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SPECIAL EDUCATION CITIZEN COMPLAINT (SECC) NO.  15-20 

PROCEDURAL HISTORY 

On March 24, 2015, the Office of Superintendent of Public Instruction (OSPI) received a 
Special Education Citizen Complaint from the guardian (Parent) of a student (Student) 
attending the Seattle School District (District).  The Parent alleged that the District 
violated the Individuals with Disabilities Education Act (IDEA), or a regulation 
implementing the IDEA, with regard to the Student’s education. 

On March 25, 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 April 16, 2015, 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 
he had that was inconsistent with the District’s information.  The Parent did not provide 
a reply. 

On May 15, 2015, OSPI asked the District to provide additional information.  On May 
15, 2015, OSPI received the requested information from the District and forwarded it the 
Parent on May 18, 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 high school and was 
eligible to receive special education and related services under the category of other 
health impairment.  In January 2015, the Student stopped attending her special 
education class due to some concerns with her special education teachers.  In 
response, the District investigated the Student’s concerns to determine if the concerns 
were related to harassment, intimidation, or bullying and determined that the Student’s 
concerns were not of that nature.  After the investigation, the District asked to schedule 
a meeting with the Parent, the Student, and her special education teachers in an 
attempt to resolve the Student’s concerns.  In March 2015, the Student met with school 
staff to discuss her concerns, and she expressed wanting to attend a special education 
class that contained fewer students.  Based on the Student’s request, the District 
agreed that the Student would be moved to another special education class with fewer 
students. 

The Parent alleged that the District failed to follow procedures for scheduling the 
Student’s IEP meeting in March 2015, and failed to follow procedures for amending the 
Student’s IEP in March 2015.  The District denied the allegations. 



(Citizen Complaint No. 15-20) Page 2 of 11 

ISSUES 

1. Did the District follow procedures for scheduling the Student’s individualized 
education program (IEP) meeting in March 2015? 

2. Did the District follow procedures for amending the Student’s IEP in March 2015? 

LEGAL STANDARDS 

Invitations to Meetings: A district must ensure that parents are given an opportunity to 
attend and/or otherwise afforded an opportunity to participate at each IEP meeting, 
including notifying them of the meeting early enough to ensure they can attend and 
scheduling the meeting at a mutually agreed on time and place.  The IEP invitation 
should include the purpose, time, and location of the meeting; indicate who will be in 
attendance; and inform the parents of the provisions relating to participation by other 
individuals on the IEP team who have knowledge or special expertise about the student.  
An IEP invitation need not be in writing; however, the district must keep adequate 
documentation to show that all the components were included in the invitation.  34 CFR 
§300.322 and 300.328; WAC 392-172A-03100. 

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. 

Change of Placement: The term "change" in "educational placement" is not defined in 
the IDEA.  In determining whether a "change in educational placement" has occurred, 
the public agency responsible for educating the child must determine whether the 
proposed change would substantially or materially alter the child's educational program. 
In making such a determination, the effect of the change in location on the following 
factors must be examined: whether the educational program set out in the child's IEP 
has been revised; whether the child will be able to be educated with nondisabled 
children to the same extent; whether the child will have the same opportunities to 
participate in nonacademic and extracurricular services; and whether the new 
placement option is the same option on the continuum of alternative placements. If this 
inquiry leads to the conclusion that a substantial or material change in the child's 
educational program has occurred, the public agency must provide prior written notice.  
Letter to Fisher, 21 IDELR 992 (OSEP 1994). 

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 
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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. 

FINDINGS OF FACT 

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

2. The Student’s individualized education program (IEP) in place at the beginning of 
the 2014-2015 school year was finalized on October 25, 2013, and amended on 
January 22, 2014.  The amended IEP contained annual goals in behavior, math, 
study/organization skills, reading, and writing.  The specially designed instruction for 
those annual goals was to be delivered by a special education teacher in a special 
education setting. 

