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SPECIAL EDUCATION CITIZEN COMPLAINT (SECC) NO.  14-73 

PROCEDURAL HISTORY 

On November 3, 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 Lakewood 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 November 4 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 November 26, 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 December 10, 2014, OSPI received the Parent’s reply.  The information was 
forwarded to the District on December 11, 2014. 

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

OVERVIEW 

At the beginning of the 2013-2014 school year, the Student attended high school in 
another in-state school district, and was eligible to receive special education and related 
services under the category of specific learning disability.  In January 2014, the Student 
transferred into the District, and began attending a District high school.  In February 
2014, the Parent expressed concern about the conduct of a paraeducator who worked 
in the Student’s special education class.  As a result, the high school principal agreed to 
remove the Student from the class while he investigated the Parent’s concerns.  The 
Student’s individualized education program (IEP) team then amended the Student’s IEP 
so that the Student would no longer attend a special education class, but would meet 
with her IEP case manager for 10 minutes per week.  After several weeks, the Parent 
expressed concern that the Student was not benefiting from the weekly meetings, and 
asked that the Student’s IEP be amended to change the way in which the services were 
being provided.  The IEP team then agreed to meet in September 2014 when the 2014-
2105 school year began. 

The Parent alleged that the District failed to implement the Student’s individualized 
education program (IEP) in place from November 4, 2013 to November 3, 2014, 
including providing the Parent with progress reporting.  The Parent also alleged that the 
District failed to follow procedures for amending the Student’s IEP in March, 2014.  The 
Parent further alleged that the Student’s specially designed instruction was not provided 
by, or designed and supervised by special education certificated staff.  The District 
denied the allegations. 
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ISSUES 

1. Did the District implement the Student’s individualized education program (IEP) in 
place from November 4, 2013 to November 3, 2014, including providing the Parent 
with progress reporting? 

2. Did the District follow procedures for amending the Student’s IEP in March 2014?  
3. Was the Student’s specially designed instruction provided by or designed and 

supervised by special education certificated staff? 

LEGAL STANDARDS 

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.  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. 

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. 

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 
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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). 

Staff Training and Qualifications: School district personnel who direct or support the 
provision of special education and related services must be qualified to work in their 
particular capacities as required by state rule.  All special education teachers providing, 
designing, supervising, monitoring, or evaluating the provision of special education must 
possess “substantial professional training.”  “Substantial professional training” will be 
evidenced by issuance of an appropriate special education endorsement on an 
individual teaching certificate issued by OSPI.  School district personnel who direct or 
support the provision of special education and related services must hold the 
credentials, certificates, endorsements, or permits that are required by the State Board 
of Education for the position in which they are employed.  Special education and related 
services must be provided by appropriately qualified staff.  Other staff including general 
education teachers and paraprofessionals may assist in the provision of special 
education and related services, provided that the instruction is designed and supervised 
by special education certificated staff, or for related services by a certificated 
educational staff associate.  Student progress must be monitored and evaluated by 
special education certificated staff or for related services, a certificated educational staff 
associate. 34 CFR §300.156; WAC 392-172A-02090. 

FINDINGS OF FACT 

1. At the beginning of the 2013-2014 school year, the Student attended high school in 
another Washington state school district, and was eligible to receive special 
education and related services under the category of specific learning disability. 

2. The Student’s individualized education program (IEP) in place at the beginning of 
the 2013-2014 school year was developed on April 15, 2013.  The IEP contained 
annual goals in math and reading.  The IEP provided for specially designed 
instruction in reading and math in both a general education and special education 
setting. 

3. In early January 2014, the Student’s IEP team agreed to develop the Student’s 
annual IEP early, because the Student’s case manager would be on leave when the 
IEP was due.  As a result, the IEP team also discussed conducting the Student’s 
triennial evaluation earlier than the required due date on June 8, 2014.  However, 
the Parent and the District then agreed to waive the reevaluation.  On January 23, 
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2014, the Parent signed a statement agreeing that a reevaluation was not 
necessary. 

4. On January 28, 2014, the Student’s IEP team developed a new IEP for the Student.  
The IEP contained annual goals in reading and math.  The Student’s math goal 
stated: When given a timed classroom assignment, [the Student] will perform 
computations and problems involving concepts and applications improving her score 
from 13 on the concepts and applications and 16 on the computations to no less 
than 16 on the concepts and applications, and no less than 19 on the computations 
as measured by classroom based assessments.  The Student’s reading goal stated:  
When given a classroom based reading assessment [the Student] will demonstrate 
reading comprehension improving her comprehension scores from 42 with no errors, 
to no less than 45 while maintaining a high level of accuracy as measured by 
classroom based assessments.  The IEP provided for several classroom 
accommodations and modifications.  The IEP also provided for the following 
specially designed instruction: 

• Reading – 150 minutes per week in a general education setting 
• Reading – 50 minutes per week in a special education setting 
• Math – 275 minutes per week in a special education setting 

5. On January 31, 2014, the Student transferred into the District.  The Student 
transferred into the District because she had experienced trauma, and needed to 
attend school in a new setting.  As a result of the trauma, the Student experienced 
post-traumatic stress disorder and began meeting with a private counselor.  The 
counseling sessions occurred during the Student’s school day. 

6. On February 6, 2014, the Student’s District IEP team, including the Parent, agreed 
to amend the Student’s January 28, 2014 out-of-district IEP to provide for 140 
minutes per week of specially designed instruction in math, and 140 minutes per 
week of specially designed instruction in reading to be delivered in a special 
education setting.  The Student would receive the specially designed instruction 
during a special education class, which met one class period a day.  No other 
changes were made to the Student’s IEP at that time. 

7. In February 2014, the Student began attending her first period special education 
class, which was taught by a special education teacher (special education teacher 1) 
along with assistance from a paraeducator (paraeducator 1).  According to the 
Parent’s complaint, shortly after the Student began the special education class, 
paraeducator 1 reportedly told the Student that the Student was “working the 
system” by attending her counseling sessions during the school day. 

