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SPECIAL EDUCATION CITIZEN COMPLAINT (SECC) NO.  14-62 

PROCEDURAL HISTORY 

On October 7, 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 Seattle 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 October 8, 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 October 30, 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 November 5, 2014, the Parent requested an extension of time to complete her reply.  
OSPI granted the Parent’s request. 

On November 14, 2014, OSPI received the Parent’s reply.  The information was 
forwarded to the District on the same day. 

On November 24, 2014, OSPI requested additional information from the District by 
email.  The Parent was included in the email to the District.  The District responded to 
the questions by email, on November 25, 2014.  The information was forwarded by 
email to the Parent on the same day. 

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

OVERVIEW 

The Student attended one of the District’s secondary transition programs for students 
between the ages of 18-21 during the 2013-2014 and 2014-2015 school years.  At the 
beginning of the 2014-2015 school year, the Parent was informed that the Student 
would now receive his special education services Mondays through Thursdays and 
there would be no school schedule for the Student on Fridays.  The Parent alleged that 
the District failed to follow procedures for providing the Student with the special 
education services as designated on his IEP, and failed to follow procedures in 
amending the Student’s IEP by shortening his school week.  The District acknowledged 
that it delayed in amending the Student’s IEP, but stated that although the Student was 
attending school for fewer hours per week based on the change of the program’s 
schedule from five days a week to four days a week, the Student was actually receiving 
an increased amount of special education service minutes than he did in the 2013-2014 
school year. 
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ISSUE 

1. Did the District follow procedures for amending and implementing the Student’s 
individualized education program (IEP) at the beginning of the 2014-2015 school 
year? 

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; that is focused on improving the academic and functional achievement of the 
student to facilitate his or her movement from school to post-school activities, including 
postsecondary education, vocational training, integrated employment, supported 
employment, continuing adult education, adult services, independent living, or 
community participation; are based on the individual student's needs, taking into 
account the student's preferences and interests; and, 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 no 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 
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.  Beginning no later 
than one year before the student reaches the age of majority under state law (18), the 
IEP must include a statement that the student has been informed of their rights under 
IDEA Part B, if any, that will transfer to the student on reaching the age of majority.  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. 

Placement Procedures: A special education student’s educational placement is decided 
at least annually.  This is a team decision, in which the student’s parent must be 
afforded the opportunity to participate.  34 CFR §300.327; WAC 392-172A-03115. 
When making placement decisions, a district must draw upon information from a wide 
variety of sources and ensure that any decision is made by a group of persons who are 
knowledgeable about the student, the meaning of the evaluation data, and the 
placement options.  L’Anse Creuse Public School District, 35 IDELR 284 (OCR 2001); 
Seattle School District, 34 IDELR 196 (SEA WA 2000). 

The selection of an appropriate placement for the student must be based on his or her 
IEP, least restrictive environment requirements, placement options that provide a 
reasonably high probability of assisting the student to attain their annual goals, and 
consideration of any potential harmful effect that the placement decision might have on 
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the student or on the quality of services that the student needs.  The placement team 
makes an appropriate 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 which 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.  Unless the team decides otherwise, the student shall be educated 
in the school that they would attend if they were not disabled.   34 CFR §300.116; WAC 
392-172A-02060. 

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(c). 

IEP Must State Amount of Services: An IEP must include a statement of the special 
education and related services and supplementary aids and services, based on peer-
reviewed research to the extent practicable, to be provided to the student, or on behalf 
of the student.  An IEP must also include a statement of the program modifications or 
supports for school personnel that will be provided to enable the student: to advance 
appropriately toward attaining the annual IEP goals; to be involved and progress in the 
general curriculum in accordance with present levels of educational performance and to 
participate in extracurricular and other nonacademic activities; and to be educated and 
participate with other children with disabilities and nondisabled children in the above 
activities.  34 CFR §300.320; WAC 392-172A-03090(1)(d).  “The amount of services to 
be provided must be stated in the IEP, so that the level of [the district’s] commitment of 
resources will be clear to parents and other IEP team members.  The amount of time to 
be committed to each of the various services to be provided must be (1) appropriate to 
the specific service, and (2) stated in the IEP in a manner that is clear to all who are 
involved in both the development and implementation of the IEP.”  64 Fed. Reg. 48, 
12479 (March 12, 1999) (Appendix A to 34 CFR Part 300, Question 35). 

