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SPECIAL EDUCATION CITIZEN COMPLAINT (SECC) NO.  15-05 

PROCEDURAL HISTORY 

On January 28, 2015, the Office of Superintendent of Public Instruction (OSPI) received 
a Special Education Citizen Complaint from the parent (Parent) of a student (Student) 
attending the Richland 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 January 29, 2015, 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 February 2, 2015, OSPI received additional information from the Parent and 
forwarded it to the District on the same day. 

On February 17, 2015, OSPI received information from the District and forwarded it to 
the Parent on the same day.  

On February 23, 2015, OSPI received the District’s response to the complaint and 
forwarded it to the Parent on February 24, 2015.  The Parent was invited to reply with 
any information she had that was inconsistent with the District’s information. 

On March 6 and March 9, 2015, OSPI received the Parent’s reply.  The information was 
forwarded to the District on March 9, 2015. 

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

OVERVIEW 

During the 2014-2015 school year, the Student attended a District elementary school 
and was eligible to receive special education and related services under the category of 
Autism.  In October 2014, the Student’s individualized education program (IEP) team 
met to develop the Student’s annual IEP.  The October 2014 IEP contained the same 
communication goal and behavior goal from the Student’s October 2013 IEP.  Also 
during the school year, the Student had several behavior incidents.  The Parent alleged 
that she was not informed of some of the incidents. 

The Parent also alleged that the District failed to follow procedures for developing the 
Student’s October 2014 IEP, including developing a behavioral intervention plan (BIP).  
The Parent further alleged that the District failed to provide the Parent progress 
reporting during the 2014-2015 school year.  The District admitted that it failed to follow 
procedures for developing the Student’s BIP, but denied that it failed to follow 
procedures for developing the remainder of the Student’s IEP.  The District denied that 
it failed to provide the Parent with progress reporting.  The District proposed contracting 
with a private independent consultant with expertise in working with students with 
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Autism to conduct a functional behavior assessment (FBA) of the Student, and then 
hold an IEP meeting to develop a BIP for the Student.  The District also proposed 
providing training for staff regarding procedures for developing and amending IEPs and 
prior written notice. 

ISSUES 

1. Did the District follow procedures for developing the Student’s October 2014 
individualized education program (IEP), including developing a behavioral 
intervention plan (BIP)? 

2. Did the District provide the Parent progress reporting during the 2014-2015 school 
year? 

LEGAL STANDARDS 

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

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 
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. 34 
CFR §300.320; WAC 392-172A-03090. 

IEP Development for a Student with Behavioral Needs: In developing, reviewing and 
revising each student’s individualized education program (IEP), the team must consider 
the use of positive behavioral interventions and supports and other strategies to 
address the student’s behavior.  34 CFR §300.324; WAC 392-172A-03110(2). This 
means that in most cases in which a student’s behavior impedes his or her learning or 
that of others, and can be readily anticipated to be repetitive, proper development of the 
student’s IEP will include positive behavioral interventions, strategies, and supports to 
address that behavior.  64 Fed. Reg. 48, 12479 (March 12, 1999) (Appendix A to 34 
CFR Part 300, Question 38).  A functional behavior assessment (FBA) and behavioral 
intervention plan (BIP) must be used proactively, if an IEP team determines that they 
would be appropriate for a child.  For a child with a disability whose behavior impedes 
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his or her learning or that of others, and for whom the IEP Team has decided that a BIP 
is appropriate, the IEP Team must include a BIP in the child’s IEP to address the 
behavioral needs of the child. Questions and Answers on Discipline Procedures 
(OSERS June 2009) (Question E-1 and E-2). 

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. 

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. 

FINDINGS OF FACT 

1. During the 2014-2015 school year, the Student attended a District elementary school 
and was eligible to receive special education and related services under the 
category of Autism. 

2. The District’s 2014-2015 school year began on August 26, 2014. 

3. The Student’s individualized education program (IEP) in place at the beginning of 
the 2014-2015 school year was developed on October 8, 2013.  The IEP included 
annual goals in reading, behavior, and communication.  The Student’s reading goal 
stated: 

The Student will increase his ability to read with sufficient accuracy and fluency 
to support comprehension by increasing his oral reading fluency from 41 correct 
words per minute with 80% accuracy to 70 correct words per minute with 93% 
accuracy on grade level text. 
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The reading goal also included four benchmarks/short-term objectives aimed at 
improving the Student’s reading fluency and understand texts.  The Student’s 
communication goal stated: 

The Student “will use have 95% intelligible in his automatic conversational 
speech.” 

The communication goal also included three benchmarks/short-term objectives.  The 
Student’s behavior goal stated: 

The Student will increase his positive and productive school behaviors by 1) 
identifying and stating his feelings in an expected manner, 2) asking for help, 
attention, or a break in an expected manner, 3) acknowledge the feelings and/or 
expectations of others in a given circumstance, and 4) modifying his behavior 
based on the feelings and/or expectations of others in a given circumstance from 
1 out of 4 opportunities to 3 out of 4 opportunities based on student and teacher 
behavior checklist data. 

The behavior goal also included three benchmarks/short-term objectives.  The IEP 
noted that the Student had a behavior plan, which included a check-in/check-out 
(CICO) time with the school counselor, use of a behavior rating chart throughout the 
Student’s school day (daily behavior chart), and communication home with the 
Parent. 

The October 2013 IEP provided for 200 minutes per week of specially designed 
instruction in reading to be provided by a paraeducator in a special education 
setting.  The IEP also provided for 30 minutes per week of specially designed 
instruction in behavior provided by a school counselor in a general education setting.  
Additionally, the IEP provided for 20 minutes per week of specially designed 
instruction in communication provided by a speech language pathologist (SLP) in a 
special education setting.  The IEP also stated that the Student’s progress toward 
his annual goals would be reported on a trimester basis. 

4. The Student’s CICO daily behavior chart, in place from August 26, 2014 through 
September 28, 2014, measured the Student’s behavior in three areas: 
• I listened with my whole body in order to help myself and the group learn. 
• I followed the group plan by keeping my mind, body, and voice with the group. 
• I did what was expected so others would have good thoughts about me. 