8. On February 15, 2014, the Parent emailed special education teacher 1, stating the 
Student was having difficulty with paraeducator 1.  The Parent stated that the reason 
that the Student had transferred into the District was because she had experienced 
a trauma.  The Student was receiving counseling to address the trauma.  The Parent 
asked to meet with special education teacher 1 to discuss how to “make school a 
safe and happy experience for [the Student].”  The Parent asked that the special 
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education teacher call her to set up a meeting time.  According to the Parent’s reply 
to this complaint, the Parent then spoke to special education teacher 1 on two 
occasions about her concerns with paraeducator 1.  In the second phone call, 
special education teacher 1 reportedly stated that he had spoken with paraeducator 
1 who confirmed that she had made the comment to the Student.  Also according to 
the Parent, after speaking with special education teacher 1 about paraeducator 1’s 
conduct, paraeducator 1 began mocking the Student. 

9. On February 18, 2014, the Parent emailed special education teacher 1 with 
questions about state graduation requirements.  The Parent believed the Student 
had met the state testing requirements in math.  The Parent requested that special 
education teacher 1 speak to the school counselor about the possibility of the 
Student being exited from special education, and instead being placed on a Section 
504 plan.  The Parent stated that she hated for the Student to “lose the IEP, but 
since she had passed all her [state] tests a 504 [plan] might be a better option.” 

10. On February 19, 2014, the Parent emailed special education teacher 1, stating that 
the Student had done poorly on a reading assignment in the special education class, 
and asked if the Student could redo the assignment at home, or complete additional 
assignments for extra credit. 

11. On February 20, 2014, special education teacher 1 responded to the Parent’s email.  
Special education teacher 1 stated that the assignment the Parent had referenced 
had been the Student’s first reading assignment, and that the Student had since 
completed two additional assignments.  The current assignments were being used to 
determine a baseline in order to determine what areas in which the Student needed 
additional work.  The Student would work on assignments that would be similar and 
comparable each day, so the teacher could measure her progress.  Special 
education teacher 1 stated that the Student had completed the last two assignments 
very quickly, and believed that the Student’s scores would likely improve if the 
Student spent more time on them.  The special education teacher said the Student 
was upset about doing her work in the special education class.  The teacher also 
stated that the class assignments were very brief, so providing more time for them or 
sending them home would not be beneficial.  Additionally, extra credit assignments 
would negate the purpose of monitoring the Student’s progress by artificially inflating 
her grade, which “reflects her levels of performance in the areas” upon which the 
teacher was required to base the Student’s grade.  The special education teacher 
stated he anticipated the Student’s scores would improve. 

12. Also on February 20, 2014, the Parent responded to special education teacher 1’s 
email, stating that she believed the Student was frustrated because she had a paper 
due for one of her general education classes in addition to math assignments for her 
general education math class, and instead of using her time in the special education 
class to work on the general education assignments with help from the special 
education teacher, the Student was spending her time doing “extra work” for the 
special education class.  The Parent stated that it would take time for both herself 
and the Student to get used to the Student having a special education class that 
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gave assignments instead of a special education class designed to help the Student 
with assignments she was struggling with in other classes.  The Parent stated that 
this was not the teacher’s fault, as this is how the District was set up.  This was also 
the reason why the Parent wanted to look into the Student being exited from special 
education.  However, the Parent only wanted to exit the Student if the Student would 
not have to take an additional math course during the 2014-2015 school year.  The 
Parent believed a Section 504 plan could give the Student the same 
accommodations the Student would receive through her IEP.  The Parent also 
stated that she had hired a tutor to assist the Student with her school work, and 
believed having the Student attend a special education class that was giving her 
more assignments was not helping the Student. 

13. In response, special education teacher 1 stated that there was some difficulty in 
interpreting the state graduation requirements as they had changed over the last 
several years.  Special education teacher 1 believed that if the Student met the math 
requirements by the end of the school year, she could exit special education having 
met the math requirements.  If the Student exited special education before meeting 
the math requirements, the Student may be required to meet additional general 
education math requirements.  The teacher also stated that “technically by state and 
federal law, not district policy,” the Student could not study for other courses or 
receive tutoring for other classes during the time designated as specially designed 
instruction in the resource room.  As such, special education teacher 1 had given the 
Student short assignments in her areas of specially designed instruction, so the 
Student would have time to work on homework for other classes when she complete 
her assigned work.  Special education teacher 1 stated that considering the 
Student’s circumstances, the Student was the only student in the special education 
program allowed to work under such an arrangement. 

14. During the week of February 24, 2014, the Parent spoke to the high school principal 
about her concerns regarding paraeducator 1.  According to the Parent’s reply to this 
complaint, during that conversation, the principal reportedly stated that the Student 
could not be moved to another special education class, because special education 
teacher 1 was the only special education teacher at the high school who was highly 
qualified in math and could provide the Student math instruction.  The Parent then 
asked if the Student could be exited from the math services on her IEP, so she could 
receive reading services from another special education teacher.  As a result of the 
conversation with the Parent, the principal agreed to allow the Student to spend first 
period in the school library while he investigated the Parent’s allegations of 
paraeducator 1’s conduct.  While the Student was in the library, she would be 
provided her assignments for her special education class.  According to the District’s 
response to this complaint, the Student began attending first period in the school 
library on February 28, 2014. 

15. On March 4, 2014, special education teacher 1 emailed the high school principal and 
school counselor, stating that he saw that the Student was attending school, but was 
excused from his class to “socialize in the library first period.”  Since the teacher was 
not providing the Student any specially designed instruction per the requirements of 
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her IEP, special education teacher 1 believed the Student was being suspended 
from the special education class.  Special education teacher 1 stated that the 
Student’s IEP needed to be amended to change the Student’s current services or 
the Student needed a reevaluation.  The special education teacher stated that if the 
Student was not attending the special education class, then it may be appropriate to 
arrange for the Student to receive specially designed instruction in an alternate form, 
amend the Student’s IEP, or exit the Student from special education. 