3. The District’s 2014-2015 school year began on September 3, 2014.  The Student’s 
class schedule for the first semester was as follows: 

• Period 1 – Late arrival 
• Period 2 – Unassigned 
• Period 3 – Physical Education (general education setting) 
• Period 4 – Drama (general education setting) 
• Period 5 – Learning Lab (special education setting) 
• Period 6 – Human Development (general education setting) 

4. Based on the District’s documentation, the Student’s learning lab class was co-
taught by two special education teachers, special education teacher 1 and special 
education teacher 2.  Special education teacher 1 also acted as the Student’s IEP 
case manager. 

5. In November 2014, the District completed a reevaluation of the Student.  The 
Student’s evaluation group determined that the Student continued to be eligible for 
special education under the category of other health impaired.  The evaluation report 
recommended that the Student receive services in the areas of math, reading, 
writing, study/organizational skills, social/behavior, and communication. 

6. On December 4, 2014, the Student’s IEP team met to develop the Student’s annual 
IEP.  The IEP contained annual goals in math, reading, writing, study/organizational 
skills, social/behavior, and communication.  The IEP provided for specially designed 
instruction in the areas of math, reading, writing, study/organizational skills, and 
social/behavior to be delivered by a special education teacher in a special education 
setting.  The IEP also provided for both specially designed instruction and related 
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services in the area of communication to be delivered by a speech language 
pathologist (SLP) in a special education setting. 

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

8. On January 9, 14, and 15, 2015, the Student did not attend her special education 
learning lab class.  On January 15, 2015, special education teacher 1 emailed the 
Parent, notifying the Parent that the Student had not been in the learning lab class 
on January 14 or 15, 2015.  The teacher stated that he hoped the Student would 
attend the learning lab class the next day. 

9. Also on January 15, 2015, the Parent responded to the special education teacher 1’s 
email, stating that he had spoken to the Student about attending the learning lab 
class and that something the teachers were “doing and/or the way you guys are 
treating her is causing her to become extremely uncomfortable and causing her to 
become anxious to the point where she cannot attend your class.”  The Parent 
stated that he was not going to “force, coerce, or cajole her into being stuck in a 
room with two adult males that make her feel uncomfortable and cause her to have 
panic attacks, especially when [the Parent had] very little trust or faith in those same 
men.”   The Parent further stated: 

The emotional state of all students matter and are your responsibility when those 
students are in your care, this is especially true of students with disabilities.  You and 
your staff simply do not take that responsibility seriously.  Whether this is from 
inability, a lack of knowledge and understanding or simply callousness on your part I 
cannot speculate.  Regardless of the cause of your inattention to this important 
matter the negative effects are real and potentially long term harmful effects so I 
have advised [the Student] not [to] attend her 5th period learning lab class anymore. 

Please understand this is not a refusal of services but simply a last ditch effort to 
remedy a situation that you and the rest of the IEP team have stubbornly refused to 
acknowledge and deal with.  [The Student] wants to continue the speech and 
language therapy with the [SLP] for certain. 

I am asking that neither you [special education teacher 1] or [special education 
teacher 2] confront [the Student] on this matter, make any off hand comments about 
it to her or otherwise try to convince or cajole her into attending your learning lab 
class.  [The Student] is uncomfortable speaking with you. 

10. On January 16, 2015, the high school assistant principal who had been forwarded a 
copy of the Parent’s email responded to the Parent.  The assistant principal stated 
that the Parent had raised serious concerns and that the high school “took claims of 
this matter seriously.”  As such, the high school needed to follow the District’s policy 
regarding bullying, intimidation, and harassment and investigate the Parent’s claims 
to make sure the school had the facts from all parties involved.  The assistant 
principal recommended that the Parent and school staff meet to try to resolve any of 
the Parent’s concerns and offered to arrange for a facilitator to attend the meeting.  
The assistant principal stated that the other option would be for her to meet with the 
Student, and ask the Student to write a statement about her experiences in the 
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learning lab class that have caused her to react in the way the Parent described in 
his email.  From there, the District would “make a determination as to what/if any 
next steps would be required.”  The assistant principal also asked that the Parent 
clarify his statement of “please understand this is not a refusal of services but simply 
a last ditch effort to remedy a situation that you and the rest of the IEP team have 
stubbornly refused to acknowledge and deal with,” as the assistant principal was 
unsure what the IEP team had refused to acknowledge.  The assistant principal 
further stated that given the Parent’s concerns, it would be best for the Student to 
meet with the SLP in a more “public space” such as the school library, as the 
Student and the SLP had previously been meeting in the Student’s learning lab 
class.  Additionally, the assistant principal included a link to the District’s bullying, 
intimidation, and harassment policy, and later sent the Parent a copy of the policy on 
January 20, 2015. 