5. The District’s documentation shows that in August 2014, the Student’s daily behavior 
chart was completed on two out of four school days.  In September 2014, the 
Student’s daily behavior chart was completed on 16 out of 21 school days. 

6. On September 4, 2014, the Student received a disciplinary referral for continuously 
being off task throughout the school day, and not following directions.  As a result, 
the Student was sent to the school office and required to think of ways he could be a 
successful student.  Later that day, the Student’s general education teacher emailed 
the Parent regarding the Student’s behavior.  The teacher stated that the Student 
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had a great morning until reading time, which the Student tries to avoid.  The 
Student had made several poor decisions regarding his behavior and as a result, 
was sent to the office in order “to make a plan of expected behaviors when he 
returned to class.”  The Student then came up with a “creative way to show how to 
be a successful student.” 

7. On September 9, 2014, the Student received a disciplinary referral for being non-
compliant.  On September 11, 2014, the Student received a disciplinary referral for 
being disrespectful.  As a result of both incidents, staff conferenced with the Student.   
According to the Parent’s complaint, she was not informed of the incidents. 

8. On September 15, 2014, the Student received a disciplinary referral for being 
disrespectful and failing to follow directions.  The incident report stated that after 
being given a reminder about his behavior, the Student’s behavior continued and he 
was sent to “refocus” (time-out).  The Student did not complete the “refocus”, and 
then refused to show expected behaviors when asked.  The Student was then sent 
to the office and the Parent was called.  During the phone call, the school 
administrative assistant asked if the Parent had suggestions to help address the 
Student’s behavior.  The administrative assistant then sent a follow-up email, stating 
that after the incident, the Student continued to be upset with his general education 
teacher and was not able to “continue his day in her classroom.”  Instead, the 
Student spent time speaking with the school counselor and worked on classwork in 
the school office.  The Student ended the day “on a high note” with both the 
administrative assistant, and the Student’s general education teacher. 

9. On September 16, 2014, the Parent emailed the school counselor with suggestions 
about addressing the Student’s behavior.  The Parent stated that in reviewing the 
Student’s CICO daily behavior charts and the two disciplinary incident reports, the 
Student’s behavior issues seemed to typically begin during reading time and then 
increased after lunch.  The Parent suspected that the Student’s reading group was 
the antecedent to his undesired behaviors, as the Student had anxiety about reading 
in front of his peers.  The Parent asked if the Student had begun receiving his 
specially designed instruction in reading, as she believed this would help the 
Student.  The Parent stated that in the past, it had been decided that a reading 
group was not an appropriate setting for the Student, which was why the Student 
had been in a one-on-one reading setting for the majority of the 2013-2014 school 
year.  The Parent believed that the Student’s behavior was also triggered by the 
transitions that occurred after lunch.  The Parent suggested that the school attempt 
to minimize transitions for the Student, which could include having the Student arrive 
early to a location before the other students, or arrive after the other students in 
order let the Student have time to calm down due to the excitement of the students 
moving to a new location.  Additionally, the Parent expressed concern about the 
number of students in the Student’s class.  The Student’s sensory input was affected 
by the added noise and crowded environment in the classroom, which made it more 
difficult for the Student to focus and make good choices.  As a result, the Student 
would likely require more instructional time in the classroom.  The Parent then asked 
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if the IEP team should consider adding a paraeducator to the classroom to assist the 
Student and other students who needed extra support. 

10. Also on September 16, 2014, the Student’s general education teacher emailed the 
Parent regarding the Student’s behavior.  The teacher stated that she would touch 
base with the Parent as needed to ensure the Student was receiving a consistent 
message both at home and school.  The teacher listed the Student’s strengths in the 
classroom, and stated that areas of growth for the Student included “entering a room 
with an expected noise level, body awareness-personal space, staying on task, 
completion of assignments when it is not math, [and] deep breaths when [the 
teacher] can’t get to him right away.”  The teacher believed she had a good rapport 
with the Student, and that they were working together to solve problems at 
appropriate times.  The teacher stated that the Student did well in the mornings and 
had difficulty with transitions after lunch, but was starting to get used to routine 
expectations although the routine expectations were tiring for the Student.  The 
teacher planned to try and build in some breaks for the Student during the school 
day.  Later that same day, the Parent responded to the general education teacher’s 
email, agreeing that the teacher did have a good rapport with the Student, and 
seemed to understand him well.  The Parent stated that the teacher’s assessment of 
the Student’s needed areas of growth were accurate, and that the Parent was 
working on similar areas with the Student at home. 

11. On September 16 and 17, 2014, the Student received disciplinary referrals for 
refusing to participate with his reading group.  On September 18, 2014, the Student 
received a disciplinary referral for refusing to follow teacher directions, and engaging 
in unsafe behavior.  As a result of the incidents, staff conferenced with the Student. 
On September 23, 2014, the Student received a disciplinary referral for refusing to 
follow directions to stay in his seat.  As a result, the Student was given a “refocus” 
time-out period in the classroom, but had a difficult time completing the “refocus”.  
The teacher then conferenced with the Student.  According to the Parent’s 
complaint, she was not informed of the four disciplinary referrals between 
September 16 and 23, 2014. 

12. On September 29, 2014, the Student’s general education teacher emailed the 
school counselor, the Student’s special education teacher, and the school 
administrative assistant, stating that after speaking with the school counselor, she 
had developed a new CICO daily behavior chart for the Student, along with a new 
schedule that included breaks and a rewards chart.  The teacher had already 
reviewed the items with the Student, and planned to begin using them that day.  The 
general education teacher later sent the items to the Parent.  The new CICO daily 
behavior chart included three areas of measurement and the District’s 
documentation shows that school staff began using the chart on September 29, 
2014.  The areas of measurement were: 
• Showing Respect – entered quiet, held objects, raised hand. 
• Solving Problems – Allowed the teacher to teach and students to learn. 
• Making Good Decisions – staying in seat, stayed on task, followed directions. 
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13. On September 29, 2014, the Student received a disciplinary referral for being 
disrespectful to his general education teacher.  As a result, the Student lost 
privileges and staff conferenced with the Student.  The Student received a second 
disciplinary referral on September 30, 2014 for being disrespectful.  As a result, the 
Student was sent to the school office.  According to the Parent’s complaint, the 
Parent was not informed of these incidents. 