16. On March 5, 2014, the Parent emailed the high school principal to follow up on their 
prior phone conversation regarding paraeducator 1’s “inappropriate comments and 
mocking.”  The Parent stated that the special education class was not helping the 
Student to integrate into her new school, or helping her succeed in her general 
education classes.  The Parent thanked the principal for removing the Student from 
the special education class as the Parent had requested, and also expressed 
concern that the Student was now receiving a failing grade in the special education 
class.  The District’s online gradebook showed the Student had been given zeros on 
all of the assignments she had not completed since being removed from the class.  
The Parent asked that if the Student needed to make up the assignments, the 
assignments should be sent home with the Student so she could complete them 
over the weekend.  The Parent also asked that if the assignments needed to be 
completed, that in the meantime, the special education teacher change the 
gradebook so the assignments would not count against the Student’s grade, 
because the missing assignments were affecting the Student’s eligibility to 
participate on her high school sports team.  In response, the principal stated that he 
had spoken with special education teacher 1, paraeducator 1, the school 
psychologist, and the District special education director and was ready to have a 
follow-up conversation with the Parent about possible next steps. 

17. On March 7, 2014, the Parent and the high school principal spoke about the Parent’s 
concerns regarding paraeducator 1.  According to the Parent’s reply in this 
complaint, during the conversation, the principal reportedly stated that he would not 
investigate the Parent’s allegation because paraeducator 1 had never had any 
complaints against her in the past.  In response, the Parent stated that it was not 
acceptable for the principal not to investigate her complaint against paraeducator 1. 

18. Also on March 7, 2014, the principal responded to special education teacher 1’s 
March 4, 2014 email.  The principal stated that he had spoken with the Parent and 
informed her that the Student would need to return to the special education class on 
Monday, March 10, 2014.  The principal planned to speak to the Student on March 
10 about returning to the class, and that if the Student wanted, the principal would 
facilitate a conversation with paraeducator 1 about “expectations.”  The principal 
also stated that he had informed the Parent that the only way to excuse the Student 
from attending the special education class was to exit the Student from special 
education services.  The principal asked that special education teacher 1 excuse the 
Student’s assignments from the past week. 
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19. Later on March 7, 2014, the Parent emailed the principal, stating that after thinking 
more about it, she was not willing to send the Student back to the special education 
class due to the Student’s current emotional state.  The Parent asked that the 
principal schedule an IEP meeting as soon as possible so the IEP team could 
consider all options for meeting the Student’s needs.  The Parent stated that she 
understood the principal had already had a meeting/conversation with the other 
members of the Student’s IEP team, but wanted to have a chance to participate in 
the team discussion, and to invite the Student’s doctor, private counselor, and an 
education advocate from the state office of the education ombudsman to attend the 
IEP meeting.  The Parent would contact the doctor and the counselor to see when 
they were available to meet.  The Parent asked if the Student would be allowed to 
continue to spend first period in the school library, or if the Parent should keep the 
Student home from school during first period. 

20. On March 9, 2014, the Parent emailed the school counselor, stating that the Student 
had mentioned that the counselor had asked the Student about her failing grade in 
her special education class.  The Parent stated that she had requested that the 
Student be removed from the special education class, and requested the Student be 
provided the assignments for the special education class.  According to the Parent, 
the Student had not been provided her assignments while in the library, nor had the 
assignments been sent home with her.  The Student was subsequently failing the 
special education class, and was ineligible to play on her sports team.  Due to this 
situation, the Parent had contacted the school principal, and later received 
communication from the principal that special education teacher 1 would be waiving 
all the missing assignments.  However, the District’s online gradebook continued to 
show the Student received zeros on all of the assignments.  The next day, the 
Parent forwarded her email to the school counselor to the principal. 

21. On March 10, 2014, the high school principal emailed the high school counselor, 
stating that he planned to ask special education teacher 1 to waive the Student’s 
missing assignments.  If special education teacher 1 would not waive the 
assignments, then “they” would have to figure something out as there was an IEP 
meeting scheduled the following week to discuss the Student’s placement.  The 
principal also stated that the Student had been absent nine of 19 days during the 
semester.  The Student’s attendance record shows all of the Student’s absences 
were excused. 

22. Also on March 10, 2014, the high school principal responded to the Parent’s March 
7, 2014 email, stating that he would speak to the high school staff about scheduling 
an IEP meeting as soon as possible.  The principal also stated that he had 
conversations with the staff members, but the principal characterized the 
conversations as fact finding in order to respond to the Parent’s concerns, and to 
determine if the Student’s placement met the requirements of the Student’s IEP.  
The Parent later responded to the principal’s email, stating that the Student’s doctor 
was available to attend an IEP meeting on March 24th or March 31st.  The Parent 
was still trying to contact the Student’s private counselor.  The Parent also stated 
that she had checked the District’s online gradebook, and it was still showing the 



(Citizen Complaint No. 14-73) Page 9 of 21 
 

Student had F’s for the assignments that special education teacher 1 had agreed to 
waive.  The Parent said future assignments could be completed in the school library, 
or could be sent home with the Student to be completed.  The Parent stated she did 
not want the Student to receive zeros on future assignments.  The Parent then 
asked if the principal had decided if the Student would continue to go to the library 
during first period, or if the Parent should keep the Student home during first period. 

23. On March 11, 2014, the high school principal emailed the Parent, stating that he had 
spoken to special education teacher 1 about the Student’s grade, and that they 
would “work on [the Student’s] grade.”  The principal stated that he was not 
comfortable sending the Student to the library during first period and having her out 
of a classroom.  The principal had arranged for the Student to spend the first half of 
first period in a special education transition class with another school paraeducator 
(paraeducator 2).  During the second half of the first class period, a special 
education teacher (special education teacher 2) would be present.  The Student 
would then be provided specially designed instruction to meet the requirements of 
the Student’s IEP, and also receive support for her other classes.  Special education 
teacher 1 would give the Student’s special education assignments to paraeducator 
2, who would pass the assignments on to the Student, and return completed work to 
special education teacher 1.  The Student would not have contact with special 
education teacher 1 or paraeducator 1 until the IEP team met. 