11. The Student did not attend her 5th period learning lab class on January 16, 2015.  
The District did not have school on January 19, 2015.  The Student was absent from 
her learning lab class on January 20-23, 2015. 

12. On January 20, 2015, the assistant principal emailed the Parent, stating that after 
consulting with the District’s human resources department earlier that morning, it 
was decided that the high school’s administration would investigate the Parent’s 
claim at the building level.  The investigation would include interviewing both of the 
teachers named in the Parent’s complaint, as well as interviewing the Student, and 
possibly other students in the learning lab class regarding their experiences and if 
they witnessed any potential bullying, harassment, or intimidation violations.  The 
assistant principal planned to speak to the Student on January 22, 2015 and stated 
that when she spoke with the Student, another administrator or member of the high 
school’s security team would be present.  Depending on the conversation with the 
Student, the assistant principal might also ask the Student to write a written 
statement.  The assistant principal stated that if the Parent had questions, he could 
email or call her before January 22, 2015. 

13. On January 21, 2015, the Parent responded to the assistant principal’s email, 
confirming that he received the policy the assistant principal sent on January 20, 
2015, but stated that he had not had a chance to review it.  The Parent also stated 
that he was “uncertain of the wisdom of the path the District has taken on this matter 
as well as your ability to be objective in any investigation into this matter as you are 
one of the team members on [the Student’s] IEP team that have routinely and 
repeatedly over the past couple years refused mine and [the Student’s] request for 
[the Student] to move to another IEP case manager and learning lab teacher.”  The 
Parent further stated that he “strongly objected” to the assistant principal questioning 
the Student about the matter at that time.  Additionally, the Parent stated that the 
Student was “not attending her learning lab class at the moment, which seems to 
have eased the worst of her anxiety symptoms, and I am confident enough that [the 
Student] is making constructive use of her time while not in 5th period this is not a 
high priority for me this week.” 
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14. In response, the assistant principal asked the Parent to clarify what he meant by 
“this is not a high priority for me this week.”  The assistant principal was unsure if the 
Parent meant the informal complaint the Parent sent to special education teacher 1 
was not a high priority, or having the complaint investigated and resolved was not a 
high priority.  The assistant principal stated that she understood the Parent had 
instructed the Student not to attend her learning lab class, but the school’s position 
was that there was complaint “on the table” and the District had a strict policy around 
how to address concerns/complaints of this nature.  While the Student’s anxiety may 
have lessened since she stopped attending class, this did not “take away” the 
Parent’s claim or “any possible path to resolution which is the school’s first priority.”  
The assistant principal stated that she needed clarification before she could 
proceed, and asked if the Parent wished to rescind the informal complaint he sent to 
special education teacher 1.  If the Parent wished to rescind, he needed to rescind 
the complaint in writing.  If the Parent did not wish to rescind his complaint, the 
District would begin investigating as soon as possible because “it is a very high 
priority for us.” 

