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SPECIAL EDUCATION CITIZEN COMPLAINT (SECC) NO.  14-66 

PROCEDURAL HISTORY 

On October 14, 2014, the Office of Superintendent of Public Instruction (OSPI) received 
a Special Education Citizen Complaint from the parents (Parents) of an adult student 
(Student) attending the Ellensburg School District (District).  The Parents 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 14, 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 16, 2014, OSPI received additional information from the Parents and the 
information was forwarded to the District on the same day. 

On October 22, 2014, the District requested an extension of time to submit its response 
and OSPI granted the extension. 

On November 12, 2014, OSPI received the District’s response to the complaint and 
forwarded it to the Parents on November 13, 2014.  The Parents were invited to reply 
with any information they had that was inconsistent with the District’s information. 

On November 24, 2014, OSPI received the Parents’ reply.  The information was 
forwarded to the District on the same day. 

On December 1, 2014, OSPI asked the District to provide additional information.  On 
December 2, 2014, OSPI received the requested information from the District and 
forwarded it the Parents on the same day. 

On December 2, 2014, OSPI again asked the District to provide additional information.  
On December 3, 2014, OSPI received the requested information from the District and 
forwarded it the Parents on the same day. 

On December 4, 2014, OSPI asked the District to once more provide additional 
information.  On December 5, 2014, OSPI received the requested information from the 
District and forwarded it the Parents on the same day. 

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

OVERVIEW 

During the 2013-2014 school year, the Student attended a District high school and was 
eligible to receive special education and related services under the category of other 
health impairment.  In October 2013, the District conducted a reevaluation of the 
Student.  As a result, the Student’s reading and writing services were discontinued and 
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the Student began attending a general education English class.  Additionally, the 
Student’s transition/vocational services were also discontinued.  In December 2013, the 
Parents requested that the Student attend school part-time and participate part-time in a 
community based job training program.  In response to the Parents’ request, the District 
scheduled an individualized education program (IEP) meeting for January 2014, but the 
meeting was later rescheduled for February 2014.  After the IEP meeting, the Student’s 
IEP was amended to reflect that the Student would receive his life skills services in a 
community setting through his participation in a District job internship program.  In 
September 2014, the District conducted a reevaluation of the Student and as a result, 
the Student’s math and life skills services were discontinued. 

The Parents alleged that the District failed to follow reevaluation procedures and 
procedures for developing and implementing the Student’s IEPs in effect from October 
15, 2013 to the present.  The Parents also alleged that the District failed to provide the 
Parents with progress reporting and failed to follow procedures for determining the 
Student’s placement.  The District denied the allegations. 

SCOPE OF INVESTIGATION 

This decision references events which occurred prior to the investigation time period, 
which began on October 15, 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 reevaluation procedures? 
2. Did the District follow procedures for developing and implementing the Student’s 

IEP’s in effect from October 15, 2013 to the present? 
3. Did the District provide the Parents with progress reporting? 
4. Did the District follow procedures for determining the Student’s placement? 

LEGAL STANDARDS 

Transfer of Rights at Age of Majority: All of the IDEA procedural safeguards, duties, and 
responsibilities transfer to a student at age eighteen.  School districts must continue to 
give parents notices even after rights transfer to the adult student.  When a district 
transfers rights under IDEA Part B to a student, it must notify the student and the parent 
of the transfer of rights.  An adult student retains and is entitled to exercise all of their 
rights until he or she has been judged incapable of exercising these rights by a court of 
law pursuant to chapter 11.88 RCW, or has been certified as unable to provide informed 
consent or to make educational decisions, and has an educational representative 
appointed for them, pursuant to WAC 392-172A-05135(5).  An adult student may 
authorize another adult to make educational decisions on that student’s behalf using a 
power of attorney consistent with the requirements in chapter 11.94 RCW.  34 CFR 
§300.520; WAC 392-172A-05135. 
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Reevaluation Procedures: A school district must ensure that a reevaluation of each 
student eligible for special education is conducted when the school district determines 
that the educational or related services needs, including improved academic 
achievement and functional performance of the student warrant a reevaluation, or if the 
parent or teacher requests a reevaluation.  A reevaluation may not occur more than 
once a year, unless the parent and school district agree otherwise, and must occur at 
least once every three years, unless the parent and school district agree that a 
reevaluation is unnecessary.  34 CFR §300.303; WAC 392-172A-03015.  When a 
district determines that a student should be reevaluated, it must provide prior written 
notice to the student’s parents that describe all of the evaluation procedures that the 
district intends to conduct.  34 CFR §300.304; WAC 392-172A-03020.  The district must 
then obtain the parents’ consent to conduct the reevaluation and complete the 
reevaluation within 35 school days of receiving consent, unless a different time period is 
agreed to by the parents and documented by the district.  34 CFR §300.303; WAC 392-
172A-03015.  The reevaluation determines whether the student continues to be eligible 
for special education and the content of the student’s IEP.  The reevaluation must be 
conducted in all areas of suspected disability and must be sufficiently comprehensive to 
identify all of the student’s special education needs and any necessary related services.  
34 CFR §300.304; WAC 392-172A-03020. 

Reevaluation – Review of Existing Data: As part of a reevaluation, the IEP team and 
other qualified professionals must review existing data on the student.  Existing data 
includes previous evaluations, independent evaluations or other information provided by 
the parents, current classroom-based assessments, observations by teachers or service 
providers, and any other data relevant to the evaluation of the student.  If the student’s 
IEP team and other qualified professionals, as appropriate, determine that no additional 
data is needed to determine whether the student continues to be eligible for special 
education services, and/or to determine the student’s educational needs, the school 
district must notify the parents of that determination, the reasons for the determination, 
and the parents’ right to request an assessment to determine whether  the student 
continues to be eligible for special education and/or determine the student’s educational 
needs.  34 CFR §300.305; WAC 392-172A-03025.  The evaluation group’s review does 
not need to be conducted through a meeting but if a meeting is held, parents must be 
provided with notice and afforded an opportunity to participate.  34 CFR §§300.305 and 
300.501; WACs 392-172A-03025(3) and 392-172A-05000(2)(b).  The school district 
must provide a copy of the evaluation report and documentation of determination of to 
the parent, and at no cost to the parent.  34 CFR §300.306; WAC 392-172A-
03040(1)(b). 

IEP Definition: An IEP must contain a statement of: (a) the student’s present levels of 
academic achievement and functional performance; (b) measurable annual academic 
and functional goals designed to meet the student’s needs resulting from their disability; 
(c) how the district will measure and report the student’s progress toward their annual 
IEP goals; (d) the special education services, related services, and supplementary aids 
to be provided to the student; (e) the extent to which the student will not participate with 
nondisabled students in the general education classroom and extracurricular or 
nonacademic activities; (f) any individual modifications necessary to measure the 
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student’s academic achievement and functional performance on state or district-wide 
assessments; (g) ESY services, if necessary; (h) aversive interventions, if necessary; (i) 
the projected date when the services and program modifications will begin, and the 
anticipated frequency, location, and duration of those services and modifications; (j) 
beginning no later than the first IEP to be in effect when the student turns 16, 
appropriate, measurable postsecondary goals based on age appropriate transition 
assessments related to training, education, employment, and independent living skills; 
and the transition services including course of study needed to assist the student in 
reaching those goals; and (k) beginning no later than one year before the student 
reaches the age of majority (18), a statement that the student has been informed of the 
rights which will transfer to him or her on reaching the age of majority.  34 CFR 
§300.320; WAC 392-172A-03090. 