24. Also on March 11, 2014, the Parent responded to the principal’s email, asking for 
more information about the transition class, including information about the other 
students who attended the transition class.  The principal responded that the 
transition class was for students who were in their senior year and working on job 
skills and independent study courses.  The principal also stated that he could not 
provide the Parent private information about other students.  Later that evening, the 
Parent asked the principal in an email to clarify if the Student’s missing assignments 
would be waived, as the principal had stated during their phone conversation on 
March 7, 2014. 

25. On March 12, 2014, the high school principal confirmed that the Student’s missing 
assignments would be waived, but that the Student would still continue to have 
special education math assignments.  The IEP team would discuss this at the 
upcoming meeting.  Later that day, the Parent emailed the principal and copied the 
District special education director on the email.  The Parent was upset that she and 
the Student’s father, who had also spoken with the principal, were getting conflicting 
information from the principal.  The Parent stated that she would come to the school 
the next day and expected to be provided the Student’s assignments for the special 
education class that the Student had not yet received.  The Parent felt that by not 
giving the Student her assignments, the Student was being forced to either return to 
the special education class, or attend another special education class.  The Parent 
believed she was being bullied by the school staff, and that they were purposefully 
withholding the Student’s assignments.  The Parent stated that all future 
assignments for the special education class could be completed during the Student’s 
fourth period class, in which the Student was a teacher’s assistant.  The Parent said 
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that after speaking with the Student’s doctor and private counselor, they agreed that 
sending the Student to a new special education class for a few days until the 
upcoming IEP meeting would be unnecessarily stressful for the Student.  The Parent 
stated that she planned to obtain a doctor’s note to excuse the Student from her first 
period class.  The Parent then expressed further concern about paraeducator 1’s 
treatment of the Student.  The Parent believed the principal was now ignoring the 
Parent’s complaint about the paraeducator. 

26. On March 17, 2014, the District sent the Parent prior written notice which stated that 
the purpose of the notice was to provide notification to the Parent of a possible 
program change.  The notice also stated that the “reason for action” was “reduction 
in minutes of service in special education.  [The Student] may be able to be 
successful in more general educational classes.  IEP amendment may reduce her 
mpw [minutes per week].” 

27. Also on March 17, 2014, the Parent emailed the high school principal, thanking him 
for having the Student’s work packet ready for her to pick up on March 13, 2014.  
The Student had completed the work packet, and had put it in special education 
teacher 1’s in-box.  The Parent stated that she had checked the District’s online 
gradebook and saw that new assignments had been added to the special education 
class, and once again, the Student had received zeros on these assignments.  The 
Parent stated that she had requested the Student be given the special education 
assignments during her 4th period class.  The Parent also stated that another option 
would be to give the assignments to the Parent at the upcoming IEP meeting.  The 
Parent said she did not have time to come to the high school again to pick up the 
work.  The Parent stated that if the school would provide the assignments, the 
Parent would ensure that the Student completed them. 

28. On March 18, 2014, the Parent again emailed the high school principal, stating that 
she had forgotten to mention that the final grade check for school sports was on 
March 21, 2014.  If the Student was still receiving an “F” in the special education 
class at that time, she would be ineligible to participate on her sports team.  The 
Parent stated that she did not want the Student to be punished for failing to complete 
assignments that she had not yet received.  The Parent asked if it was possible to 
have the assignments “starred” in the online gradebook, since the Student had not 
yet received them.  The Parent also stated that if the assignments were sent home 
with the Student that day, the Parent would make sure the Student completed them 
that evening.  The Parent asked that the Student be provided all of the assignments 
for the special education class that would be due prior to March 24, 2014, when the 
IEP team would meet.  In response, the principal stated that the Student needed to 
complete two tests for the special education class.  The outcome of the tests would 
determine the next assignments the Student would receive.  The principal stated that 
the tests could not be sent home, but the Student could complete them in the school 
office, the counseling center, or in a classroom.  When the tests were completed, the 
Student would be given her next set of assignments.  Special education teacher 1 
had not yet entered the Student’s completed work in the online gradebook, but was 
in the process of doing so, and would have the gradebook updated by the time 
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grades were checked for sports.  The principal stated that the Student would be 
provided additional assignments once she completed the two tests. 

29. Later on March 18, 2014, the Parent responded to the principal’s email.  The Parent 
asked that the Student be given all of the assignments that were added to the online 
gradebook since the Parent was given a work packet on March 13, 2014.  The 
Parent believed this to be six or more assignments, and stated that the Student had 
been given “F’s” on the assignments.  The Parent also stated that she was confused 
as to why special education teacher 1 was testing the Student, as he had previously 
told the Parent that math assignments were actually assessments to evaluate the 
Student’s current math placement.  The Parent had previously expressed concern 
that the Student was being graded on assessments that were being used to 
determine her placement.  The Parent again stated that she would appreciate the 
missing assignments being “starred” so they did not count against the Student.  The 
Parent stated she hoped that the IEP team could figure out a new plan for the 
Student when they met. 

30. On March 19, 2014, the Parent emailed the high school principal, asking that he 
thank special education teacher 1 for entering the Student’s completed assignments 
into the gradebook.  The Parent expressed concern that even with the assignments 
entered into the gradebook, the Student continued to receive an “F” in the class, and 
the Student needed at least a “D” grade to participate in sports.  The Parent stated 
that the Student had received “Fs” on almost all of her reading assignments for the 
special education class despite the Student’s tutor working with the Student to 
complete the assignments.  The Parent again asked that the missing assignments 
that had not been given to the Student to be immediately “starred” until the Student 
received the work, and had time to the complete the assignments.  The Parent also 
asked that by the following afternoon, she be given the original copies of all the 
Student’s completed assignments, as well as the missing assignments the Student 
had not yet received.  The Parent wanted to review the Student’s completed work in 
order to reevaluate how the Student’s tutor was working.  The Student had reported 
that when she had attended the special education class, her completed assignments 
were kept in a binder in the special education classroom.  The Parent believed this 
would make the assignments easy to access. 