Minimum Instructional Requirements: Each school district will make available to 
students enrolled in grades one through twelve, at least a district-wide annual average 
of one thousand eighty instructional hours for students enrolled in each of grades seven 
through twelve.  Each school district’s basic educational program shall consist of a 
minimum of 180 instructional days per school year.  RCW 28A.150.220. 

FINDINGS OF FACT 

1. The Student is eligible for services under the autism category.  He is 19 years old 
and completed 12 years of school in June 2013, but did not meet graduation 
requirements for a high school diploma.  The Student received his special education 
services, including secondary transition services, through one of the District’s 
secondary transition programs during the 2013-2014 school year and at the 
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beginning of the 2014-2015 school year.  The secondary transition program is 
located at one of the District’s high schools. 

2. The Student’s IEP in effect at the beginning of the 2014-2015 school year was 
developed on February 26, 2014, with an amendment on April 8, 2014, to address 
the Student’s extended school year services.  The Student’s 2014 IEP provided for 
special education services to address the Student’s need for functional academic, 
adaptive skills, social/behavioral skills, and communication.  In addition, the Student 
received an occupational therapy consultation.  According to the summary of 
services matrix in the IEP, the Student was attending school for 1800 minutes per 
week, and received services in a special education setting for 1445 minutes per 
week.  In the explanation of the extent to which the Student would participate with 
non-disabled students, the IEP indicated that the Student was enrolled in the 18-21 
year-old secondary transition program, and a “good portion” of his time was spent in 
job/volunteer placements in the community.  It noted that in those settings, the 
Student interacted with both non-disabled and disabled peers, and that the 
placements were the Student’s general education setting.  The Student had a 
behavior plan for some issues related to elopement, and a health plan for numerous 
issues, including life threatening allergies.  The Student also had a one-to-one 
paraeducator who assisted him throughout his school day. 

3. According to the information provided by the District, the Student’s transition 
program during the 2013-2014 school year operated five days a week.  The hours of 
operation were from 7:30 am to 2:30 pm, Monday through Thursday, and from 7:30 
am until 12:00 pm on Fridays, for a total of 32.5 hours per week.  The Student also 
participated as a volunteer in two community settings as part of his transition 
services.  In addition, the Student left school early one day a week for another 
volunteer opportunity arranged by his Parent.  The District’s transportation program 
provided the Student with his transportation to his private volunteer site. 

4. During the 2014-2015 school year, the Student is scheduled to be one of two 
students who will be working directly with job coaches in a supported employment 
environment with the King County Department of Developmental Disabilities.  His 
supported employment placement is not anticipated to begin until April of 2015. 

5. Prior to the beginning of the 2014-2015 school year, the District transferred one of its 
special education teachers to the Student’s post school transition program as a 
result of a retirement. 

6. According to the information provided by the District in this complaint, there are 11 
programs providing secondary transition services for students aged 18-21.  Of those 
11 programs, four programs operate a four day schedule.  Three of the four 
programs that operate on a four day schedule provide vocational training 
opportunities in a hospital setting.  The Student does not attend a program in a 
hospital setting.  According to the schedule provided by the District, the Student’s 
program starts between 7:30 and 8:00 am and ends at 2:30 pm, four days per week 
for a total of between 26 and 28 hours per week.  The Student’s current transition 
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program is described as: “post-secondary life skills, in the classroom as well as 
community based recreational and leisure opportunities in Southeast Seattle for 
students with significant barriers to employment.” 