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; extent to which the student will be 
involved in the general education curriculum and participate in the general education 
environment, and state and district-wide assessments; and services needed to support 
that involvement and participation, and to achieve the agreed-upon IEP goals.  The IEP 
team must consider the parents’ concerns and the information they provide regarding 
their student in developing, reviewing, and revising IEPs.  34 CFR §§300.321, 300.322, 
300.324 and 300.328; WACs 392-172A-03095, 392-172A-03100, and 392-172A-03110.  
The district is not required, however, to adopt all recommendations proposed by a 
parent.  The team must work toward consensus on IEP content, but if team members 
are unable to reach consensus it remains the district’s 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.   An IEP may therefore be properly 
developed under IDEA procedural requirements, yet still not provide the student all of 
the services that the parent believes are necessary components of the student’s 
educational program. 64 Fed. Reg. 48 12473 (March 12, 1999) (Appendix A to 34 CFR 
Part 300, Question 9). 

IEP Team: An IEP team is composed of: the parent(s) of the student; not less than one 
regular education teacher of the student (if the student is, or may be, participating in the 
regular education environment); not less than one special education teacher or, where 
appropriate, not less than one special education provider of the student; a 
representative of the school district 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 (who may 
be one of the teachers or the district representative listed above); any individuals who 
have 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 Team Member Excusal: Parents and districts can agree in writing that an IEP team 
member’s participation is not necessary and that the team member may be excused 
from attending an IEP meeting, in whole or part, if the team member’s area of 
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curriculum or related services is not being modified or discussed in the meeting.  If the 
meeting involves a modification to or discussion of the team member’s area of the 
curriculum or related services and the parties both consent in writing to the excusal of 
the team member, the excused team member must submit written input into the 
development of the IEP in prior to the meeting.  34 CFR §300.321; WAC 392-172A-
03095(5). 

IEP Implementation: At the beginning of each school year, each district must have in 
effect an individualized education program (IEP) for every student within its jurisdiction 
who is eligible to receive special education services.  A school district must develop a 
student’s IEP in compliance with the procedural requirements of the IDEA and state 
regulations.  34 CFR §300.320 through §300.328; WAC 392-172A-03090 through 392-
172A-03115.  It must also ensure it provides all services in a student’s IEP, consistent 
with the student’s needs as described in that IEP.  The IEP must be implemented as 
soon as possible after it is developed.  Each school district must ensure that the 
student’s IEP is accessible to each general education teacher, special education 
teacher, related service provider, and any other service provider who is responsible for 
its implementation.  Each teacher and provider must be informed of his or her specific 
responsibilities for implementing a student’s IEP and the specific accommodations, 
modifications, and supports that must be provided for the student in accordance with the 
IEP.  34 CFR §300.323; WAC 392-172A-03105. 

Progress Reports: The purpose of progress reporting is to ensure that, through 
whatever method chosen by a school district, the reporting provides sufficient 
information to enable parents to be informed of their child’s progress toward the annual 
IEP goals and the extent to which that progress is sufficient to enable the child to 
achieve those goals.  IEPs must include a statement indicating how the student’s 
progress toward the annual goals will be measured and when the district will provide 
periodic reports to the parents on the student's progress toward meeting those annual 
goals, such as through the use of quarterly or other periodic reports concurrent with the 
issuance of report cards.  34 CFR §300.320; WAC 392-172A-03090. 

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.  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. 
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Consideration of Less Restrictive Placement Options: Less restrictive placements 
always have to be considered, but they do not always have to be tried.  As a rule, when 
there is uncertainty about the appropriate placement for a student, a district should 
make a diligent effort to educate him in a less restrictive environment before proposing 
a more restrictive one.  Seattle School District No. 1 v. B.S., 82 F.3d 1493, 1500 (9th Cir. 
1996). 

Placement: Educational placement decisions must be determined annually, or sooner if 
appropriate, and be made by a group of persons, including the parents, and other 
persons knowledgeable about the student, the evaluation data, and the placement 
options that provide a reasonably high probability of assisting the student to attain his or 
her annual goals, and a consideration of any potential harmful effect on the student or 
on the quality of services the student needs, based on the student’s IEP and LRE 
requirements.  Unless the student’s IEP requires some other arrangement, the student 
must be educated in the school that the student would attend if not disabled.  If the 
student needs other arrangements, placement must be as close as possible to the 
student’s home.  A student should not be removed from his or her age-appropriate 
general education classroom solely because of needed modifications in the general 
education curriculum.  34 CFR §300.116; WAC 392-172A-02060.  Districts must ensure 
that students eligible for special education participate in nonacademic and 
extracurricular services and activities to the maximum extent appropriate to the needs of 
each student.  34 CFR §300.117; WAC 392-172A-02065. 

FINDINGS OF FACT 

Background Facts 

1. In approximately January 2011, the Parents referred the Student for special 
education.  Prior to that time, the Student had been home-schooled on a full-time 
basis.  In February 2011, the Student’s evaluation team determined that he was 
eligible to receive special education and related services under the category of 
speech/language impairment due to significant delays in his language-based critical 
thinking skills and executive functioning skills.  The Student’s individualized 
education program (IEP) team then developed the Student’s IEP and the Student 
began attending ninth grade at a District high school on a part-time basis to receive 
special education services. 

2. During the 2011-2012 school year, the Student was in tenth grade and continued to 
attend school part-time to receive special education services.  In February 2012, the 
Student’s eligibility category was changed to other health impairment to reflect the 
Student’s diagnosis of a rare genetic condition.  In September 2012, the Student’s 
IEP was amended to remove the Student’s speech services because the Student 
met his annual IEP speech goals.  Also in September 2012, the Student began 
attending eleventh grade at a District high school on a full-time basis. 
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3. During the 2013-2014 school year, the Student attended twelfth grade at a District 
high school, and was eligible to receive special education and related services under 
the category of other health impairment. 

4. The Student’s IEP in place at the beginning of the 2013-2014 school year was 
developed on October 15, 2012, and then amended on June 5, 2013.  The IEP’s 
present levels of functional performance section stated that the Student 
“demonstrated significant deficits in his language-based critical thinking skills and 
displayed significant delays in his executive functioning abilities.  [The Student] also 
struggled with auditory memory tasks, reading facial expressions, and reading social 
situations correctly.”  The IEP contained annual goals in reading, writing, math, life 
skills, and secondary transition, and also contained a post school transition plan.  
The Student’s transition plan stated that: 

[The Student] would like to investigate the career of becoming an author or work 
in a job in which he provides social service/law enforcement (prevent/stop crime, 
or guard people from harm, injury, or attack.); [the Student’s] future living 
arrangement will be supported progressively moving to semi-supported and 
vocational employment will be semi-supported. 

