Adaptive skills:  240 minutes per week – Special education setting 
• Adaptive skills:  240 minutes per week – General education setting 
• Behavioral:  120 minutes per week – Special education setting 
• Communication:  180 minutes per month – Special education setting 

The IEP also provided for the following related services: 
• Fine Motor:  180 minutes per month – Special education setting 
• Occupational Therapy Consultation:  15 minutes per month – Special education setting 
• Paraeducator Support:  1,560 minutes per week – Special education setting 

25. Also on October 29, 2013, the District sent the Parent prior written notice 
documenting the changes to the Student’s IEP, and the Student began attending a 
special education class to receive the specially designed instruction indicated in her 
IEP. 

26. On January 6, 2014, the Parent signed consent for the Student to be reevaluated.  In 
response to the reevaluation, the Parent submitted a parent input form.  On the form, 
the Parent again expressed concern that the May 9, 2013 prior written notice did not 
accurately reflect the reasons the Student’s IEP had been amended in May 2013. 

27. On February 12, 2014, the Student’s evaluation group, including the Parent, met to 
review the Student’s evaluation report and determined the Student continued to be 
eligible for special education and related services.  The evaluation report noted that 
the Student was progressively increasing the length of her school day, which was 
currently five hours. 

28. On March 26, 2014, the Student’s IEP team, including the Parent, met to develop 
the Student’s annual IEP.  The Student would now attend school on Monday through 
Thursday for the entire school day.  The IEP stated that the Student would receive 
1,560 minutes per week of paraeducator support in a special education setting, even 
though the Student only received services in a special education setting 
approximately 1,014 minutes per week.  The IEP team also developed a new BIP for 
the Student, and the District sent the Parent prior written notice on that same day. 

CONCLUSIONS 

Issue 1: Procedures for Shortening the Student’s School Day – The District failed to 
follow procedures for shortening the Student’s school day.  On April 18, 2013, the 
District suggested that the Student’s school day be shortened on a temporary basis as a 
result of an altercation between the Student and her one-on-one paraeducator.  Noting 
that the Student was also experiencing some anxiety about school as a result of the 
altercation and due to concern about the Student’s special education classroom no 
longer being an appropriate setting for the Student, the Parent agreed.  However, the 
District did not amend the Student’s IEP until May 9, 2013, even though the Student 
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began attending the shortened school day schedule on April 29, 2013.  Additionally, the 
District did not provide the Parent with prior written notice reflecting the decision to 
shorten the Student’s school day until at least June 18, 2013.  Further, once the Parent 
received the notice, it did not accurately reflect why the changes had been made to the 
Student’s IEP and the District failed to address the Parent’s request to correct the 
inaccuracies. 

Issue 2: Procedures for amending the Student’s IEP – In May 2013, the Parent 
requested that an IEP meeting be held to review the Student’s educational program that 
included a “temporary” shortened school day, and develop a plan for the Student to 
return to school on a full-time basis during the 2013-2014 school year.  While the 
District did hold an IEP meeting in June 2013, there is no documentation to show what, 
if any, decisions were made regarding the Student’s full-time return to school.  The 
District needs to ensure it is clearly documenting through the use of a prior written 
notice, decisions made at IEP meetings.  Additionally, the District cannot refuse to allow 
a student to return to school due to a failure to provide the student with appropriate 
paraeducator support.  If the District could not find an applicant to fill the Student’s 
paraeducator position, the District should have contracted with a private agency to 
provide the Student support until a paraeducator could be hired, or make adequate 
arrangements for the Student to attend school on a full-time basis.  Therefore, the 
District will provide the Student compensatory services to address the missed time at 
school.  From August 29, 2013, when the District’s 2013-2014 school year began, until 
October 29, 2013, when the Student’s IEP was amended, the Student received 
approximately 154 minutes of special designed instruction and related services per 
school day.2  Had the Student been allowed to return to school on a full-day schedule at 
the beginning of the 2013-2104 school year, and began to again receive the services 
stated in her March 2013 IEP, she would have received approximately 339 minutes of 
specially designed instruction and related services per day.3  Due to the Student 
remaining on the shortened school day schedule, she missed 185 minutes per day of 
specially designed instruction for 33 school days (Monday-Thursday) between August 
29, 2013 and October 28, 2013, which is a total of 6,105 minutes (approximately 102 
hours).  Considering the more intense individualized instruction that can be provided 
through one-to-one instruction, the District will provide the Student with approximately 
1/3 the amount of hours she should have received had she been allowed to attend 
school on a full day schedule.  Therefore, the District will provide 34 hours of 
compensatory education to the Student in individual tutoring sessions to address the 
areas of services stated in the Student’s IEP.  The compensatory services will be 
provided over the summer of 2014. 

                                                           
2 The Student’s May 13, 2013 IEP provides for a total of approximately 614 minutes per week of specially 
designed instruction in all service areas and related services.   As previously stated, at the request of the 
Parent the Student only attends school Monday –Thursday.   614 minutes divided by 4 days is 
approximately 154 minutes per day. 

3 The Student’s March 27, 2013 IEP provides for a total of approximately 1,354 minutes per week of 
specially designed instruction in all service areas and related services.   1,354 minutes divided by 4 days 
is approximately 339 minutes per day. 
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CORRECTIVE ACTIONS 

On July 2, 2014, August 1, 2014, and September 15, 2014, the District will provide 
documentation to OSPI that the following corrective actions have been completed. 

STUDENT SPECIFIC: 
1. By June 25, 2014, the District will formally respond to the Parent’s request to amend 

the prior written notice dated May 9, 2013.  By July 2, 2014, the District will submit a 
copy of the correspondence and any other related documentation. 

2. By June 25, 2014, the District will meet with the Parent to develop a schedule for 34 
hours of one-to-one compensatory education and services to be delivered during the 
summer of 2014.  The Parent will determine the areas of IEP services that would be 
most beneficial to meet the Student’s current educational needs.  The District will 
provide OSPI with documentation of the schedule no later than July 2, 2014. 

No later than September 15, 2014, the District shall provide OSPI with 
documentation that the compensatory services have been completed.  This 
documentation must include the dates, times and length of each session, and state 
whether any of the sessions were rescheduled by the District or missed by the 
Student. 

The District must either provide transportation necessary for the Student to access 
these services or must reimburse the Parent for the cost of providing transportation 
for these services.  If the District reimburses the Parent for transportation, the District 
must reimburse the Parent for round trip mileage at the District’s privately owned 
vehicle rate.  The District must provide OSPI with documentation by September 15, 
2014 of payments, if any, made to the Parent for travel reimbursement. 

DISTRICT SPECIFIC: 
1. The District will develop written guidance for elementary school certificated special 

education staff, including educational staff associates (ESAs), and District program 
specialists addressing: 1) the procedures for amending IEPs; and, 2) the 
requirements for prior written notice.  

By August 1, 2014, the District will submit a draft of its written guidance to OSPI for 
review.  OSPI will provide feedback regarding the guidance by August 15, 2014.  
The District will provide OSPI with documentation showing they provided all 
elementary school certificated special education staff, ESAs, and District program 
specialists with the written guidance no later than September 15, 2014.  The District 
will include a roster of the staff members who should have received the guidance so 
OSPI can cross reference the list with the actual recipients. 

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. 
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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 June, 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.) 
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