15. The Student was absent from her 5th period learning class on January 26 and 28, 
2015. 

16. On January 29, 2015, the Student’s IEP team met to amend the Student’s IEP.  The 
IEP team discussed the statewide testing and graduation requirements for the 
Student, and agreed the Student would be enrolled in a collection of evidence 
course to address these requirements.  The IEP team also changed the course of 
study in the Student’s transition plan, changed the Student’s social/behavior goal, 
and modified the Student’s accommodations.  Additionally, the IEP service matrix 
was changed to more accurately reflect the amount of time the Student spent in a 
special education setting.  The IEP team also discussed the Parent’s request that 
the Student be enrolled in a private placement for all or part of her school day, as 
well as the Parent’s additional request that the Student receive her specially 
designed instruction in a general education setting.  The team decided that the 
Student should continue to receive her specially designed instruction in a special 
education learning lab class. 

17. Later on January 29, 2015, the Parent emailed the assistant principal and granted 
permission for the assistant principal to speak to the Student as part of the complaint 
investigation. 

18. The District did not have school on January 30, 2015. 

19. On February 2, 2015, the District’s second semester began.  The Student’s class 
schedule for the second semester was as follows: 

• Period 1 – Late arrival 
• Period 2 – Health (general education setting) 
• Period 3 – Collection of Evidence (general education setting) 
• Period 4 – Civics (general education setting) 
• Period 5 – Learning Lab (special education setting) 
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• Period 6 – Art (general education setting) 

20. The Student was absent from her 5th period learning lab class on February 2 and 3, 
2015.  On February 3, 2015, special education teacher 1 emailed the Parent, stating 
that the Student had not attended learning lab class that day.  The teacher stated 
that based on the agreement with the Parent at the January 29, 2015 IEP meeting, 
the Student would attend her 5th period class.  The Student continued to be absent 
from her learning lab class the remainder of the school week from February 4-6, 
2015. 

21. Also on February 3, 2015, the assistant principal, along with a member of the high 
school security team, spoke with the Student about her concerns regarding the 
learning lab class.  The next day, the assistant principal emailed the Parent and 
relayed the information the Student had provided.  The assistant principal stated that 
the Student had provided the following examples when asked what made her feel 
uncomfortable in the learning lab class:   

• The Student had asked to get a drink of water and her request was denied. 
• The Student felt like she was singled out in class because special education teacher 

2 greeted her with a song, and did not greet other students this way.  The Student 
did not believe the song was negative, but did not like the attention caused by the 
greeting. 

The assistant principal and the Student discussed and agreed that if the Student 
requested that special education teacher 2 stop using the song, the teacher would 
likely stop using the song, and that would resolve the situation.  Additionally, the 
Student was unable to specify why she was uncomfortable with special education 
teacher 1.  The Student did confirm it was “nothing sexual in nature,” and stated that 
she could take direction from special education teacher 1, and allowed him to teach 
her.  The assistant principal stated that at that time, she did “not see any correlation 
between [the Student’s] discomfort and the District’s definition of bully, intimidation, 
or harassment.”  The assistant principal had also asked the Student how she would 
like to see the situation resolved and the Student had suggested moving to another 
special education teacher’s (special education teacher 3) learning lab class.  The 
assistant principal stated that she needed to further discuss the situation with school 
staff before she looked at “next steps.”  In the meantime, the Student was still not 
attending her 5th period class, and the assistant principal was under the impression 
that the Student was going to begin attending the class on February 2, 2015. 

22. The Student was still absent from her 5th period learning lab class February 9-13, 
2015.  On February 13, 2015, special education teacher 1 emailed the Parent that 
the Student had not attended the learning lab class that week. 

23. On February 17, 2015, the assistant principal emailed the Parent, stating that the 
Parent had not responded to her February 4, 2015 email.  Since February 4, the 
“school team” had discussed the Student’s situation, and determined that per the 
high school’s “teacher change/request policy” in the student handbook, the school 
would not consider changing the Student’s learning lab teacher until “we have a sit-
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down” with special education teacher 1 and special education teacher 2 to try and 
“mediate the situation, resolve it, and/or make a new plan.”  The assistant principal 
stated that this was the precedent that had been set for such situations in the past, 
and the high school needed to be consistent.  The assistant principal then asked that 
the Parent let her know when the Parent and the Student were available to meet 
with special education teacher 1 and special education teacher 2.  The assistant 
principal also stated that in the meantime, it would be helpful to understand why the 
Student was not attending her learning lab class, as it was agreed upon at the 
January 29, 2015 IEP meeting that the Parent would “push” the Student to attend 
the 5th period learning lab class.  The assistant principal also asked if something had 
changed since the IEP teams’ discussion at the meeting. 