14. According to the Parent’s complaint, on September 29, 2014, the Student’s special 
education teacher called the Parent to invite her to the Student’s annual IEP 
meeting, which was scheduled for October 7, 2014 when the Student’s IEP was due 
to expire.  In response, the Parent informed the special education teacher that the 
family would be on vacation from October 2-10, 2014.  The Parent had previously 
completed paperwork on September 2, 2014, to inform the District that the Student 
would be absent during that time period.  The special education teacher then 
reportedly told the Parent that the District would hold the IEP meeting without the 
Parent, and “fill her in” on what occurred.  The Parent protested not being able to 
attend the IEP meeting. 

15. On September 30, 2014, the Student’s special education teacher called the Parent 
to inform her that the IEP meeting had been rescheduled for the next day, October 
1, 2014.  The Parent agreed to attend the meeting, but due to the short notice, the 
Student’s father was not able to attend the meeting.  Later that day, the Parent 
received a meeting invitation for the October 1 meeting, which was sent home with 
the Student.  The meeting invitation was dated September 26, 2014.  The Parent 
also received a draft copy of the Student’s new October 2014 IEP, and a prior 
written notice, dated September 26, 2014, proposing to initiate the Student’s IEP on 
October 1, 2014.  The prior written notice stated that the “IEP team needs to meet to 
create your child’s annual IEP.”  Additionally, the Parent received a second meeting 
invitation in the mail, dated September 26, 2014, indicating the IEP meeting would 
occur on October 7, 2014. 

16. On October 1, 2014, the Student’s IEP team, including the Parent, met to develop 
the Student’s annual IEP.  The IEP included a new annual goal in reading, which 
stated: 

The Student will increase his reading comprehension by determining the central 
ideas and themes of a text and summarize the key supporting details or ideas, 
from 0% of the time to 80% of the time as measured by curriculum-based 
assessment and by increasing his DAZE score from 8 replacement words to 26 
replacement words. 

The reading goal also included three benchmarks/short-term objectives aimed at 
increasing the Student’s reading fluency.  The October 2014 IEP continued to 
include the same communication goal as the October 2013 IEP (see finding of fact 
no. 2), but contained four new benchmark/short-term objectives.  The IEP present 
levels of performance in communication stated that “although the Student has a 
strong knowledge of what behaviors he can control to minimize mumbling, he only 
uses these skills when prompted or reminded in the speech room setting.”  
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Additionally, the October 2014 IEP included the same behavior goal as the Student’s 
October 2013 IEP, along with the same benchmarks/short-term objectives (see 
finding of fact no. 2).  The IEP present levels of performance in behavior stated that 
the Student had not met his behavior goal during the prior school year, and 
continued to struggle to exhibit expected classroom behaviors during transitions in 
the afternoon.  The IEP noted that a daily expected behavior plan had been 
implemented for the Student, which included a daily schedule, a CICO daily behavior 
rating chart, a consequences plan, and a rewards menu.  According to the Parent’s 
complaint, the October 2014 IEP inaccurately stated that the Student had not met 
his October 2013 IEP behavior goal.  The Parent also contends that the IEP team 
did not discuss a behavioral intervention plan for the Student or a functional behavior 
assessment at the meeting, did not address concerns about the Student’s writing, 
and that the Student’s general education teachers left the meeting before it ended. 

The October 2014 IEP reduced the amount of specially designed instruction in 
reading from 200 minutes per week to 150 minutes per week, and changed the 
service location from a special education setting to a general education setting, and 
the Student’s general education teacher was identified as providing the reading 
services.  The IEP increased the amount of specially designed instruction in 
behavior from 30 minutes a week to 60 minutes a week.  The behavior services 
would continue to be provided by the school counselor in a general education 
setting.  Additionally, the IEP continued to provide for 20 minutes per week of 
specially designed instruction in communication provided by a SLP in a special 
education setting, and continued to state that the Student’s progress toward his 
annual goals would be reported on a trimester basis. 

17. The District’s documentation includes a behavior intervention plan (BIP), which is 
dated October 1, 2014.  The BIP is not referenced in the Student’s October 1, 2014 
IEP.  The BIP states that the following IEP team members created the plan: the 
Student’s general education teacher; special education teacher; school counselor; 
school psychologist; and the school administrative assistant.  Another section in the 
BIP indicates it was reviewed by the Parent, the special education teacher, the 
school counselor, and the school psychologist at the October 1, 2014 IEP meeting. 
However, according the Parent’s complaint, she did not participate in developing the 
BIP at any meeting.  The BIP also states that on October 23, 2014, the special 
education teacher, the school counselor, and the school psychologist met to 
“organize all behavior plans into this form.”  According to the District’s response to 
this complaint, school staff also held a second meeting on October 27, 2014, to 
further revise the Student’s BIP.  The school staff then planned to hold another 
meeting with the Parent to discuss the BIP, but the meeting was never scheduled. 

18. The Student was absent from school from October 2 through October 9, 2014, due 
to a family vacation.  The District was on break on October 10, 2014. 

19. During the month of October 2014, the Student’s CICO daily behavior chart was 
completed 12 out of the 16 school days in which the Student attended school. 
However, on some occasions, the behavior data was not totaled. 
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20. According to the Parent’s complaint, on October 9, 2014, while the Parent was on 
vacation, the Student’s general education teacher emailed the Parent information 
regarding the Student’s consequences plan.  The Parent stated that prior to that 
time, she was previously not aware of the consequences plan.  When the Parent 
returned from vacation later that week, the Parent found a copy of the consequences 
plan in the Student’s backpack. 