The transition plan also noted that the Student should receive specially designed 
instruction in vocational education/training and that the Student would be connected 
with interagency resources, when appropriate for transitioning, prior to the 
completion of services in 2017 when the Student would graduate.  The Student’s 
secondary transition goal stated that the Student would “improve upon 
transition/vocational skills from working within a small group having adult supervision 
to working independently to finish a 5 item task list without adult prompting with 
100% accuracy as measured by a performance assessment within 12 months time.”  
The IEP provided for the following specially designed instruction: 

• Life Skills:  275 minutes per week - special education setting. 
• English (reading and writing):  550 minutes per week – special education setting 
• Math:  275 minutes per week – special education setting 
• Transition/Vocational:  275 minutes per week – general education setting 

The IEP noted that the Student would receive his transition/vocational services in a 
general education Foods class during the 2013-2014 school year.  The IEP also 
provided for special transportation and multiple classroom and testing 
accommodations. 

5. The Student’s class schedule at the beginning of the 2013-2014 school year was: 
• Art – General Education Setting 
• Foods – General Education Setting 
• English:  Reading – Special 

Education Setting 

• English:  Writing – Special Education 
Setting 

• Math – Special Education Setting 
• Life Skills – Special Education Setting
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6. On September 10, 2013, the District school psychologist sent the Parents a letter, 
stating that the Student’s triennial reevaluation was due in October 2013.  Enclosed 
with the letter was a prior written notice listing the evaluation procedures the District 
planned to complete and a form for Parent consent of the proposed reevaluation.  
The psychologist asked that the Parents sign and return the consent form.  The prior 
written notice stated that the reevaluation would include a record review, Parent 
input, teacher reports of classroom work progress, classroom/work observations, 
and assessments in the areas of cognitive abilities, executive functioning skills, 
social/emotional development, and academic skills. 

7. On September 12, 2013, the Parents signed consent for the Student’s triennial 
reevaluation. 

8. The Student’s evaluation meeting and annual IEP meeting were originally scheduled 
to take place on October 9, 2013, but the meeting was rescheduled because the 
Student was ill.  The Parents and the District then agreed to hold the meetings on 
October 16, 2014. 

Timeline for this Complaint Begins on October 15, 2013 

9. The Student’s reevaluation report, dated October 16, 2013, stated that the Student 
had been assessed in the areas of cognitive functioning, academic achievement, 
and classroom performance.  The reevaluation also included a record review, Parent 
input, Student interview, an intelligence test, academic achievement test, and 
teacher reports.  The evaluation report stated that the Student: 

Is currently achieving within the average range in reading comprehension, word 
reading, pseudo word decoding, oral reading fluency, sentence composition, 
essay composition, spelling, math problem solving, math fluency – subtraction, 
and math fluency – multiplication.  He performed within the low average range on 
the numerical operations subtest.  His math fluency – addition sub test score fell 
within the below average range. 

The evaluation report also stated that the Student had good grades, earning A’s, B’s, 
or passing in all his classes, and then stated that the Student wanted to be a 
missionary after he graduated, and go to Africa to work in, or run an orphanage.   
The evaluation report recommended the Student receive services in life skills, study 
skills, and math.  The report noted that the Student’s reading and writing skills were 
at a level “where he should be able to make adequate academic progress within the 
general education English curriculum and, therefore, he will no longer receive 
specially designed instruction in reading and writing.”  The report also recommended 
the Student receive special transportation due to executive functioning deficits, 
which made it difficult for the Student to use regular school transportation.  The 
report did not state why the Student would no longer receive transition/vocational 
services, but stated that at the end of the 2012-2013 school year, the Student had 
made significant progress toward meeting the transition goal in his October 2012 
IEP. 
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10. On October 16, 2013, the school psychologist who coordinated the Student’s 
reevaluation report called the Student’s mother to review the results of the Student’s 
reevaluation.  The school psychologist was unable to attend the evaluation meeting 
scheduled later that day.  The mother and the psychologist discussed removing the 
Student from his special education English classes and placing the Student in a 
general education freshman English class, along with a special education study 
skills class for support.  Later that day, the other members of the Student’s 
evaluation group, including the Student’s mother, met to review the results of the 
Student’s reevaluation and determined the Student continued to be eligible for 
special education under the category of other health impairment. 

11. Also on October 16, 2013, the Student’s individualized education program (IEP) 
team, including the Student’s mother, developed the Student’s annual IEP.  The 
IEP’s present levels of academic achievement stated that the Student should 
continue in a special education math class where he would work on completing a 
pre-algebra curriculum.  When the pre-algebra curriculum was completed, the 
Student “should be reevaluated for the Algebra A/B class in the general education 
setting.”  The Student’s IEP included annual goals in math, life skills, and study 
skills.  The IEP also contained a secondary transition plan, which similar to the  2012 
IEP, stated that the Student wanted to become an author, or work in social/services 
and that the Student’s future living and work placement would be semi-supported.  
The transition plan did not include the Student’s goal of wanting to be a missionary 
or work in an orphanage as indicated in the reevaluation report.  The transition plan 
also no longer stated that the Student needed specially designed instruction in 
vocational education/training.  The transition plan noted that the Student would 
participate in community experiences in the general education setting.  The October 
2013 IEP provided for 275 minutes per week of specially designed instruction in life 
skills, 275 minutes per week of specially designed instruction in study skills, and 275 
minutes per week of specially designed instruction in math.  Additionally, the IEP 
provided for multiple classroom accommodations, progress reporting on his annual 
IEP goals on a quarterly basis, and special transportation. 

12. Also on October 16, 2013, the District sent the Parents prior written notice, 
proposing to change the Student’s educational placement and his IEP.  The notice 
stated that based on the Student’s reevaluation, he no longer needed specially 
designed instruction in reading and writing, and the services would be discontinued.  
The notice also stated that the IEP team had considered the Student continuing to 
receive services in a special education English class, but the IEP team determined 
the placement was too restrictive since the Student “had the skills to receive his 
English instruction through the general education curriculum.”  The notice did not 
state that the Student would no longer receive specially designed instruction in 
vocational education/training. 

13. After the October 16, 2013 IEP meeting, the Student’s class schedule was changed 
as follows: 
• Art – General Education Setting 
• Foods – General Education Setting 

• Freshman English – General 
Education Setting 
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• Math – Special Education Setting  
• Life Skills – Special Education 

Setting 

• Study Skills – Special Education 
Setting

14. The District’s documentation includes IEP progress reporting, dated November 1, 
2013, regarding the Student’s life skills goal.  The progress reporting stated that the 
Student made some progress toward his life skills goal, and the comments section 
on the report stated that the Parents should refer to the Student’s District progress 
report regarding his quarterly grades.  The District progress report stated: 

He is a hard worker in class and in the community on the About Town trips.  He 
enjoys going to new places, shopping at the grocery store, and the multi-step 
tasks we have during our in-class activities.  He has made progress on his goals 
this quarter.  Attendance has impacted his grade as activities involving small 
group participation and individual participation cannot be made up at a later date. 

The IEP progress reporting did not include any information about the Student’s math 
goal or study skills annual goals. 

15. On December 9, 2013, the Student’s mother emailed the Student’s IEP case 
manager, stating that the Parents wanted the Student to attend school part-time and 
work part-time in a vocational training setting.  The Parents wanted the Student to 
begin this schedule after the District’s winter break, and the mother asked what 
needed “to be done to move in this direction.”  In response, the case manager stated 
that an IEP meeting would need to be scheduled to discuss the Parents’ request as 
this would “dramatically” change the plan that was established by the IEP team in 
October 2013.  The case manager also stated that the plan in the IEP was a team 
decision, and needed to best fit the ultimate goals that the Student had for himself.  
The case manager said she would schedule an IEP meeting for early January 2014. 