7. On August 29, 2014, the Student’s newly assigned special education teacher sent 
an email to school and District administrative staff regarding safety concerns with the 
students assigned to her class.  She highlighted the safety concerns, and noted that 
five of the eight students, including the Student, had behavior intervention plans.  
She asked for communication devices from the administrative staff in the school on 
behalf of the students and was told there were none available.  She also stated that 
she asked District administration to consider changing the program model based on 
safety concerns, and had not received a reply from District administration.  She then 
asked about crisis prevention intervention (CPI) training for some program staff who 
had not yet received such training, and that three dedicated one-to-one 
paraeducators be added for three of the students in the program, in addition to the 
current classroom paraeducator support.  The District’s special education program 
administrator responded to the special education teacher’s email with information 
regarding CPI training.  In addition, the assistant principal for the Student’s school 
suggested that staff meet to address the special education teacher’s concerns on 
September 2, 2014, prior to the start of the 2014-2015 school year.  As a result of 
the meeting, the District provided the special education teacher with a 
communication device, moved one student to another program, and adjusted the 
paraeducator time for the teacher.  At the time of the District’s response to this 
complaint, there were six students in the program, one paraeducator was assigned 
to the program, and three students had one-to-one paraeducators, in addition to the 
teacher. 

8. On September 2, 2014, the Parent, the school nurse, and the Student’s special 
education teacher met.  During the meeting, the teacher provided the Parent with 
paperwork, including a letter dated September 3, 2014, to all parents addressing the 
change in schedule in the Student’s transition program from five days per week to 
four.  The Parent was asked to return the letter with her signature, acknowledging 
the revised school schedule.  Based on follow-up emails, the Parent, teacher, and 
nurse discussed medications and the Student’s health issues, including food 
allergies.  The Parent requested that the Student have access to a microwave for his 
lunch; and they discussed the new school schedule.  In addition, the Student’s 
special education teacher introduced the Student’s paraeducator to the Parent.  The 
letter provided to the Parent and other families was written by the teacher.  The letter 
introduced the teacher as new to the transition program (but not to the District) and 
noted that starting the second week of school, the program would operate from 
Mondays through Thursdays.  The teacher said that she was working with District 
transportation to ensure that the students arrived at school between 7:35 and 8:00 
am and left for home by 2:30 pm four days per week. 

9. The 2014-2015 school year started on September 3, 2014.  During the school day 
on September 3, 2014, the Student’s special education teacher emailed the Parent, 
thanking her for completing the paperwork regarding the Student.  In addition, the 
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teacher informed the Parent that the Student would not have access to a microwave 
in the classroom.  Also on September 3, the nurse assigned to the Student’s high 
school sent an email to the Parent regarding the Student’s medications and the 
meeting that occurred the day before.  The school nurse stated that she had first 
been notified of the Student’s schedule change to a four day week at the meeting on 
September 2. 

10. Also on September 3, 2014, the Student’s assistant principal sent an email to the 
Student’s special education teacher, following up on the teacher’s earlier concerns, 
and a separate meeting held on September 2 to address those concerns.  He also 
asked the teacher about her plans for Fridays, and said that he had already heard 
from a parent voicing a concern about no school for the students on Fridays.  In 
response, the special education teacher stated that she now had her students 
coming Monday through Thursday.  She said that the staff would use Fridays as a 
“professional development/community contacts day.”  She stated that many District 
transition programs did not have students on Fridays, and it was also the day the 
District’s transition program supervisor held her transition program meetings.  In 
addition, she said that the staff did not get their lunches or planning time during the 
week, so that they used Fridays “to remain contractual” with their time.  Finally, she 
said that she had discussed this arrangement with the District’s transition program 
supervisor prior to the start of the 2014-2015 school year, and that the District 
supervisor was supportive of the “no students on Fridays” schedule.  The assistant 
principal responded the next day to ask if this change was communicated to families, 
and said he had heard logistical concerns from parents.  The teacher stated that it 
was highlighted in yellow in the letter she sent home that day (the first day of school) 
with a signature page.  She noted that she had spoken to the Parent and the parent 
of another student and would follow up with telephone calls to the other parents. 