21. On October 13, 2014, the Student’s general education teacher emailed the Parent, 
stating that she had been working with the school counselor and the administrative 
assistant to continue to come up with the best way to support the Student.  The 
teacher stated that the school week would be an adjustment for the Student as he 
returned from vacation and got back into a routine.  The teacher would be sharing 
any incident reports with the Parent so the Parent could see how the Student was 
doing, and how the teacher and the Parent could support each other.  The teacher 
also believed the incident reports could be used as talking points for the Parent and 
the Student.  The teacher attached a copy of the incident report, dated October 13, 
2014, which stated the Student had been disruptive during class.  As a result, the 
teacher asked the Student to take time to “refocus”.  The teacher then spoke with 
the Student who argued and yelled.  The Student was then sent to the office where 
he kicked a desk.  After several minutes, the Student was able to calm down and 
was asked to brainstorm what he could have done differently.  The Student came up 
with an idea and returned to class. 

22. Also on October 13, 2014, the Parent emailed the Student’s general education 
teacher, special education teacher, and the school counselor to provide feedback on 
the consequences plan which the staff had developed for the Student.  The Parent 
stated that the consequences plan had not been provided prior to, or during the 
October 1, 2014 IEP meeting.  The Parent expressed concern that the plan was 
similar to a plan that had been unsuccessful with the Student during the 2012-2013 
school year, and that the consequences plan was identical to the school-wide 
behavior plan that was used for all students at the school.  The Parent was 
concerned that the consequences plan would result in the Student being removed 
from instruction for behaviors that were directly related to his disability, and which he 
could not suppress even if highly motivated.  The Parent also stated that she had 
reviewed the Student’s class schedule and consequences plan with the Student who 
had provided feedback about why it would be difficult for him to follow the expected 
behaviors stated in the consequences plan.  The Parent then requested that several 
modifications be incorporated into the consequences plan, which included: 
• Additional warnings for the Student – change from 1 warning to 2. 
• Instead of the current refocus process, designate a staff member that could help the 

Student process whatever was bothering him, refocus, and return to class.  The Parent 
wanted the Student to be actively engaged in class, “not lingering in timeout or in the 
office.” 

• Eliminate or reduce the writing required during refocus time because the Student had 
dysgraphia which made handwriting painful for him.  The Parent was also concerned 
about the potential for adverse consequences from using “school work” as a 
punishment. 
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• Change the number of refocuses prior to being sent to the school office or counselor 
from 1 refocus to 2 for the same behavior, not 2 refocuses in 1 day. 

• Set a limit on how long the Student would be asked to wait before a teacher would 
respond to him and use a timer to help the Student wait. 

Later on October 13, 2014, the Student’s general education teacher responded to 
the Parent’s email, thanking the Parent for her feedback.  The teacher addressed 
the Parent’s requested changes to the plan.  The teacher agreed to change the 
consequences plan to state the Student would be given two warnings instead of one. 

23. Also on October 13, 2014, the Parent emailed the Student’s special education 
teacher with questions about the Student’s October 2014 IEP.  The Parent stated 
that the IEP team had not had a lot of time at the October 1, 2014 meeting to 
discuss the Student’s reading plan.  As such, the Parent asked that the special 
education teacher explain how the Student’s 30 minutes per day of reading 
instruction (to be provided in the general education setting by the general education 
teacher) was individualized for the Student.  The Parent stated that she was open to 
trying to reintegrate the Student back into reading instruction in his general 
education classroom, but felt like the reason the Student had made progress in 
reading the prior school year was because of the type of instructional support he 
received.  The Parent asked specifically how the Student’s reading instruction in the 
general education classroom was tailored to meet his individual needs.  The Parent 
also stated that at the October 1, 2014 IEP meeting, the IEP team discussed several 
ideas for the Student’s behavior plan.  The Parent asked that the special education 
teacher provide a list of the specific behavior accommodations that the Student 
would receive during the 2014-2015 school year.  The Parent wanted to understand 
what behavioral accommodations were included in the IEP, and how the 
accommodations supported the Student in achieving his IEP goals. 

24. On October 14, 2014, the Student’s general education teacher emailed the Parent, 
recapping the Student’s behavior at school that day.  The teacher stated that the 
school was in the process of “tweaking” the Student’s schedule to see what worked 
best for him.  The “team” was making adjustments to the schedule based on the 
Parent’s input and “realistic classroom setting and teacher opportunities.”  The 
teacher stated that at that time, she believed the Student’s consequences plan was 
successful as the Student saw the plan as “fair, follow through, and helps him be 
accountable.” 

25. On October 15, 2014, the Student’s special education teacher responded to the 
Parent’s October 13, 2014 email regarding questions about the Student’s IEP.  The 
special education teacher stated that the Student was currently “accessing core 
reading, per our practice students are not pulled out of class during core reading or 
core math time.  In the afternoon, during 4th grade RTI, reading interventions, [the 
Student] is considered a Tier 2 student, where he is provided specially designed, 
strategic instruction.  [The Student’s general education teacher] sees a smaller 
group of Tier 2 students using a Comprehensive Tool Kit” with support from the 
elementary school’s instructional specialist.  The instructional specialist is a 
certificated special education teacher.  The Parent responded, thanking the teacher 
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for the information and asked that she be provided a final copy of the Student’s 
October 2014 IEP, as the Parent had only viewed a draft version of the IEP.  The 
Parent was later provided a copy of the IEP on October 22, 2014.  According to the 
Parent’s complaint, when the Parent received the final copy of the October 1, 2014 
IEP, she noticed that some of the language in the present levels of performance 
section for behavior had been changed from what had been agreed on at the 
October 1, 2014 IEP meeting. 

26. On October 17, 2014, the Student’s general education teacher emailed the Parent, 
asking for a brief meeting to discuss how to best support the Student and to share 
information about the Student’s learning in the general education classroom. 

27. On October 21, 2014, the Parent provided the school principal with two letters.  The 
first letter requested that the Parent be provided copies of the Student’s educational 
records.  The second letter was in regard to the Student’s IEP reading services.  The 
Parent expressed concern that at the beginning of the school year, the Student’s 
reading services had been changed without her knowledge, so that the Student 
would no longer receive individual instruction in a special education setting, but 
instead would receive reading instruction in a small group setting in his general 
education class.  The Parent also stated that while she had agreed at the October 1, 
2014 IEP meeting that the Student could now receive his specially designed reading 
instruction in his general education classroom, she had concerns that the Student 
may not make progress in that type of setting because he had been unsuccessful in 
the past when receiving similar instruction.  To address her concern, the Parent 
asked that she be given monthly updates on the Student’s progress in reading, so 
she could monitor the Student’s progress and if needed, request a change in how 
the services were being delivered.  The next day, the Parent spoke with the school 
principal about her records request.  The Parent asked that she be provided copies 
of progress monitoring data maintained by the school counselor to track the 
Student’s progress toward his behavior goal and progress data regarding the 
Student’s reading goal. 