16. Later on December 9, 2013, the mother responded to the case manager, stating that 
she would contact the Student’s private counselor to see if the private counselor 
could attend the IEP meeting.  The mother also stated that the Parents had originally 
enrolled the Student at the high school so the Student could receive life skills 
services.  The Parents now wanted the Student’s academics balanced with job skills 
training, which is why they wanted the Student to attend school part-time and work 
part-time.  In response, the case manager confirmed that an IEP meeting was 
scheduled for January 8, 2014. 

17. On December 15, 2013, the Parents emailed the District members of the Student’s 
IEP team.  The Parents stated that they were happy the staff members could attend 
the upcoming IEP meeting and that the purpose of the meeting was to amend the 
Student’s IEP to add “job skills/job shadowing.”  The Parents believed the Student 
was “severely lacking in social and job skills” which he needed to be successful. 

18. On December 16, 2013, the Student’s IEP case manager responded to the Parents’ 
email, stating that she wanted to be clear that the upcoming meeting was an IEP 
team meeting and that the Parents’ suggestion to amend the Student’s IEP and 
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course of study to include a focus on transition would be a topic of discussion.  The 
IEP team would also discuss the pros and cons of the Parents’ recommendation in 
consideration of the Student’s goal to exit high school.  The case manager stated 
that the meeting was not a “guarantee” that the Student’s current placement, or his 
course of study, would be changed.  The case manager also stated that it was 
important that the Student attend the meeting and be involved in the IEP team’s 
discussion because changing the Student’s educational program would also change 
the type of diploma the Student would receive upon graduation.1 

19. The District was on winter break from December 23, 2013 through January 3, 2014. 

20. The IEP meeting scheduled for January 8, 2014 was canceled because the IEP 
case manager was ill. 

21. On January 9, 2014, the Student’s IEP case manager emailed the Student’s IEP 
team, including the Parents, apologizing for not being able to attend the meeting on 
January 8, 2014.  The case manager proposed several new dates to hold the 
meeting.  The Parents later informed the District school psychologist that they could 
both only attend a meeting on a Monday and that they wanted the District special 
education director to attend the meeting. 

22. On January 10, 2014, the Student’s IEP case manager emailed the Parents, stating 
that the first Monday the IEP team would be able to meet would be February 3, 
2014, as the case manager and the school psychologist could not meet on Monday, 
January 13, 2014, and for the two following Mondays, the District was on break.  The 
case manager stated that the District IEP team members were available to meet on 
several other days, if only one of the Parents wanted to attend the meeting.  The 
case manager also stated that she had spoken with the school psychologist about 
the Parents’ request to have the Student spend part of his day in a District vocational 
program.  The case manager stated that: 

[The District] vocational program was part of the special education curriculum in 
which we find both internships and paid employment with supervision from 
special education staff.  [The school psychologist] reviewed [the Student’s] 3 year 
evaluation from 10/16/13, and noted that [the Student] did not qualify for 
vocational/transition as part of his IEP program.  At this time, he is not eligible to 
be enrolled in a vocational placement through the special education program. 

The case manager also stated that she would be glad to assist the Student during 
his life skills class in completing job applications for jobs at local businesses.  
Additionally, the Student could leave school at 3 pm and be dropped off at job 
location by the school bus, if the Student obtained employment.  The Student also 
had the option of foregoing his general education Foods and Art classes and 
leaving school at 1 pm to “attend an independently arranged work placement, as he 

                                                           
1 All students in Washington State receive the same type of diploma upon meeting state and district 
graduation requirements.  A student’s eligibility for or receipt of special education and related services 
has no bearing on the type of diploma a student receives. 
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is on an extended graduation program and this would not drastically impact his 
credits.”  However, the case manager expressed concern with that option because 
she indicated that the Student really loved his Art and Foods classes and had an 
opportunity to participate with non-disabled peers and develop positive relationships 
while in those classes. 

23. Also on January 10, 2014, the Student’s mother responded to the case manager’s 
email, stating that it seemed from the case manager’s email that the Student’s 
October 2013 IEP could not be changed.  The mother asked if the school 
psychologist was saying that the Student’s IQ was too high to qualify for vocational 
services.  The mother then expressed concerns that the Student’s disability was not 
being taken into consideration.  She stated that the Student’s father may be able to 
come to an IEP meeting alone, but that the Parents wanted to come together 
because the mother felt misgivings about what occurred at the October 2013 IEP 
meeting, which she had attended alone.  Later that same evening, the Student’s 
father responded to the case manager’s email, stating that the Parents were not 
aware that the Student did not qualify for vocational services.  The father asked who 
made that determination, and who was able to review that determination.  The father 
also asked on what basis the Student was disqualified from receiving vocational 
services, and what limitations were imposed on the Student’s preparation for 
independent living in the absence of vocational/transition services. 

24. On January 13, 2014, the Student’s IEP case manager responded to the Parents’ 
emails, stating that there should not be confusion about the Student’s October 2013 
reevaluation as the Student’s mother had participated in an evaluation and IEP 
meeting along with District staff in October 2013.  Additionally, the Parents had 
received a draft copy and a final copy of the Student’s reevaluation report.  The case 
manager stated that the District did not test to disqualify students from services, but 
instead tested to “qualify for the possibility of additional services as needed and/or 
ensure eligibility of a continuation of services.”  In the Student’s case, he did not 
qualify for a continuation of services in the area of vocational skills.  The case 
manager stated that it was the District’s legal obligation to place a student in the 
least restrictive environment to promote individual success towards their transition 
plan for the future after exiting services.  The case manager also stated that the 
Student was currently receiving services for his independent living skills in his life 
skills class, which included resume preparation, completing job applications, and 
additional activities on an as needed basis.  The Student had expressed a desire to 
pursue either missionary work, enroll in a community/technical college, or obtain 
vocational training/employment after high school in his reevaluation.  As such, the 
District would support the Student in those ventures.  The case manager stated she 
believed the Student’s participation in his Foods and Art classes also provided the 
Student independent living skills.  The case manager also stated that the IEP team 
would discuss whether the Parents’ request for the Student to participate in a 
vocational program would be in the Student’s long term interests.  The case 
manager stated that she would schedule the IEP meeting as soon as the Parents let 
her know when they wanted to meet.  The case manager later forwarded the email 
exchanges to the District special education director and spoke with the director 
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about the Parents’ request.  As a result, the director asked to attend the upcoming 
IEP meeting. 

25. Also on January 13, 2014, the Student sent the IEP case manager a letter, stating 
that he had changed his mind about school and a job, as he could not do the jobs 
(mission work, technical school, etc.) he had previously discussed with the case 
manager.  The Student stated that he needed to participate in a job shadowing 
experience because he wanted to see how he would do at a “real” job.  The Student 
stated that his disability limited his judgment and focus, and that he would rather get 
a job, if he could with his disability, than attend technical school or college.  The 
Student wanted to earn his own money, pay rent, and pay for stuff he needed and/or 
wanted.  The Student stated that a job, not academics, was his most important life 
skill. 