31. Also on March 19, 2014, special education teacher 1 emailed the school 
psychologist in response to a meeting invitation the psychologist sent out for the 
Student’s IEP meeting.  Special education teacher 1 stated that he was unavailable 
to attend a meeting that day.  Special education teacher 1 also stated that he was 
“really only assuming what the issue is and why the [the Student] is refusing to 
attend class.  I have yet to be told specifically or officially the reason [the Parent] is 
upset.”  The special education teacher stated that he believed the Parent and the 
Student thought the special education class would be a study hall for the Student 
and the Student would not have work in the class.  The teacher stated he had 
corrected the assignments that the Student had completed since leaving the class, 
but the assignments were done poorly.  Special education teacher 1 also stated that 
it was difficult to address the assignments because the Student did not receive 
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instruction at school.  The teacher also stated that the Student had become upset 
when she was marked tardy to class and stated that the Parent would write her a 
note to excuse the tardy.  According to the Parent’s reply to this complaint, she 
stated that due to the Student’s trauma, she can experience difficulty being in 
crowds and as a result, becomes nauseated.  Because of this, the Student, the 
Parent, and the school counselor had agreed the Student would have excused 
tardies when needed.  It is unclear from the District’s documentation if the Student’s 
teachers were ever informed of this agreement. 

32. On March 20, 2014, the District sent the Parent an invitation to attend an IEP 
meeting on March 24, 2014. 

33. Also on March 20, 2014, the Parent went to the high school to pick up the Student’s 
missing assignments along with her completed assignments.  In the school office, 
paraeducator 1 reportedly told the Parent that the Student could come to the special 
education classroom to either obtain or complete the assignments.  In response, the 
Parent stated that the Student would not be returning to the special education 
classroom because paraeducator 1’s “harassment” and “mocking” of the Student 
had not been dealt with.  Paraeducator 1 also reportedly told the Parent that the 
Student had received “F’s” on her reading assignments because she did not answer 
the questions in complete sentences.  After leaving the high school, the Parent 
emailed the high school principal, recapping what occurred earlier at the school.  
The Parent again requested that the Student’s missing assignments be “starred” 
since the Student had not yet received them.  The Parent also stated that she had 
not been given copies of all of the Student’s completed work, receiving only copies 
of the work the Student had turned into special education teacher 1 on March 17, 
2014, for which the Student had received “F’s”.  The Parent again asked for copies 
of all of the Student’s completed assignments, and stated that they could be 
provided to the Student later that day.  The Parent also expressed concern that the 
Student had been graded down on her reading assignments for not answering in 
complete sentences, even though the Student had not been told this was required, 
and had been given “A’s” on past assignments that did not contain complete 
sentences.   The Parent stated that she had read over the assignments and they did 
not state that complete sentences were required, and that many of the answer 
sections were not large enough for a complete sentence to be written.  The Parent 
believed the staff members were attempting to bully and harass both the Student 
and the Parent. 

34. Later on March 20, 2014, the Parent emailed the high school principal and copied 
the District special education director on the email.  The Parent asked that the 
principal thank special education teacher 1 or paraeducator 1 for “starring” the 6 
missing assignments.  However, she stated that the online gradebook now showed 
two additional assignments had been added, and the Student had received zeros.  
The Parent felt like the staff was now retaliating against the Student and the Parent.  
The Parent requested that all future assignments be “starred” until the Student had a 
chance to complete them.  The Parent stated that she had not yet spoken to the 
Student to confirm if she had been provided the original copies of all of her 
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completed work, but hoped that the Student had received the copies.  The Parent 
believed that the possibility of the Student attending the special education class was 
now “broken beyond repair” and asked that the “continued harassment, bullying, and 
retaliation stop immediately.” 

35. On March 21, 2014, the Parent again emailed the high school principal, stating that 
she had checked the online gradebook that morning, and the two new assignments 
had not been “starred” as the Parent requested and the Student was still receiving 
zeros.  Additionally, the Student had not been given copies of her completed 
assignments, as the Parent had requested.  The Parent had gone to the high school 
earlier that day to again request copies of the Student’s completed work.  While at 
the high school, the Parent was given the packet of work the Student had turned in 
on March 17, 2014, but did not receive any of the Student’s other completed work.  
The Parent then asked for the Student’s work binder, which was provided to her.  
However, the binder only contained the six new assignments that the Parent had 
been requesting.  The Parent then asked again for all of the Student’s completed 
assignments, and paraeducator 1 confirmed that the assignments had been thrown 
away, as student work was not kept.  The Parent was upset that the Student had 
never been given back any completed work, or had received any feedback on the 
work.   The Parent believed that paraeducator 1 may have intentionally withheld and 
destroyed the Student’s work, which was an indication of even more harassment 
and retaliation. 

36. On March 24, 2014, the Student’s IEP team, including the Parent, met to discuss the 
Parent’s concerns.  The IEP team agreed to amend the Student’s IEP.  The 
amended IEP stated that the reason for the amendment was “the IEP team 
determined that [the Student] should receive accommodations in her general 
education classes and meet with her [IEP] case manager for 10 minutes per week.”  
The IEP amendment also stated that the Student’s “time with special education 
[would] be reduced to 10 mpw [minutes per week].  All other portions of the IEP will 
remain in force.”  Also on March 24, 2014, the District sent the Parent prior written 
notice, stating that the “IEP amendment had been reviewed and signed, and will be 
implemented immediately.”  The notice also stated that the Student “could have 
continued attending in her previous schedule but it was determined the least 
restrictive environment for her was a reduction in special education time.” 