28. On October 22, 2014, the Student’s general education teacher emailed the Parent, 
stating that she had received the Parent’s concerns and questions and that school 
staff were continuing to “discuss, plan, and accommodate to best support [the 
Student’s] needs with the resources” available.  The teacher stated that if the Parent 
wanted to stop by to chat, the teacher would explain the classroom accountability 
process.  The Parent responded that she planned to be at the school on November 
7, 2014, and could meet with the teacher at that time. 

29. During the month of November 2014, the Student’s CICO daily behavior chart was 
completed 11 out of 18 school days in which the Student attended school; however, 
the behavior data was not always totaled.  In the Parent’s complaint, she noted that 
the behavior chart from November 13, 2014, was altered after she received and 
signed the behavior chart in November 2014. 
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30. On November 3, 2014, the Student’s general education teacher emailed the Parent 
to “touch base” and update her on the behavior strategies that were in place to help 
the Student be successful.  The teacher stated that the Student had ownership in the 
process.  The teacher also stated that September 2014 was a time of transition and 
adjustment, when she had to get to know the Student, and the Student had to get to 
know the teacher and the expected classroom practices.  The teacher indicated that 
the Student had had a difficult time with all of the changes and was able to express 
his difficulty.  Throughout October 2014, school staff had made adjustments to what 
was working and what was not working.  The Student had done a great job of 
learning the expectations.  Although the Student challenged boundaries, he also 
reflected and understood how his choices could have been different.  The teacher 
attached a copy of the current accountability plan the teacher was using to help the 
Student be successful in the classroom. 

31. The Student’s classroom accountability plan stated that when the Student “chose to 
be the teacher”, spoke out of turn, or interrupted others, he would first be given a 
warning.  If the Student did not heed the warning, he would be directed to a 5-minute 
refocus time period.  If the Student’s behavior did not improve, he would be sent to 
the school office.  The accountability plan also stated that when the Student argued 
with a staff member, the staff member would give the Student a spoken warning.  If 
the Student did not stop arguing, the staff member would count to three on his/her 
hand, as a second warning.  If the Student continued to argue, he would be sent to 
the school office. 

32. On November 14, 2014, the Parent attended a regularly scheduled parent-teacher 
conference with the Student’s general education teacher, special education teacher, 
and the school counselor to discuss the Student’s progress in school.  The Parent 
was provided a report card for the Student, but was not provided progress reporting 
toward the Student’s annual goals.  According to the Parent’s complaint, the group 
did not discuss the Student’s progress toward his IEP “goals based on data specified 
in the IEP.”  The District’s calendar for the 2014-2015 school year shows the 
District’s elementary school trimester ended on November 21, 2014.  The District’s 
documentation does not include any progress reporting toward the Student’s annual 
IEP goals for the first trimester of the 2014-2015 school year. 

33. On November 17, 2014, the Parent and the Student’s special education teacher 
exchanged emails about changing the Student’s reading group.  Also that day, the 
special education teacher sent the Parent some of the Student’s educational 
records, which the Parent had previously requested on October 22, 2014.  The next 
day, the Parent spoke with the Student’s special education teacher about the 
records.  The Parent believed the records were incomplete because they did not 
include the data regarding the Student’s progress toward his behavior goal.  On 
November 20, 2014, the Parent emailed the Student’s special education teacher to 
follow up on their earlier conversation regarding the Student’s records and to specify 
the records she wanted. 
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34. On November 21, 2014, the Student received a disciplinary referral for being non-
compliant.  The referral stated that the Student had multiple reminders throughout 
the day to enter rooms quietly, put away items, and have self-control.  The Student 
also had opportunities to cool down and decompress.  As a result, the Parent was 
contacted, and the Student’s general education teacher emailed the Parent a copy 
of the incident report. 

35. On November 24, 2014, the Student received another disciplinary referral for being 
non-compliant.  The Student had a difficult morning, interrupting and exhibiting 
disruptive behaviors.  Later, the Student attempted to turn up the volume on his 
teacher’s computer, but was told not to.  The Student did not follow the instruction 
and continued to touch the teacher’s computer.  As a result, the Student was sent to 
the school office to “decompress”.  The Student’s general education teacher later 
emailed the Parent a copy of the incident report. 

36. On November 25, 2014, the Parent emailed the school principal with concerns that 
while the Student was in the office on November 24, 2014, there was reportedly a lot 
of arguing between the Student and the school administrative assistant.  It had been 
previously discussed with the administrative assistant that the Student needed to be 
able to talk in order for him to calm down after an incident.  However, the 
administrative assistant had not allowed the Student to talk, and reportedly 
addressed the Student in a rude manner.  The Parent was concerned that the 
assistant’s behavior was unprofessional and was not a good model of appropriate 
behavior for the Student.  The Parent believed that based on the reported exchange 
between the Student and the administrative assistant, the assistant did not 
understand the Student’s disability, and had difficulty maintaining composure when 
working with the Student.  The Parent questioned whether the assistant was the 
correct person to be working with the Student when he was sent to the office.  The 
administrative assistant later called the Parent to address the Parent’s concerns. 

37. On November 26, 2014, the Student received another disciplinary referral for being 
non-compliant.  As a result, the Student lost privileges and conferenced with his 
teacher.  According to the Parent’s complaint, she was not informed of the incident. 

38. The District was on break on November 27 and 28, 2014. 

39. During the month of December 2014, the Student’s CICO daily behavior chart was 
not completed for 15 school days. 

40. On December 2, 2014, the Student’s special education teacher and the Parent 
exchanged emails regarding the Parent’s records request.  The teacher stated that 
she was working on the Parent’s request, and asked for additional clarifying 
information.  The Parent responded with a list of records she had not received. 