11. On September 4, 2014, the Parent sent the Student’s assistant principal an email 
with a copy to the Student’s special education teacher, the school nurse, and the 
Student’s case manager for wraparound services, regarding the lack of a microwave 
in the classroom.  The Parent stated that because of the Student’s food allergies, he 
had to bring his own lunch.  She stated that she was unsure how he ate his lunch 
the day before, but said that given his limited food choices, she would hope that the 
school could accommodate him. 

12. On September 15, 2014, the Parent sent an email to the Student’s IEP team and 
District representatives.  She stated that after two weeks of school, she would like to 
address some concerns.  First, she indicated that the change in services from a five 
day week to a four day week was not consistent with the Student’s current IEP.  In 
addition, she stated that she received an email that indicated there would be no 
school for five of the Wednesdays in the school year, in addition to scheduled school 
breaks.  She said that she was not informed of the change of schedule until the 
Student’s first day of school, and that she had to find care for the Student at the last 
minute.  She also raised concerns about the number of paraeducators working with 
the Student, the lack of a microwave in the classroom this school year, and the 
location of the toileting facilities.  She asked that there be a plan for emergency 
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communication, and asked for an IEP meeting to discuss her concerns.  The same 
day, the Student’s special education teacher sent an email to the District’s transition 
program supervisor, the District’s transition program specialist, and the Student’s 
assistant principal.  The teacher said that she had looked up the Student’s IEP and 
the only amendment she would need to make would be to the transportation, 
changing it from ten times per week to eight times per week.  The District’s transition 
program supervisor replied to the teacher and asked whether the Student would get 
all of his special education minutes.  The teacher responded and stated that the total 
minutes allotted for special education instruction on his current IEP was 1445 
minutes (approximately 24 hours) out of a possible 1800 minutes (30 hours) per 
week.  She stated that the Student was at school from 7:30 am to 2:30 pm, which 
totaled 1680 minutes per week (28 hours). 

13. Also on September 15, 2014, the Student’s principal replied to the Parent’s email, 
asking that everyone check their schedule so that these concerns could be resolved 
as soon as possible.  The Student’s special education teacher responded to the 
principal and District staff and asked that the principal “use caution” when 
responding to this email.  The teacher said that she was double checking with the 
District transition program supervisor to ensure that the District was “in compliance.”  
She stated that most of the Parent’s concerns were not IEP related, with the 
exception of the change in the number of days scheduled.  The teacher said that she 
had reviewed the IEP and nowhere did the IEP indicate that the Student was 
attending five days a week, and given this omission, the District could change the 
transportation schedule from ten times to eight times per week.  She also said that 
there was a wraparound meeting already scheduled for September 26, and the staff 
was working on combining the IEP meeting with the wraparound meeting.  The 
teacher also sent an email to the District’s transition program supervisor and 
transition program specialist, asking them to review her proposed changes to the 
Student’s IEP. 

14. Later on September 15, 2014, the Student’s assistant principal sent an email to the 
transition teacher with a copy to the principal, District transition supervisor, and 
District transition specialist, suggesting that they be flexible on the microwave and 
toilet facility issues.  The assistant principal also said that he could support the 
change in programming provided that the students were receiving their required 
instructional minutes.  He said that he appreciated the teacher’s flexibility, and knew 
that everyone shared the same goals to accommodate the Student appropriately 
and ensure he was successful at school.  The teacher replied to the principal and 
other administrative staff, stating that she would not have a microwave in the class, 
nor would she be responsible for heating lunches.  She said the Parent was 
currently providing heated food in a thermos and that she believed this was the 
safest option.  She suggested that the school nurse conduct a safety assessment of 
the two bathroom options, because she was not in favor of using the bathroom the 
Student used the previous year because she thought it was dangerous.  As to the 
change in the schedule from five days per week to four, she indicated that she 
discussed this with the District’s transition program supervisor in August.  The 
Principal responded the next day and noted that last year (2013-2014), the Student 
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attended school five days a week.  The teacher responded to the principal and said 
that as the Student’s case manager, and the one responsible for the safety of the 
room and all the young adults, she was the one who would ultimately be held 
responsible for her actions.  She said that she took all decisions seriously and those 
decisions could change depending on the composition of the class.  She further 
stated that the microwave was a teacher option.  She also said the possible danger 
imposed with the microwave was not a necessary risk.  As to the toilet facilities, she 
stated that she believed that the use of a different bathroom would assist the 
Student for being out in the community.  Finally, she said that the decision to not 
hold classes on Fridays was a transition program decision, she was not the same 
teacher as last year, and it was not the same program.  She then said that the 
Student was receiving 1680 minutes (28 hours) of special education services per 
week and his IEP called for 1445 minutes (approximately 24 hours) of services per 
week. 