37. Later on March 24, 2014, the Parent emailed another special education teacher, 
who would act as the Student’s IEP case manager, and the school principal.  The 
Parent asked if the case manager would be able to introduce herself to the Student 
that day in hopes that the Student’s transition to working with the case manager 
would begin with a good start.  The Parent also stated that she would appreciate if 
the principal was willing to try to start over with the Student and make the Student 
feel welcome at the high school.  The Parent was concerned that the Student had 
expressed not caring about school any more, and stated that because of the 
Student’s post-traumatic stress disorder, she had issues with trusting people.  The 
case manager responded that she would introduce herself to the Student later that 
day. 
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38. On April 8, 2014, the District issued progress reporting for the Student’s IEP goals.  
According to the District’s response to this complaint, the progress reporting was 
given to the Student.  The progress reporting for the Student’s math goal stated that 
based on the Student’s progress reports from her general education math teacher, 
the Student is progressing in her general education math class with a “D+”.  The 
Student had passed the developmentally appropriate proficiency exam in math.  The 
progress reporting for the Student’s reading goal stated that based on progress 
reports from the Student’s general education English teacher, the Student was 
progressing in her general education English class with a “C”.  The Student had 
passed the high school proficiency exam in reading at a basic level. 

39. On April 28, 2014, the Parent emailed the Student’s IEP case manager, requesting 
that the case manager not ask the Student about her counseling sessions as this 
upset the Student because of her past experiences with school staff.  The Parent 
stated that she would be happy to answer any questions the case manager had 
about the Student’s counseling services.  In response, the case manager stated that 
she had only asked the Student if she was able to keep up with her class work that 
she missed due to her counseling sessions.  The case manager stated that a grade 
check showed the Student had some missing assignments, and the Student told the 
case manager she met with her tutor and was catching up on the assignments. 

40. On May 6, 2014, the Student’s IEP case manager emailed the Student’s general 
education teachers and the Parent, stating that she had spoken to the Student about 
missing assignments in her classes and the Student did not know what she needed 
to do for some of the assignments.  However, the case manager indicated that the 
Student had agreed to talk to the teachers about the missing assignments. 

41. On May 19, 2014, the Student’s IEP case manager emailed the Parent, stating she 
had met with the Student that morning for their weekly check in.  The Student still 
had missing assignments which the case manager had been speaking to the 
Student about for the past three weeks.  The case manager stated that it might be 
helpful for the Student’s tutors to be aware of the missing assignments so that they 
could help her with them.  The case manager also stated that the Student did not 
want to meet with the case manager and had been rude at their last meeting.  The 
Parent later responded that the case manager had not mentioned the Student’s rude 
behavior when she had spoken to the case manager earlier that day.  The Parent 
stated that during the phone conversation, the case manager mentioned that the 
Student told the case manager what assignments she was missing, and what she 
had worked out with her teachers. 

42. On May 20, 2014, the case manager responded to the Parent’s email, stating that 
she had emailed the Parent prior to their phone conversation and thought the Parent 
had received the email.  The case manager stated that she had been attempting to 
help the Student prioritize her work and had spoken with the Student’s teachers.  
The case manager stated that she kept notes on what occurred at her meetings with 
the Student, which the Parent was welcome to view.  The case manager also stated 
that she would be happy to meet with the Parent and/or the Student to talk about 
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how services were being delivered.  The Parent later responded that she wanted to 
modify the Student’s IEP so that the case manager would check in with the 
Student’s teachers directly.  Until the IEP could be modified, the Parent was 
available to sit in on the case manager’s weekly meeting with the Student.  The 
Parent asked that the case manager inform her what she wanted to see or hear from 
the Student at the next meeting.  The Parent also requested a copy of the case 
manager’s notes. 

43. On May 23, 2014, the IEP case manager emailed the Parent, stating that both she 
and the District special education director were available to meet with the Parent and 
the Student the following week.  The case manager would provide the Parent copies 
of her notes at that time.  The case manager wanted to continue to discuss the 
Student’s missing assignments in order to assist the Student in getting the work 
turned in before the end of the school year. 

44. On May 27, 2014, the Parent responded to the case manager’s email and agreed to 
meet on May 29, 2014.  The Parent stated that she hoped the Student’s IEP could 
be amended at the meeting.  The case manager later responded that the meeting on 
May 29, 2014 was not an IEP meeting, and the Student’s IEP would not be 
amended at that time. 

45. On May 29, 2014, the Parent emailed her education advocate from the state office of 
the education ombudsman and copied the Student’s IEP case manager, the high 
school principal, and the District special education director on the email.  The Parent 
stated that she wanted to start the process of amending the Student’s IEP so that 
the IEP case manager would only check in with the Student’s teachers.  The Parent 
stated that she could sign the amendment if it was emailed to her, or if the Student 
brought it home.  The Parent stated that after sitting in on the check-in meeting that 
morning, she understood why the Student was frustrated.  The case manager had 
asked the Student about missing assignments from the beginning of the semester in 
January, 2014.  Because the Student had started part way into the semester, the 
Student’s teachers had “starred” those assignments.  The case manager asked the 
Student about those assignments every week, and the Student kept informing the 
case manager they were excused.  Because the case manager continued to ask the 
Student about the assignments, the Student had gotten upset and told the case 
manager that the meetings were “stupid” and not helping her.  The Parent stated 
that she had spoken with the Student’s English teacher and confirmed the “starred” 
assignments had been waived.  The Parent had not yet been able to confirm the 
same arrangement with the Student’s history teacher.  In response, the IEP case 
manager stated that she had contacted the Student’s teachers after the last meeting, 
and the Student’s English and history teachers would change the Student’s grade 
report to show the missing assignments were excused.  The case manager also 
stated that the District was in the process of getting an IEP meeting scheduled. 

46. On June 3, 2014, the District issued progress reporting for the Student’s IEP goals. 
According to the District’s response to this complaint, the Student was given a copy 
of the progress reporting.  The progress reporting for the Student’s math goal stated 
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that based on the Student’s grade report, she earned a “B”.  The progress reporting 
for the Student’s reading goal stated that based on the Student’s grade report, she 
had progressed in English with a “B-”. 