41. On December 3, 2014, the Student received a disciplinary referral for being 
disrespectful to a school volunteer.  As a result, the Student was sent to the school 
office to “decompress”.  After about 10 minutes, the Student was ready to discuss 
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the situation with the school administrative assistant and then returned to class.  The 
school administrative assistant later emailed the Parent about the incident. 

42. On December 3 and 5, 2014, the District structured learning coordinator observed 
the Student.  On December 16, 2014, the structured learning coordinator wrote a list 
of recommendations to help the Student be more successful in the classroom. 

43. On December 5, 2014, the Student received another disciplinary referral for being 
disruptive and non-compliant.  As result, the Student lost time to participate in a 
school activity.  According to the Parent’s complaint, she was not informed of the 
incident. 

44. On December 9, 2014, the Student received a disciplinary referral for being 
disruptive, non-compliant, and disrespectful.  As a result, the Student’s general 
education teacher conferenced with the Student and emailed the Parent.  In 
response, the Parent stated that she had discussed the incident with the Student, 
who had relayed he felt overwhelmed and confused.  The Parent stated that she and 
the Student also discussed that the Student should not debate with his teachers, 
even if the Student disagreed with them.  The Parent asked that the teacher 
continue to work with the Student and the Parent to help recognize when things 
were frustrating or confusing for the Student, and encourage the Student to ask for 
clarification when he felt overwhelmed and confused.  The Parent believed this 
would help keep the Student’s behavior on track.  The teacher later agreed to 
Parent’s request. 

45. On December 12, 2014, the Parent emailed the Student’s special education teacher 
to again follow up on her request for records. 

46. On December 16, 2014, the Student received a disciplinary referral for being 
disruptive.  As a result, the Student was moved to the special education classroom 
for the remainder of the day.  The Student also lost recess time.  According to the 
Parent’s complaint, she was not informed of the incident.  On December 17, 2014, 
the Student received another disciplinary referral for being disruptive and non-
compliant.  The Student was experiencing difficulty waiting his turn for the teacher to 
respond to him.  As a result, the teacher conferenced with the Student. 

47. On December 18, 2014, the Student’s general education teacher emailed the 
Parent, stating that starting in January 2015, she was going to begin using a 
computer program to track the Student’s daily behavior scores and behaviors, and 
the Parent would receive daily emails about the Student’s behavior.  The teacher 
stated the Student continued to struggle with waiting his turn, and became disruptive 
when the teacher did not respond right away.  The Student understood the 
consequences when he exhibited this behavior and the teacher conferenced with the 
Student about the behavior.  The teacher wanted the Student to receive consistent 
feedback at both home and school, and asked how the Parent responded to the 
Student’s behavior at home.  The teacher stated that she was differentiating 
instruction for the Student as needed, but also expected grade level work. 
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48. On December 19, 2014, the Student’s general education teacher emailed the 
Parent, stating that the Student had an emotional week.  The Student did well in the 
mornings, but by the afternoon had “meltdowns” over things like a paper touching his 
desk, another student not following a rule, or something being out of place.  The 
Student had been overwhelmed and exhausted that day.  The teacher stated that 
the Student’s special education teacher would contact the Parent to provide more 
information. 

49. The District was on winter break from December 22, 2014 through January 2, 2015. 

50. On January 5, 2015, the District resumed school.  The District’s documentation 
shows that on January 5, 2015, the Student’s CICO daily behavior chart was 
changed to measure the Student’s behavior in the following areas: 
• Showing Respect – entered quiet, expected tone and kind conversations, wait quietly. 
• Solving Problems – choose best learning materials and spot. 
• Decisions – stayed in seat, stayed on task, complete work and turned it in. 

51. On January 7, 2015, the Student received a disciplinary referral for being disruptive.  
As a result, the Student’s general education teacher conferenced with the Student. 
According to the Parent’s complaint, she was not informed of the incident. 

52. On January 9, 2015, the Student’s general education teacher emailed the Parent, 
stating that she was working with the school counselor to track the Student’s 
behavior through the computer program and would be able to email the Parent on a 
daily basis about the Student’s behavior when the computer program was 
completed.  The teacher also stated that the Student had adjusted to a new seating 
arrangement and was doing some reading and writing work, but still was not up to 
grade level expectations.  The teacher was allowing the Student to use a word 
processing machine for writing.  The Student was still working on his goal of entering 
rooms quietly.  Additionally, he was now holding up a sign to get the teacher’s 
attention, which was an improvement over voicing his requests, but could still be 
disruptive. 

53. On January 12, 2015, the Student’s general education teacher emailed the Parent, 
informing her that the computer program to track the Student’s behavior had been 
set up.  In response, the Parent asked the teacher to clarify if the Student’s daily 
behavior would still be tracked on his CICO daily behavior chart so the Student could 
have feedback about his behavior.  The teacher later responded that the Student’s 
behavior would still be tracked using the CICO daily behavior chart, and would also 
be tracked using the computer program. 

54. On January 13, 2015, the Student received a disciplinary referral for being 
disruptive.  According to the Parent’s complaint, she was not informed of the incident 
on January 13, 2015.  On January 14, 2015, the Student received another 
disciplinary referral for being disrespectful.  As a result of both incidents, the 
Student’s general education teacher conferenced with the Student. 
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55. On January 14, 2015, the Student’s general education teacher emailed the Parent a 
copy of the new behavior scoring plan that would be used with the computer 
program.  The teacher stated that she would be updating the Student’s CICO daily 
behavior chart to align with the areas that the computer program would measure.  
The Parent began receiving updates about the Student’s behavior on January 14, 
2015. 

56. On January 16, 2015, the Student’s special education teacher emailed the Parent, 
stating that the Student’s records were ready for the Parent to pick up.  The 
documentation did not include copies of the Student’s CICO daily behavior charts. 

57. On January 21, 2015, the Student received a disciplinary referral for being 
disrespectful and disruptive.  As a result, the Student’s general education teacher 
conferenced with the Student.  On January 22, 2015, the Student received another 
disciplinary referral for being disrespectful.  As a result, the Student spent time in the 
school office. 