15. On September 17, 2014, the Student’s special education teacher sent the Parent an 
email, listing the topics the Parent had identified as concerns.  The teacher indicated 
that the only issue that involved the Student’s IEP was the change in the schedule.  
She stated that she would change the IEP using an amendment and that the only 
thing that would change was the service matrix, which would: change transportation 
from ten to eight times a week; reduce the minutes in school from 1800 to 1680 
minutes a week; increase the minutes in special education from 1445 to 1680 
minutes a week; and reduce minutes in general education to zero.  The teacher 
noted that the Student no longer participated in general education, but that the prior 
written notice would reflect his participation in the community and general population 
within the transition program with a one-to-one paraeducator.  The teacher also said 
the remaining concerns could be addressed as part of the wraparound meeting.  
Both the wraparound meeting and IEP meeting were then scheduled for September 
26, 2014. 

16. Also on September 17, 2014, the District’s transition specialist sent the transition 
program teachers an update that included information and a draft document 
identifying each program, contact information, and program description.  The 
attached list also identified program paraeducators, and paraeducators assigned to 
individual students in the programs.  The Student’s transition program model 
indicated that there were one or two paraeducators assigned to the program, and 
three of the students, including the Student, were assigned one-on-one 
paraeducator support.  This program model was described as “post-secondary life 
skills, community based recreational and leisure opportunities in Southeast Seattle.” 
The teacher responded and suggested that the matrix identify skill/ability level of 
students, and also that her program should include descriptions that the students 
were working towards supported employment.  She also confirmed the staffing 
positions allocated to her program. 

17. On September 24, 2014, the Parent sent an email to the District’s transition program 
supervisor and the District transition program specialist, with copies to the District’s 
interim executive director of special education, the District’s director of special 
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education, and the Student’s case manager for wraparound services.  The Parent 
said that she believed her son had a right to attend school five days a week.  She 
stated that she did not learn of the reduction in days until the start of school.  She 
also requested a copy of the letter the District stated was sent near the end of the 
2013-2014 school year, informing parents of the changes to the program and times 
services would be available.  The District’s transition program supervisor responded 
the same day, and apologized for the lack of notice regarding the Student’s program 
change from five days a week to four.  The District supervisor stated that at this time, 
seven of the eleven transition programs for students aged 18-21 operated four days 
a week schedules.  She stated that this schedule mirrored the conditions under 
which supported employment was provided and was consistent with surrounding 
districts.  The District program supervisor also stated that she did not write the letter 
which was sent last spring, and could not find a copy in her computer.  She then 
stated that if she was able to locate a copy, she would forward it to the Parent.  The 
District did not provide a copy of a letter sent to parents in the 2013-2014 school 
year, regarding any changes to the program or days of operation in the 2014-2015 
school year, in their response to this complaint. 

18. The Student’s IEP team and wraparound team met together on August 26, 2014.  
The District completed an amendment to the Student’s IEP.  The Student’s annual 
goals remained the same, with the exception of one revision to a communication 
goal.  The service matrix was revised to provide transportation services eight times 
weekly, and special education services for 1680 minutes (28 hours) weekly.  The 
service matrix indicated that the Student spent 1680 minutes per week in school, 
with no time in the general education setting.  However, the amended IEP continued 
to indicate that the Student spent “a good portion of his time” in job/volunteer 
placements in the community.  It also noted that in the community settings, the 
Student interacted with both non-disabled and disabled peers, and that the 
community was the Student’s general education setting. 

19. In its response to this complaint, the District stated that it had restored the 
Wednesdays that were previously designated as non-school days in the school 
calendar for the transition program. 