26. On January 14, 2014, the Parents called the school psychologist and requested a 
copy of the results of the Student’s Vineland Adaptive Scales assessment, which 
had been completed prior to the 2013-2014 school year.  Later that day, the school 
psychologist sent the Parents an email, stating that the Vineland had not been used 
as part of the Student’s October 2013 reevaluation because there was enough 
information from classroom observations, teacher data, and teacher reports to 
indicate that the Student would continue to benefit from the life skills component of 
his IEP.  The school psychologist stated that at the time of the reevaluation, the 
Parents did not request any additional assessments other than those the District 
proposed to be conducted as part of the reevaluation.  The school psychologist 
asked that the Parents inform her if they wanted the high school staff to complete an 
adaptive behavior questionnaire. 

27. On January 15, 2014, the District sent the Parents an invitation to attend an IEP 
meeting on February 3, 2014.  The notice stated that the District special education 
director would attend the meeting. 

28. On January 17, 2014, the Parents signed consent for the Student’s teachers to 
complete an adaptive behavior rating scale of the Student.  Also that day, the 
Student’s IEP case manager emailed the Parents, stating that the District special 
education director would not be able to attend the February 3, 2014 IEP meeting.  
The case manager then stated that the meeting could be rescheduled, or that the 
meeting could still take place on February 3, as two other District representatives 
could still attend that meeting.  In response, the Parents requested that the meeting 
be rescheduled.  The IEP team then agreed to meet on February 10, 2014. 

29. The District’s documentation includes IEP progress reporting, dated January 24, 
2014, regarding the Student’s life skills annual IEP goal.  The progress reporting 
stated that the Student made some progress toward the goal and the comments 
section on the report stated that the Parents should refer to the Student’s District 
progress report regarding his quarterly grades.  The District progress report stated, 
“Progress made on goals.  Participation is excellent in class activities.”  The IEP 
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progress reporting did not include any information about the Student’s math goal or 
study skills goals. 

30. On February 10, 2014, the Student’s IEP team met to discuss the Parents’ request 
to change the Student’s placement.  The following people attended the meeting: 
• Parents 
• Student 
• Family’s Education Advocate 
• Special Education Director 
• School Psychologist 
• IEP Case Manager 

• Assistant Principal 
• Special Education Math Teacher 
• Special Education Study Skills Teacher 
• School Counselor 
• Student Teacher 

The Student’s general education English teacher, Art teacher, or Foods teacher did 
not attend the meeting.  The District’s documentation does not show that the Parents 
excused any of the general education teachers from attending the meeting. 

31. Later on February 10, 2014, the Student’s IEP case manager sent the Parents an 
email, recapping what occurred at the earlier meeting.  The case manager stated 
that the IEP team had agreed the Student would receive his life skills services (275 
minutes per week) in a community setting through the District’s “jump start” program, 
but the agreement would “not amend or change” the Student’s current October 2013 
IEP.  The location of services stated in the IEP would continue to show a special 
education setting because the “jump start” program would be supervised by a case 
manager based on the Student’s input and preferences.  Through the “jump start” 
program, the Student would participate in an unpaid internship and work on his life 
skills goal of following 8-step verbal directions.  Additionally, the Student’s class 
schedule would be changed to reflect that he would receive life skills services during 
his sixth period. 

32. On February 12, 2014, the Student’s father responded to the case manager’s 
emails, stating that the IEP team agreed to amend the Student’s IEP to reflect his 
participation in the “jump start” program.  In response, the case manager stated that 
the IEP team had not agreed to amend the Student’s IEP, or the Student’s “3 year 
evaluation to include a transition/vocational service area,” which is why there was 
not an IEP amendment signed by the IEP team at the meeting.  The case manager 
reported that the IEP team had agreed to switch the Student’s third period and sixth 
period classes.  The case manager also stated that the Student’s IEP included a 
transition plan, which did not have any items marked in the area of vocational 
education/training because the Student did not qualify for transition/vocational as an 
area of need in his October 2013 reevaluation.  The case manager further stated 
that a location or start date had not yet been chosen for the Student’s “jump start” 
internship, as an internship that met the Student’s preferences had not yet been 
arranged.  The case manager then stated that a prior written notice would not be 
sent to the Parents as the IEP team had not made changes to the Student’s IEP, 
and that the life skills course description (which was not included in the Student’s 
IEP) stated that students would have access to community and recreational 
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exploration sites.  Also that day, the Student’s father spoke with the District special 
education director. 

33. On February 14, 2014, the District sent the Parents an IEP amendment, which 
stated that the Student would receive his life skills services in a community setting 
for 275 minutes per week provided by special education “services”.  The IEP 
amendment also stated that the Student’s life skills goal had been changed to say: 

[The Student] will improve his life skills related communications skills by following 
directions verbal, written, and procedural in a non-paid work environment in a 
community setting from following 5 step verbal directions to following written and 
procedural directions with 100% accuracy as measured through a performance 
assessment by 10/15/14. 

The District also sent the Parents prior written notice dated, February 13, 2014, 
proposing to change the Student’s IEP. 

34. On February 19, 2014, the Student’s IEP case manager and the Parents exchanged 
emails regarding a possible work internship for the Student at a local business.  The 
Parents agreed that the Student could participate in an interview later that week. 

35. On February 24, 2014, the Student’s IEP case manager emailed the Parents to 
inform them that the business where the Student had interviewed, wanted the 
Student to begin interning on February 25, 2014.  The case manager asked that the 
Parents sign the IEP amendment so the Student could begin the job internship.  The 
case manager also stated that the Student would be transported from the high 
school to the business, and then would be transported home afterward.  In 
response, the Parents agreed to sign the amendment and send it to school with the 
Student the next day. 

36. On February 25, 2014, the Student began working at his job internship during the 
sixth period of his school day.  From February 25, 2014 through March 6, 2014, a 
District paraeducator accompanied the Student to the internship to assist the 
Student in building a routine and job expectations. 

37. The District was on spring break from March 24 through March 27, 2014.  Prior to 
the spring break, the Student was absent for three school days due to a family 
vacation. 

38. In April 2014, the Student turned 18 years old and all rights of majority transferred to 
the Student. 

39. The District’s documentation includes IEP progress reporting, dated April 4, 2014, 
regarding the Student’s life skills goal.  The progress reporting stated that the 
Student made significant progress toward the life skills goal and the comments 
section on the report stated: 

[The Student] has been in the off-campus setting for several weeks.  The [store] 
supervisor reports that they are extremely pleased with [the Student’s] 
performance.  He is given complex directions to follow including inventory 
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tracking, organizational tasks, and procedural tasks.  [The Student] requires little 
to no supervision and completes the tasks independently.  Because of the spring 
break vacation with an extension requested by the family, [the Student] was not 
evaluated upon his return for this progress report.  He will be evaluated for 
performance measure during the 4th quarter. 

The IEP progress reporting again did not include any information about the Student’s 
math or study skills goals. 

40. On May 13, 2014, the Parents emailed the Student’s IEP case manager, asking to 
schedule an IEP meeting to discuss changing the Student’s “curricula” for the 2014-
2015 school year.  The Parents proposed meeting on June 4, 2014, and also stated 
that the District special education director would provide the case manager with a 
copy of notarized consent form, which was signed by the Student and granted the 
Parents access to the Student’s individualized education program. 

41. On May 15, 2014, the Student’s IEP case manager emailed the Parents in response 
to their request for an IEP meeting.  The case manager stated that due to the 
Student’s status as an adult student, the District could not schedule the Parents’ 
requested IEP meeting.  However, the case manager indicated that the Student 
could request an IEP meeting, and ask that the Parents be invited as guests. 