58. On January 22, 2015, school staff members met to discuss the Student’s behavior. 
Also that day, the Student’s general education teacher emailed the Parent, stating 
that the Student’s CICO daily behavior chart was not in alignment with the behavior 
being tracked by the computer program, and that she was working to address the 
issue.  The District’s documentation shows the Student’s CICO daily behavior chart 
was not changed prior to the Parent filing this citizen complaint on January 28, 2015. 

59. The District’s documentation shows the Student’s CICO daily behavior chart was 
completed 15 out of 16 school days from January 5 through January 28, 2015, when 
the Parent filed this complaint. 

60. On February 11, 2015, the District provided the Parent copies of the Student’s CICO 
daily behavior charts. 

CONCLUSIONS 

Issue 1:  IEP Development – 
Reading Services – The Student’s October 2013 IEP, which was in place at the 
beginning of the 2014-2015 school year, provided for 200 minutes per week of reading 
services to be provided in a special education setting by a paraeducator.  However, the 
documentation shows that at the beginning of the 2014-2015 school year, the District 
changed the Student’s placement to a general education setting where he was provided 
reading services from his general education teacher.  This seems to be more consistent 
with the District’s adoption of a particular service model such as Response to 
Intervention (RTI) than it is reflective of a Student’s needs as identified in an IEP.  In 
fact, the escalation of behavioral incidents during the 2014-2015 school may be 
reflective that Tier 2 interventions are not appropriate for the Student.  After an annual 
IEP meeting, the parents 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, or the IEP team can meet to amend an IEP.  Here, the District failed 
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to follow procedures for amending the Student’s IEP when it failed to include the Parent 
in the decision to change the Student’s services and to document such a change 
through an IEP amendment.  If the District believed that the Student’s educational 
needs warranted a change in placement, the District should have contacted the Parent 
at the beginning of the school year to discuss the changes or waited until the Student’s 
annual IEP team met in early October 2014 to change the Student’s placement. 

Consideration of the Student’s Behavior – In developing a student’s IEP, the IEP 
team must consider the use of positive behavioral interventions and supports and other 
strategies to address the student’s behavior.  While the District’s documentation 
included a behavioral intervention plan (BIP), its documentation regarding the 
development of the Student’s BIP is unclear and does not show that the Student’s BIP 
was ever completed.  The date indicated on the Student’s BIP suggests it was 
developed at the Student’s October 1, 2014 IEP meeting.  However, the BIP is not 
specifically referenced in the IEP, and the Parent contends that she did not participate 
in any meeting to develop the BIP.  Further, the District’s documentation shows that 
school staff met on two occasions after the October 1, 2014 IEP meeting to “revise” the 
BIP without the Parent’s participation, and the District admits that a third meeting, which 
was to include the Parent, never occurred.  It is also unclear if the observations of the 
Student, which occurred on December 3 and 5, 2014, were meant to be part of a formal 
functional behavior assessment (FBA) or simply information to assist the IEP team in 
developing a BIP for the Student.  Regardless, the District’s documentation does not 
show that the recommendations made by the District’s structured learning coordinator 
were ever incorporated into the Student’s BIP. 

Measurable Annual Goals – An IEP must include measurable annual academic and 
functional goals designed to meet the student’s needs resulting from his disability.  The 
communication goal in the Student’s October 2014 IEP, which was the exact same goal 
included in his prior October 2013 IEP, states: The Student “will use have 95% 
intelligible in his automatic conversational speech.”  The communication goal is not 
measureable, and it is worded in a manner that is unclear to any reader.  The goal does 
not contain baseline data, nor is there any information in the IEP present levels of a 
performance regarding communication to indicate how often the Student was intelligible 
in his automatic conversational speech.  Given that the Student had supposedly been 
working toward this same goal during the prior 2013-2014 school year, the District 
should have had more than enough progress data to describe how often the Student 
was intelligible in his automatic conversational speech.  While the Student’s 
communication goal did include benchmarks/short-term objectives to support the goal, 
which provided some clarity about what communication skills the Student was actually 
working on, an annual goal must in itself, be measurable and should be understandable 
to both District staff and the Parent.  Further, while it may be appropriate in some cases 
for an IEP team to continue to include an annual IEP goal in a student’s IEP for more 
than one year, there is no documentation to show the IEP team meaningfully 
considered the Student’s progress toward his communication goal in determining 
whether it was appropriate to include the goal in the Student’s IEP a second time. 
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The behavior goal in the Student’s October 2014, which is the exact same goal included 
in his October 2013 IEP, stated: 

The Student will increase his positive and productive school behaviors by 1) 
identifying and stating his feelings in an expected manner, 2) asking for help, 
attention, or a break in an expected manner, 3) acknowledge the feelings and/or 
expectations of others in a given circumstance, and 4) modifying his behavior 
based on the feelings and/or expectations of others in a given circumstance from 
1 out of 4 opportunities to 3 out of 4 opportunities based on student and teacher 
behavior checklist data. 

While the behavior goal is stated in measurable terms, the IEP does not define what is 
meant by “positive and productive expected behaviors” or “expected manner” so it is 
unclear what behaviors the Student is expected to exhibit in order to make progress 
toward the goal.  Additionally, the goal asks the Student to “modify his behavior based 
on the feelings and/or expectations of others” which cannot accurately be measured 
because it subject to the behavior of others.  Further, while the goal includes baseline 
data implying that the Student is using the identified “behaviors” on one out four 
opportunities, the baseline data is inconsistent with the progress reporting for the 
Student’s October 2013 behavior goal (the same goal), which shows that the Student 
was using some of the identified “behaviors” on two out of four or three out of four 
opportunities.  As with the Student’s communication goal, there is no documentation to 
show the IEP team meaningfully considered the Student’s progress toward his behavior 
goal in determining whether it was appropriate to include the goal in the Student’s IEP 
for a second year. 

Prior Written Notice – The District’s documentation shows the District failed to provide 
the Parent prior written notice after the October 1, 2014 IEP meeting, documenting the 
decisions made by the IEP team in regard to the Student’s IEP.  Instead, the District 
provided the Parent a misdated prior written notice before the October 1, 2014 meeting 
took place, which indicated that a meeting would take place. 