47. On June 5, 2014, the Student’s IEP case manager emailed the Parent, proposing to 
meet on June 9, 2014.  The Parent later responded that she could only participate in 
the meeting by phone.  The Parent stated that she thought it might be better to hold 
the IEP meeting after the 2014-2015 school year began so the Student’s new 
teachers could attend the meeting and review the IEP at the same time.  The case 
manager later responded that it would be best to meet in person, and that an IEP 
meeting would be scheduled in September, 2014. 

48. The District’s 2013-2014 school year ended on June 12, 2014. 

49. The District’s 2014-2015 school year began on September 2, 2014. 

50. On September 25, 2014, the school psychologist emailed the Parent, stating that the 
IEP team would like to meet to review the Student’s records and discuss her 
dismissal from special education services.  The psychologist attached an invitation 
to an IEP meeting on October 1, 2014, which stated that the purpose of the meeting 
was to discuss the results of the Student’s review of records, and determine 
continued eligibility for services.  The psychologist also stated that if the Parent 
could not attend the meeting, she could participate by conference call. 

51. On September 26, 2014, the Parent responded to the school psychologist’s email, 
stating that she would not be available to meet on October 1 due to a conflict with 
her work.  The Parent stated that the meeting invitation indicated that the District 
wanted to remove the Student from her IEP services, but at the end the prior school 
year, the IEP team had agreed to revisit the Student’s IEP during the 2014-2015 
school year so that the Student’s new general education teachers could be part of 
the process.  The Parent had also requested that the weekly check-ins between the 
IEP case manager and the Student discontinue because they were unproductive. 
The Parent thanked the psychologist for informing her that the Student’s new IEP 
case manager had attempted to meet with her.  The Parent asked that the Student 
continue to receive her IEP accommodations and modifications until the IEP team 
was able to meet.  The Parent also stated that she had not received the Student’s 
IEP progress reporting for the 3rd and 4th quarters of the 2013-2014 school year and 
asked that she be provided the progress reporting to help her better understand why 
the District now wanted to exit the Student from special education.  In response, the 
school psychologist asked that the Parent provide some dates that she would be 
able to meet. 

52. On October 8, 2014, the District sent the Parent a “notice of action” which stated that 
“the purpose of this notice is to let you know that we will continue to meet with [the 
Student] weekly as stipulated by her IEP.  We are again requesting consent to 
conduct testing to determine [the Student’s] present levels of performance.”  The 
notice also stated “specially designed instruction will continue until you have 1) 
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withdrawn consent for services in writing or 2) the team determines that she no 
longer needs specially designed instruction at a meeting to which you will be 
invited.”  The notice further stated that “if written consent for an evaluation is not 
received, the team will conduct a review of records to determine whether or not [the 
Student] qualifies for and is in need of special education services or if a 504 plan 
would meet her educational needs.” 

53. On October 10, 2014, the Parent signed the District’s “notice of intent to reevaluate 
and consent” form, indicating that she would not provide consent for the 
reevaluation. 

54. On October 22, 2014, the Parent emailed her education advocate from the state 
office of the education ombudsman, stating that she had spoken with the Student’s 
general education English teacher on October 21, 2014, and the teacher was not 
aware the Student had an IEP and had not received a copy of the Student’s IEP.   
The Parent believed the general education English teacher was supposed to be 
providing the Student with the reading services as stated in her IEP.  The Parent 
also stated that she had recently received three notices from the District.  The first 
notice was a form for the Parent to sign that would exit the Student from special 
education.  The second notice was a form indicating that if the Parent did not sign 
the form exiting the Student from special education, the District would conduct a 
reevaluation of the Student using a review of records.  This form also stated that 
there was no need to conduct tests of the Student.  The third notice stated that the 
IEP team wanted to “re-test” the Student. 

55. On November 3, 2014, the Parent filed this complaint.  On November 17, 2014, the 
Parent filed a second citizen complaint (SECC 14-76) regarding the District’s 
proposed reevaluation.  Any potential issues regarding the District’s proposed 
reevaluation will be addressed in that decision. 

CONCLUSIONS 

Issue 1: IEP Implementation – 
The Student’s February 6, 2014 IEP amendment provided for 140 minutes per week of 
specially designed instruction in math and 140 minutes per week of specially designed 
instruction in reading.  Based on the District’s documentation, the District did provide the 
Student with some specially designed instruction while she attended her first period 
special education class in February, 2014.  However, the District’s documentation also 
shows that the Student was given shortened assignments in order to allow her to work 
on assignments for her general education classes.  Time spent working on assignments 
for other classes is not specially designed instruction.  Once the Student was moved to 
the school library on February 28, 2014, the Student was not regularly provided 
specially designed instruction.  However, it is acknowledged that the arrangement for 
the Student to be in the library was an effort to accommodate both the Parent and the 
Student’s requests.  In her complaint, the Parent alleged that the District staff members’ 
actions of withholding assignments and failure to return the Student’s completed work 
amounted to harassment and impacted the Student’s ability to receive her special 
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education services.  The documentation does not substantiate that the staff members 
purposely withheld the assignments, but does show that there was a considerable lack 
of communication between District staff members regarding where the Student would 
receive services, how she would be provided assignments, and how the assignments 
were to be graded. 