42. On May 16, 2014, the Student sent his IEP case manager a letter, asking to 
schedule an IEP meeting to discuss the plan for 2014-2015 school year.  The 
Student requested that his Parents attend the meeting, along with his general 
education English teacher, and the manager of the store where he interned.  An IEP 
meeting was later scheduled for June 4, 2014. 

43. On May 26, 2014, the school psychologist observed the Student at his internship to 
assess the Student’s progress toward his annual IEP life skills goal. 

44. On June 4, 2014, the Student’s IEP team met to discuss the Student’s curriculum 
and class schedule for the 2014-2015 school year.  The meeting was attended by 
the following people: 
• Parents 
• Student 
• Special Education Director 

• IEP Case Manager 
• Special Education Math Teacher 
• Special Education Study Skills Teacher 

• General Education English Teacher 
• General Education Art Teacher 

• Store Manager at the Student’s 
Internship 

Based on the District’s notes from the meeting, the IEP case manager presented a 
plan which the Student had developed regarding his future.  The plan now stated 
that the Student wanted to earn a high school diploma, earn a bachelor’s degree in 
cinematography, and get a job as a camera operator or script writer for a film 
company in Hollywood.  The new plan listed several high school courses the Student 
wanted to take that would relate to a job in cinematography.  The Student’s special 
education math teacher recommended the Student be exited from his special 
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education math class, and attend a general education Algebra class during the 
2014-2015 school year.  The special education study skills teacher reported the 
Student did not use a planner to organize assignments, but knew what to do.  The 
Student’s general education English teacher relayed the Student participated 
appropriately in class, and was graded on the same criteria as the other students.   
The Student’s general education Art teacher also reported that the Student was 
doing well in class.  Additionally, the manager of the store where the Student 
interned reported that the Student exceeded expectations.  The Parents expressed 
concern about the high academic demands of the Student participating in four 
general education academic classes during the 2014-2015 school year, and had 
questions about the Student’s accommodations and modifications.  In response, the 
IEP team discussed the Student’s accommodations and modifications and 
discussed that changes could be made, if needed. 

45. On June 11, 2014, the District provided the Student with prior written notice, 
proposing to initiate a reevaluation of the Student in the area of math.  The notice 
stated that the reevaluation would include: Student input, teacher input, end-of-
course math scores, grades, and progress reporting for the Student’s annual IEP 
math goal.  The notice also stated that the District would “start gathering information 
in the near future; however, a decision for services will not be made until the 1st day 
of school (September 3, 2014).”  The District did not also provide the Parents a copy 
of the prior written notice, which is required even after all rights transfer to an adult 
student. 

46. The District’s 2013-2014 school year ended on June 13, 2014. 

47. The District’s documentation includes IEP progress reporting, dated June 13, 2014, 
regarding the Student’s annual life skills goal.  The progress reporting stated that the 
Student met his goal, and the comments section on the progress reporting stated 
that the school psychologist, “reports that [the Student] independently completes 
extensive tasks both verbally and written.  She recommends that a new goal be 
proposed on 9/2014 as this goal has been met.”  Again, the IEP progress reporting 
did not include any information about the Student’s annual IEP math or study skills 
goals. 

48. On September 2, 2014, the Student’s mother contacted the District transportation 
department to discuss the District transporting the Student to his internship during 
the high school’s sixth period.  Later that day, the Student’s IEP case manager 
emailed the Student and the Parents, stating that the Student was not scheduled for 
a general education work-study or a special education vocational class during the 
2014-2015 school year.  The Student had “accessed the off-campus location at [the 
internship] in the spring to work on his life skills goals and successfully met the 
objectives.”  The case manager stated that the during the June 4, 2014 IEP meeting, 
the IEP team discussed that during the 2014-2015 school year, the Student would 
receive his life skills services through involvement in an on-campus independent 
living preparation curriculum, which addressed the transition goals associated with 
the Student’s IEP.  The case manager had shared the curriculum at the June IEP 
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meeting.  In response, the Student’s mother stated that the Student was very upset 
about the change, and was writing something to share with the case manager.  The 
Student’s father would also contact the case manager to discuss the situation.  The 
mother stated that she recalled seeing a workbook at the June IEP meeting, but did 
not agree to the Student using the curriculum.  The mother stated she did not 
understand that the Student would participate in the curriculum at the beginning of 
the 2014-2015 school year, because the IEP would not change until October 2014. 

49. The District’s 2014-2015 school year began on September 3, 2014. 

50. On September 3, 2014, the Student’s father emailed the IEP case manager, stating 
that the Student was in a transition program for his life skills, and that the June 2014 
IEP meeting had not changed the Student’s IEP.  The father stated that the Student 
would bring a letter to school, which the Student wrote, to read to the IEP case 
manager later that day about his wishes to continue to work at the business where 
he had previously interned.2  The father also stated that the Student would not 
attend a sixth period life skills class at the high school that day, but would instead 
leave school to go to work.  In response, the case manager stated that since the 
Student was an adult student, she would address the matter with the Student.  If the 
Student requested changes be made to his educational program, then the Student 
would need to meet with the school psychologist.  The case manager stated that the 
request to have the Student leave school to participate in privately paid employment 
was not supported by his IEP.  While the Student had a transition plan in his IEP, the 
IEP did not contain a transition program, and the District had a legal obligation to 
provide the Student services in life skills and study skills.  The case manager stated 
that the Student did not qualify for vocational services, and the Student had been 
given an opportunity to work on his life skills goals in an off-campus setting during 
the spring.  At the June 2014 IEP meeting, the IEP team discussed that the Student 
had met his life skills goal in the off-campus setting.  The IEP team had also 
discussed that the Student planned to pursue a paid position at the business where 
he interned, and the case manager believed this had occurred.  The case manager 
stated she planned to meet with the Student later that day.  Later that same day, the 
case manager emailed the father that she had not been able to meet with the 
Student. 

51. Also on September 3, 2014, the District provided the Student with prior written 
notice, proposing to change the Student’s educational placement by removing the 
Student from his special education math class.  The notice stated that based on a 
reevaluation of the Student’s math skills, the evaluation group determined the 
Student was no longer in need of specially designed instruction in math.  The notice 
stated that the reevaluation had included Student input, results of the Student’s end-
of-course exam, current math grades, progress report in math, and teacher reports.  
The District did not provide the Parents a copy of the prior written notice.  Also that 

                                                           
2 The District’s documentation suggests that over the summer of 2014, the Student became a paid 
employee of the business where he interned during the spring of 2014. 
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day, the District and the Student agreed to amend the Student’s IEP to remove his 
math services. 

52. On September 4, 2014, the Student wrote his IEP case manager a letter, requesting 
to “reevaluate my IEP to maybe change my life skills goals and to remove life skills 
from my IEP.”  In response, the case manager called the Student’s mother and 
confirmed the family wanted the Student to be reevaluated in the area of life skills.  
The case manager also confirmed the family no longer wanted the Student to 
participate in the District’s independent living curriculum, and wanted the Student to 
no longer have a sixth period class so he could work at his job during that time. 