Issue 2:  Progress Reporting – The District failed to provide the Parent with progress 
reporting toward the Student’s annual goals in November 2014 when the District’s 
elementary fall trimester ended.  While the District contends that the Parent was 
provided information about the Student’s progress through email correspondences, 
meetings with the Student’s teachers, and through the Student’s CICO daily behavior 
chart, this does not relieve the District of its obligation to provide the Parent with 
progress reporting toward the Student’s annual goals in the manner stated in the IEP.  
In this case, on a trimester basis.  Additionally, the Student’s CICO daily behavior chart, 
which has been used to measure the Student’s progress toward his annual behavior 
goal for almost two school years, does not align with the behavior skills the Student is 
working on to meet his IEP behavior goal.  If the District plans to use a daily behavior 
chart to measure the Student’s progress toward his behavior goal, the District needs to 
ensure that it is measuring the same behaviors addressed in the actual goal.  It is also 
noted that it is not sufficient for the District to only provide progress reporting regarding 
the Student’s benchmarks/short-term objectives.  The progress reporting must address 
the Student’s progress toward his annual IEP goals and must include sufficient 
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information to enable the Parent to be informed of the Student’s progress toward the 
annual IEP goals. 

CORRECTIVE ACTIONS 

On April 10, 2015, April 15, 2015, April 27, 2015, May 18, 2015, and June 5, 2015, 
the District will provide documentation to OSPI that the following corrective actions have 
been completed. 

STUDENT SPECIFIC: 
OSPI accepts the District’s proposed corrective action to hire an independent consultant 
with expertise in working with students with Autism to conduct a functional behavior 
assessment (FBA) of the Student.  In addition, the District will also conduct a 
comprehensive reevaluation of the Student, which will include assessments in the areas 
of reading, writing, communication, organizational skills, and any other area determined 
appropriate by the Student’s IEP team.  The FBA and other assessments will be 
completed by May 11, 2015. 

• By April 10, 2015, the District will provide OSPI and the Parent with at least three 
names and qualifications of individuals who are available to conduct the FBA within 
the required timeframe.  The qualified individual may not be employed by the 
District.  The District will also provide the Parent with a consent form for the 
reevaluation.  The consent form or accompanying documentation will specify the 
areas of assessment. 

• By April 14, 2015, the Parent will notify the District of her choice of evaluator from 
the list of proposed evaluators. 

• By April 15, 2015, the District will notify OSPI of the Parent’s decision and provide 
the name of the independent evaluator who will conduct the FBA.  By April 27, 
2015, the District will provide OSPI with a copy of the contract for the FBA.  The 
District will also provide a copy of the Parent’s consent for the reevaluation. 

• By May 11, 2015, the District will conduct a reevaluation of the Student, which will 
include assessments in the areas of reading, writing, communication, organizational 
skills, and any other area determined appropriate by the Student’s IEP team.  Also 
by May 11, 2015, the independent consultant will conduct an FBA of the Student. 

• By May 15, 2015, the District will hold an IEP meeting to review the results of the 
Student’s reevaluation and FBA.  The IEP team will then develop a new IEP for the 
Student, which contains measurable annual goals, and develop a BIP for the 
Student.  By May 18, 2015, the District will submit a 1) a copy of any meeting 
invitations; 2) a copy of the evaluation report; 3) a copy of the FBA; 4) a copy of the 
new IEP; 5) a copy of the BIP and any related documents; and, 6) a copy of any 
related prior written notices. 
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DISTRICT SPECIFIC: 
OSPI accepts the District’s proposed corrective action of providing training for all 
certificated special education teachers, school psychologists, and school counselors. 
The training will also include all other District educational staff associates (ESAs).  The 
training will address 1) parent participation in meetings; 2) IEP development, including 
consideration of special factors addressed in WAC 392-172A-03110(2); 3) writing 
measurable annual goals; 4) the requirements for prior written notice; and, 5) progress 
reporting.  The trainer will not be an employee of the District.  The training will also 
include examples. 

By April 10, 2015, the District will notify OSPI of the name of the outside trainer, and 
provide documentation that is has provided the trainer with a copy of this complaint 
decision for use in preparing training materials.  By April 27, 2015, the District will 
submit a draft of the outside trainer’s training materials to OSPI for review.  OSPI will 
approve the materials or provide comments by May 8, 2015 and additional dates for 
review, if needed.  By June 5, 2015, the District will submit documentation that staff 
participated in the training.  This will include a roster of all staff who should have 
attended the training and a sign-in sheet so OSPI can verify that staff participated in the 
training.  If any of the staff are unable to participate, the District will contract with the 
trainer for a follow-up session within the required timeframe. 

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

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

RECOMMENDATIONS 

In her complaint, the Parent asked that portions of the Student’s educational records be 
amended.  It is recommended the District provide the Parent with information about the 
District’s procedures for amending records.  It is also recommended the District review 
WAC 392-172A-03090 regarding when annual goals must contain benchmarks or short-
term objectives. 

Dated this ____ day of March, 2015 

Douglas H. Gill, Ed. D. 
Assistant Superintendent 
Special Education 
PO BOX 47200 
Olympia, WA 98504-7200 
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THIS WRITTEN DECISION CONCLUDES OSPI’S INVESTIGATION OF THIS 
COMPLAINT 

IDEA provides mechanisms for resolution of disputes affecting the rights of special 
education students.  This decision may not be appealed.  However, parents (or adult 
students) and school districts may raise any matter addressed in this decision that 
pertains to the identification, evaluation, placement, or provision of FAPE to a student in 
a due process hearing.  Decisions issued in due process hearings may be appealed.  
Statutes of limitations apply to due process hearings.  Parties should consult legal 
counsel for more information about filing a due process hearing.  Parents (or adult 
students) and districts may also use the mediation process to resolve disputes.  The 
state regulations addressing mediation and due process hearings are found at WAC 
392-172A-05060 through 05075 (mediation) and WAC 392-172A-05080 through 05125 
(due process hearings.) 
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