CONCLUSION 

1. The District acknowledged that it did not follow procedures for amending the 
Student’s then current IEP at the beginning of the 2014-2015 school year, when the 
Student began attending school four days a week instead of five.  The District’s 
response, however, focused on the provision of “instructional special education 
minutes” when justifying its change to the program in 2014-2015.  During the 2013-
2014 school year, the Student received 32.5 hours of specially designed instruction 
and transition services per week. During the 2014-2015 school year, the District 
confirms that the Student is only receiving 28 hours of specially designed instruction 
per week, a difference of 4.5 hours per week from the 2013-2014 school year, when 
the Student received special education and other transition services.  The District 
focuses on the general education high school setting when determining the 
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Student’s participation with non-disabled peers.  Considering that the portions of the 
IEP that were not amended are still correct, the Student should be participating in 
the general education environment (which for him is the community) for a portion of 
his school day.   More importantly, the amendments to the Student’s IEP were not 
based on a determination of the Student’s needs.  The changes to the Student’s 
instructional minutes through the amendment process were to ensure that special 
education instructional time provided by the program model matched a District 
decision to move from a five day model to a four day model.  Based on the 
documentation provided by the District, the change in the Student’s schedule 
appeared to be based on discussions between the Student’s teacher and District’s 
transition program supervisor.  These decisions were not based on an evaluation of 
the needs of the Student, or other students in the program.  While the Student’s 
special education teacher indicated that staff could not take breaks, or have lunch 
within a five day program, this is not an issue left to the discretion of the teacher.  
Rather, District administration needs to ensure that supports are in place to provide 
relief for staff given that there are reportedly five or six adults currently associated 
with the program model.  OSPI acknowledges that there may be appropriate 
reasons for a model other than the traditional school day model, given that some 
students will be in supported work environments or other activities that do not 
parallel a traditional school day.  In addition, the Student’s IEP and potentially 
program hours may change once his supported employment begins. However, given 
that there are other secondary transition programs for students aged 18-21 
operating at different high schools on a five day week program, the District did not 
provide a rationale for the change in the Student’s programming, or the IEP 
amendment created to support the change between the 2013-2014 school year and 
the 2014-2015 school year other than what appeared to be teacher preference.  The 
District needs to review the Student’s current schedule and current program 
supports in order to restore his and the other student program hours to, at a 
minimum, 30 hours per a five day week.  The District will address the necessary 
changes to the program schedule no later than February 3, 2015, which is the start 
of the District’s new semester.  The District will make any necessary revisions to the 
Student’s IEP by February 15, 2015. 

CORRECTIVE ACTIONS 

No later than March 2, 2015, the District will provide documentation to OSPI that the 
following corrective actions have been completed. 

STUDENT SPECIFIC: 
The District will revise the Student’s annual IEP by February 17, 2015.  The revisions 
will address the time that the Student receives services both in the special education 
and community/vocational settings and will address the Student’s time with non-
disabled peers.  The revisions will also address the Student’s participation in a program 
operating Monday through Friday, unless changes to the Student’s program are based 
on his individual circumstances. 
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The District will provide OSPI with a copy of the revised IEP and the prior written notice 
addressing the decisions made at the IEP meeting by March 2, 2015. 

DISTRICT SPECIFIC: 
1. By February 3, 2015, the District will review the needed supports to implement a 

five day a week program at the Student’s transition site.  This will include the need 
for additional staff support for breaks, staggered breaks, or other supports for the 
classroom and community based activities.  The program will be scheduled to 
operate no less than the schedule in the 2013-2014 school year.  By March 2, 2015, 
the District will provide OSPI with documentation showing the revised schedule for 
the transition program, letters to parents, and any other documentation regarding the 
revised schedule. 

2. By March 2, 2015, the District will provide OSPI with copies of the revised or 
amended IEPs and copies of the prior written notices addressing decisions made at 
the meetings, for any other students participating in the transition program the 
Student attends. 

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 December, 2014 

Douglas H. Gill, Ed. D. 
Assistant Superintendent 
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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