53. Also on September 4, 2014, the District provided the Student with prior written 
notice, proposing to initiate a reevaluation of the Student.  The notice stated that the 
Student had requested that he be reevaluated in the areas of life skills/adaptive 
behavior to determine if he still needed services in those areas.  The reevaluation 
would include Parent input, Student interview, teacher reports, a review of the 
Student’s special education file, which included the results of the Student’s adaptive 
behavior assessment from January 2014, and an updated adaptive behavior 
assessment completed by the Student’s life skills teacher.  The District did not 
provide the Parents a copy of the prior written notice. 

54. On September 5, 2014, the Student signed consent for the District to conduct a 
reevaluation.  Also that day, the District provided the Student with prior written 
notice, proposing to change the Student’s educational placement by removing the 
Student from his special education life skills class.  The notice stated that based on 
a reevaluation of the Student, the evaluation group determined the Student no 
longer needed specially designed instruction in life skills.  The District did not provide 
the Parents a copy of the prior written notice.  Also that day, the District and the 
Student agreed to amend the Student’s IEP to remove his life skills services. 

55. After the changes made to the Student’s placement, the Student’s class schedule for 
the fall semester of the 2014-2015 school year was as follows: 
• Period 1:  Learning Support – Special Education Setting 
• Period 2:  History – General Education Setting 
• Period 3:  Science – General Education Setting 
• Period 4:  Sophomore English – General Education Setting 
• Period 5:  Algebra – General Education Setting 
• Period 6:  Open – No Class so the Student could work at his paid employment 

56. On September 11, 2014, the Parents met with the new District special education 
director to discuss the Parents’ concern that the Student would not be receiving any 
life skills training outside of the classroom. 

57. On September 24, 2014, the Student’s IEP case manager emailed the Student’s 
teachers, asking that they attend the Student’s annual IEP meeting on October 15, 
2014.  In response, the Student’s general education English teacher stated that she 
did not know the Student was on an IEP.  However, in the District’s response to this 
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complaint, the District states that the English teacher signed a copy of the Student’s 
IEP accommodations page on September 17, 2014. 

58. On September 25, 2014, the District sent the Student an invitation to attend an IEP 
meeting on October 15, 2014.  The meeting invitation noted that representatives 
from state adult services agencies had been invited to the meeting.  Also that day, 
the District sent the Student prior written notice, proposing to change the Student’s 
educational placement, reevaluation, and IEP.  The notice stated that the reason for 
the change was that the Student’s annual IEP was due, and that the changes would 
be initiated on October 15, 2014.  The District did not provide the Parents with a 
copy of the meeting invitation or the prior written notice. 

59. On September 29, 2014, the Student granted his Parents power of attorney to make 
educational decisions on his behalf. 

60. On October 1, 2014, the District sent the Student prior written notice, proposing to 
change the frequency and duration of the Student’s services.  The notice stated that 
there was a high school wide schedule change, reducing class periods from 55 
minutes to 50 minutes to incorporate a “bonus period.” 

61. On October 10, 2014, the District sent the Student another prior written notice, 
proposing to change the Student’s educational placement, reevaluation, and IEP.  
The notice stated that the reason for the change was that the Student’s annual IEP 
was due, and that the changes would be initiated on October 15, 2014.  Also that 
day, the District sent the Student an invitation to attend an IEP meeting on October 
15, 2014.  The meeting invitation noted that representatives from state adult services 
agencies had been invited to the meeting.  The District did not provide the Parents 
with a copy of the meeting invitation or the prior written notice. 

62. On October 11, 2014, the Student signed consent for the District to invite 
representatives from state adult services agencies to the October 15, 2014 IEP 
meeting. 

63. On October 13, 2014, the Parents sent the District a letter requesting an 
independent educational evaluation (IEE) of the Student.  On October 24, 2014, the 
District agreed to pay for the IEE. 

64. On October 14, 2014, the Parents filed this citizen complaint. 

65. On October 15, 2014, the Student’s IEP team met to develop the Student’s annual 
IEP.  At the meeting, the District agreed to contract with an independent evaluator to 
conduct a vocational evaluation of the Student.  The IEP team discussed the 
Student transitioning from riding a special transportation bus to riding a general 
education school bus and the Parents requested that the Student be evaluated in 
the area of speech – social language skills prior to riding a general education bus.  
The District agreed to conduct an evaluation of the Student in the area of speech 
communication. 
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CONCLUSIONS 

Issue 1:  Reevaluation Procedures 
October 16, 2014 Reevaluation – The District failed to follow procedures for 
conducting the Student’s October 16, 2014 reevaluation.  On September 10, 2013, the 
District sent the Parents prior written notice, proposing to conduct a reevaluation of the 
Student that would include a review of records, Parent input, teacher reports of 
classroom work progress, classroom/work observations, and assessments in the areas 
of cognitive abilities, executive functioning skills, social/emotional development, and 
academic skills.  The Student’s October 16, 2013 reevaluation report does not show 
that the District conducted assessments in the area of executive functioning or 
social/emotional development.  The District’s documentation indicates that it did not 
conduct any transition assessments because the Student had come close to meeting 
his October 2012 IEP transition goal, and therefore, was no longer in need of specially 
designed instruction in the area of vocational education/training.  Meeting an annual IEP 
goal does not mean that a student no longer qualifies to receive specially designed 
instruction in a service area, in this case transition.  When a student meets an IEP goal, 
it is up to the student’s IEP team to determine if the student is in need of a new IEP 
goal, or if the student should be reevaluated to determine if he or she continues to 
qualify for an area of service.  Here, the District should have conducted transition 
assessments to determine if the Student continued to need specially designed 
instruction in the area of vocational education/training instead of claiming that since an 
IEP goal was met, there was no further need to provide services.  After age 16, 
transition services either as specially designed instruction or related services are 
required to be addressed annually in each eligible student’s IEP.  Additionally, the 
District is required to conduct age appropriate transition assessments for all students 
aged 16 or above so the IEP team can develop appropriate measurable post-secondary 
goals for a student. 

September 3, 2014 Reevaluation – The District failed to follow procedures for 
conducting the Student’s September 3, 2014 reevaluation.  On June 11, 2014, the 
District sent the Student, who was then an adult, prior written notice proposing to 
conduct a reevaluation of the Student in the area of math using Student input, teacher 
input, end-of-course math scores, grades, and progress reporting for the Student’s math 
goal.  It is unclear from the District’s documentation in this complaint if the Student 
agreed to the reevaluation sooner than one year, or that the reevaluation should only 
include a review of existing data.  The District’s documentation also does not show that 
the District notified the Student that he could request additional assessments as part of 
the reevaluation.  Additionally, given that there is no documentation to show that the 
District ever provided the Parents or the Student with progress reporting toward his IEP 
math goal (discussed further below in Issue No. 3), the District failed to conduct the 
Student’s reevaluation as stated in its June 11, 2014 prior written notice.  Further, the 
District’s documentation does not include a reevaluation report signed by the 
professional members of the Student’s evaluation team, and there is no documentation 
to show that the District reviewed the results of the reevaluation with the Student in 
order to include the Student in the decision to discontinue math services.  In addition, 
the District failed to provide the Parents with a copy of the prior written notice on June 
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11, 2014 and September 3, 2014, which the District is still required to provide, even 
after rights transfer to an adult student. 