On March 24, 2014, the Student’s IEP team amended the Student’s IEP so the Student 
would meet with an IEP case manager for 10 minutes per week.  The amendment did 
not specify what type of services the case manager would provide, and based on the 
District’s documentation, it appears that the case manager may have been working with 
the Student on organizational skills, such as managing her assignments.  However, the 
Student’s IEP does not indicate that she needs specially designed instruction in 
organizational skills, nor is the service recommended in the Student’s most recent 
revaluation report.  While the Student’s IEP team amended the IEP in response to the 
Parent’s refusal to have the Student attend her first period special education class with 
paraeducator 1 present, and the special education transition class that the District 
proposed, the District still had the responsibility to ensure that the Student received 
specially designed instruction in math and reading consistent with her IEP.  Based on 
the services stated in the Student’s February 6, 2014 IEP, the Student should have 
received 2,268 minutes (37.8 hours) of services in reading and 2,268 minutes (37.8 
hours) of services in math from February 6, 2014, when the Student’s IEP was 
amended, until the District’s school year ended on June 12, 2014.  Taking into 
consideration the more intensive individualized instruction that can be provided through 
one-to-one tutoring and that the Student did initially receive some specially designed 
instruction to address her IEP goals, the District will provide the Student with 
approximately 1/3 the amount of hours she should have received had her IEPs been 
implemented.  The District will provide the Student with 25 hours of compensatory 
education in individual tutoring sessions to address reading and math skills.  The 
tutoring will occur outside of the Student’s school day.  The Parent may choose the 
service provider. 

IEP Accommodations and Modifications – Based on the Parent’s documentation, it 
appears that the Parent believed that the Student’s general education English and math 
teachers would provide the Student specially designed instruction while in her general 
education classes.  Again, due to the lack of specificity in the March 24, 2014 IEP 
amendment, it is unclear if the IEP team agreed that the Student’s general education 
teachers would provide the specially designed instruction under the supervision of a 
special education teacher.  However, there is no documentation to support that the 
general education teachers were to provide the Student’s specially designed instruction.  
Regardless, the Parent’s documentation does show that at least one of the Student’s 
general education teachers, who was responsible for at least providing classroom 
accommodations and modifications, was not aware that the Student had an IEP until 
seven weeks into the 2014-2015 school year.  The District is required to ensure staff are 
informed of their specific responsibilities for implementing a student’s IEP and the 
specific accommodations, modifications, and supports that must be provided. 
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Progress Reporting – The District failed to provide the Parent with progress reporting. 
Progress reporting must provide 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.  While the District’s 
documentation includes progress reporting issued on April 8, 2014 and June 3, 2014, 
neither progress report provided information regarding the Student’s progress toward 
her annual IEP goals.  Instead, the progress reporting only provided information about 
the Student’s grades in her general education math and English classes. 

Issue 2: IEP Amendment – The District failed to follow procedures for amending the 
Student’s IEP in March 2014.  As discussed above, the IEP amendment did not specify 
the type of services the Student would be provided.  The change in the type of services 
provided, in addition to the reduction of services from 280 minutes per week in a special 
education setting to 10 minutes per week in a special education setting, was a change 
in placement and required the District to conduct a revaluation prior to amending the 
Student’s IEP.  While the Parent did indicate that she would agree to a reduction in 
special education services, this agreement seemed to be based more on the Parent’s 
desire to no longer have the Student be in contact with paraeducator 1, rather than no 
longer having the Student receive special education services in math and reading. 

Issue 3:  Specially Designed Instruction – Special education must be provided by 
appropriately qualified staff.  General education teachers may assist in the provision of 
special education, provided that the instruction is designed and supervised by special 
education certificated staff.  As discussed above, in February 2014 while the Student 
attended a special education class, the Student was provided some specially designed 
instruction by special education teacher 1.  From February 28, 2014 through March 24, 
2014, the Student was also provided some specially designed instruction, in the form of 
assignments, from special education teacher 1.  After March 24, 2014, the Student’s 
IEP services, although not specified, were provided by a special education teacher who 
was her IEP case manager. The District’s documentation shows that a certificated 
special education teacher did attempt to meet with the Student during the 2014-2015 
school year to provide services.  The Student’s specially designed instruction, when it 
was provided, was provided by special education teachers. 

CORRECTIVE ACTIONS 

On February 13, 2015, March 2, 2015, March 30, 2015, and June 15, 2015, the 
District will provide documentation to OSPI that the following corrective actions have 
been completed. 

STUDENT SPECIFIC: 
1. The District will provide the Student with 25 hours of one-to-one compensatory 

education to address reading and math skills in an amount not to exceed $1,875.  
The Parent will choose the service provider.  The sessions must be scheduled 
outside of the Student’s school day and the provision of the services, including 
whether the District will be required to pay for sessions that the Student missed, will 
follow the provider’s standard guidelines.  Additionally, if the provider is unable to 
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attend a session, it will be rescheduled; but if the Student misses a session, without 
providing adequate notice, the missed session will not need to be rescheduled.  The 
District will pay the service providers invoice(s) within two (2) weeks of receiving the 
invoice(s) or by the due date of the invoice(s), whichever is first.  If the District is late 
on a payment, it will be responsible for the late payment fees in addition to the 
reimbursement for compensatory sessions.  By January 30, 2015, the Parent will 
notify the District of her choice of service provider.  By February 13, 2015, the 
District will submit documentation that it has entered into a contract with the service 
provider and provide a copy of the tutoring schedule. 

Services must begin no later than the week of February 16, 2015 and be completed 
no later than June 10, 2015.  The District must provide OSPI with documentation on 
March 30, 2015 of the compensatory services provided to the Student.  This 
documentation must include the dates, times, and length of each session, and state 
whether any of the sessions were rescheduled by the District or missed by the 
Student.  The documentation will also include copies of any invoices paid.  No later 
than June 15, 2015, the District shall provide OSPI with documentation that the 
compensatory services have been completed and all invoices have been paid. 

The District must either provide the transportation necessary for the Student to 
access these services or must reimburse the Parent or the Student for the cost of 
providing transportation for these services.  If the District reimburses the Parent or 
the Student for transportation, the District must reimburse the Parent or the Student 
for round trip mileage at the District’s privately owned vehicle rate.  No later than 
June 15, 2015, the District shall provide OSPI with documentation that the Parent or 
the Student was reimbursed for any transportation costs. 

DISTRICT SPECIFIC: 
The District will conduct a review of the special education files at all District schools by 
February 13, 2015, to ensure sufficient progress reporting towards annual goals is 
being provided to parents.  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 and information regarding any 
actions taken to correct insufficient progress reporting.  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. 

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 January, 2015 

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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