September 5, 2014 Reevaluation – The District failed to follow procedures for 
conducting the Student’s September 5, 2014 reevaluation.  On September 4, 2014, the 
District sent the Student prior written notice, proposing to conduct a reevaluation in the 
area of life/adaptive skills in response to the Student’s request for reevaluation and 
refusal to attend his life skills class.  The District was not required to agree to conduct 
the reevaluation, and if it believed the Student was in need of services in the area of life 
skills, the District should have continued to offer services to the Student in order to 
provide the Student a free and appropriate education.  However, the District agreed to 
conduct the reevaluation and therefore, was obligated to follow reevaluation 
procedures, which it did not do.  There is no documentation to show that the Student’s 
life skills teacher completed an updated adaptive behavior assessment as stated in the 
September 4, 2014 prior written notice.  Additionally, the documentation provided by the 
District does not include an evaluation report signed by the professional members of the 
Student’s evaluation team, or show that the District reviewed the results of the 
reevaluation with the Student in order to include the Student in the decision to 
discontinue life skills services.  Further, the District did not provide the Parents with 
copies of the September 4 or September 5 prior written notices. 

Issue 2:  Procedures for Developing and Implementing the Student’s IEP’s – 
October 16, 2013 IEP – The District failed to follow procedures for developing the 
Student’s October 16, 2013 IEP.  As discussed above, the District was required to 
conduct transition assessments in order for the Student’s IEP team to develop an IEP, 
which included appropriate measurable post-secondary goals.  Due to the District’s 
failure to conduct transition assessments and the failure to include information provided 
by the Student regarding his then stated post-secondary plans of being a missionary or 
working in an orphanage, the Student’s IEP did not include appropriate post-secondary 
goals. 

February 13, 2014 IEP Amendment – The District failed to follow procedures for 
amending the Student’s October 16, 2013 IEP.  On February 10, 2014, the Student’s 
IEP team agreed to amend the Student’s IEP so that that the Student would receive his 
life skills services in a community setting.  The IEP team did not include a general 
education teacher and there is no documentation provided to show the Parents excused 
a general education teacher from attending the meeting.  The IEP team also amended 
the Student’s life skills goal, but there is no documentation to show that the Student 
received specially designed instruction while in the community setting other than the two 
weeks he received paraeducator support, as indicated in the Student’s IEP. 

June 4, 2014 IEP Meeting – On June 4, 2014, the Student’s IEP team met to discuss 
the Student’s educational program for the 2014-2015 school year.  The District 
contends that the IEP team agreed that the Student would no longer receive his life 
skills services in a community setting, but would instead receive his life skills services in 
a special education classroom at the high school.  The meeting notes from the June 4, 
2014, do not reflect this decision and the District did not issue a prior written notice to 
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either the Student or the Parents, documenting the proposed change in the location of 
the Student’s services.  The District needs to document decisions made by IEP teams in 
a prior written notice.  Additionally, the District should have amended the Student’s IEP 
to reflect the change in placement. 

2014-2015 School Year – The District’s documentation shows that at least one of the 
Student’s general education teachers was not informed of her responsibilities for 
implementing the Student’s IEP until two weeks into the 2014-2015 school year.  The 
District must ensure that each teacher and service provider is informed of his or her 
specific responsibilities for implementing a student’s IEP and the specific 
accommodations, modifications, and supports that must be provided for the student in 
accordance with the IEP. 

Issue 3:  Progress Reporting – The District failed to provide the Parents with progress 
reporting during the 2013-2014 school year.  The District’s documentation does not 
show the Parents were ever provided progress reporting toward the Student’s October 
16, 2013 IEP math and study skills goals.  While the Parents were provided with 
progress reporting toward the Student’s October 16, 2013 IEP life skills goal, the 
progress reporting merely stated that the Student made some progress toward the goal 
and directed the Parents to see the comments on the Student’s District progress report.  
The comments on the District progress report provided no data regarding the Student’s 
progress toward his annual IEP goal of completing 8-step verbal directions.  Further, the 
District failed to provide the Parents and subsequently the Student with sufficient data to 
inform the Parents and the Student about the Student’s progress reporting toward his 
life skills goal stated in his February 13, 2014 IEP amendment. 

Issue 4:  Procedures for Determining the Student’s Placement – As discussed 
above, the District failed to follow procedures for reevaluating the Student and therefore, 
did not follow procedures for determining the Student’s placement. 

CORRECTIVE ACTIONS 

On December 19, 2014, January 9, 2015, February 13, 2015, and March 2, 2015, the 
District will provide documentation to OSPI that the following corrective actions have 
been completed. 

STUDENT SPECIFIC: 
Given that the District has agreed to conduct a speech communication evaluation of the 
Student, agreed to contract with a private evaluator to conduct a vocational evaluation 
of the Student, and agreed to an independent educational evaluation, no additional 
assessments are required as part of the corrective actions for this complaint.  By 
December 19, 2014, the District will provide OSPI with documentation that is has 
contracted with the private evaluator who will conduct the vocational evaluation and the 
date when the private evaluation will be completed.  The District will also provide OSPI 
with documentation that is has contracted with the private evaluator(s) who will conduct 
the IEE and the date when the IEE will be completed.  Further, the District will also 
provide OSPI with the date when the Student’s speech communication evaluation will 
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be completed.  OSPI will then establish additional due dates and notify the District by 
December 29, 2014. 

DISTRICT SPECIFIC: 
1. In special education citizen complaint 14-56, the District was required to arrange for 

training by an outside provider, which would address evaluation/revaluation 
procedures.  The training was required for all special education certificated staff, 
including educational staff associates (ESAs), and is to occur by March 2, 2015.  To 
ensure that the training also addresses any procedural violations, which occurred in 
this complaint, the District will provide the outside trainer with a copy of this decision 
for use in preparing training materials.  By December 19, 2014, the District will 
provide OSPI with documentation that it has provided the trainer with a copy of this 
complaint decision. 

2. The District will conduct a review of the special education files at all District schools 
by February 15, 2015, to ensure sufficient progress reporting towards annual goals 
is being provided to parents and adult students.  The sample size for the file review 
will be no less than 5 students from each school.  If the District finds that sufficient 
progress reporting was not provided, the District will review the progress data for the 
students and provide sufficient progress reporting by February 25, 2015.  By March 
2, 2015, the District will provide OSPI with a list of students whose files were 
reviewed.  From the list of the student files reviewed, OSPI will select 10 files to 
review by March 6, 2015, and ask the District to provide copies of progress reporting 
for the 10 selected students.  OSPI will review the selected progress reporting in 
each of the selected files and will notify the District no later than March 20, 2015, 
whether additional steps must be taken by the District.  If additional steps are 
required, OSPI will provide the District with dates to take any additional steps. 

3. The District will develop written guidance to be provided to all District certificated 
special education staff, including educational staff associates (ESAs), and principals, 
which will address the requirements for prior written notice, which includes the 
requirement that parents of adult students must still be provided prior written notice 
after a student turns 18 years old.  By January 9, 2015, the District will submit a 
draft of the written guidance.  OSPI will approve the written guidance or provide 
comments by January 23, 2015 and provide additional dates for review, if needed.  
The District will provide OSPI with documentation showing it provided all secondary 
certificated staff, including ESAs, and secondary principals with the written guidance 
by February 13, 2015.  This will include a roster of all staff members who were 
required to receive the written 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 December, 2014 

Douglas H. Gill, Ed. D. 
Assistant Superintendent 
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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