24. The District did not have school on February 16 or 17, 2015.  The Student was again 
absent from her 5th period learning lab class February 18-20, 2015. 

25. On February 21, 2015, the Parent responded to the assistant principal’s February 
17th email, stating that he had not agreed to “push” the Student to attend a learning 
lab class taught by special education teacher 1, which the assistant principal and the 
rest of the IEP team had enrolled the Student in despite both the Student and the 
Parent’s “repeated and multi-year objections and requests that she not be enrolled in 
the class.”  The Parent had agreed to allow the assistant principal to speak with the 
Student about why she was not attending the learning lab class so that the assistant 
principal could “finish [her] misguided and ill-advised informal [harassment, 
intimidation, and bullying] investigation but agreed to nothing further.”  The Parent 
believed the assistant principal’s “sudden need to follow a policy written into a 
student handbook is frankly disingenuous as we have been requesting this change 
since at least the beginning of [the Student’s] junior year and this is the first time it 
had come up.”  The Parent also believed following the policy ran “counter to the 
information and advice that [the District regional special education supervisor] gave 
special education teacher 1 through email when it first came up.”  The Parent 
believed the assistant principal’s stated need to follow “some sort of precedent and 
be consistent” was false.  The Parent believed the Student could have been 
assigned another learning lab teacher at any time after they had made request for a 
new teacher, but that the Student’s IEP team had “stubbornly refused to make a 
switch time and time again.” 

26. On February 23, 2015, the assistant principal responded to the Parent’s email, 
stating that before any further decisions were made regarding changing the 
Student’s teacher, it was important that a meeting take place with special education 
teacher 1 and special education teacher 2 as per the high school’s policy.  The 
Parent was invited to be part of the meeting or that staff could just speak with the 
Student if the Parent wanted.  The assistant principal stated that after having spoken 
to the teachers and the Student, it was clear to the assistant principal that they were 
not all on the “same page” and it was the “school’s policy in these types of situations 
to attempt to mediate any conflict or misunderstanding first before considering a 
schedule change.”  The assistant principal also stated that this was not a new 
practice, or one the school followed from time to time when a conflict with a teacher 
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arose.  The policy helped the teacher(s) to receive potentially important feedback 
about their practices directly from students, and provided students the opportunity to 
self-advocate.  The assistant principal believed that no one would benefit from just 
walking away from the situation without some type of closure or agreement about 
next steps, and that based on the outcome of the meeting, the feedback from all 
involved would allow “us” to make an informed decision about how to best move 
forward regarding the Student’s schedule. 

27. The Student was absent from her 5th period learning lab class on February 23 and 
February 25-27, 2015.  The District’s documentation does not reflect whether the 
Student was absent from the learning lab class on February 24, 2015. 

28. On March 3, 2014, the Parent emailed the assistant principal, stating that he was 
revoking consent for the high school to provide the Student specially designed 
instruction in her learning lab class. 

29. On March 5, 2015, the assistant principal responded to the Parent’s email, asking 
that the Parent clarify his earlier statement.  The assistant principal asked if the 
Parent wanted to: A) only revoke the special education services that the Student 
received in her learning lab class, and instead have the Student receive the services 
in a different non-learning lab class; or B) whether the Parent wanted to revoke all 
special education services for the Student.  The assistant principal stated that the 
District would consider the Student’s IEP to be in effect until the Parent clarified what 
he was asking for, and the District could determine the appropriate course of action 
to proceed.  In response, the Parent indicated that option A was what he meant by 
his earlier statement. 

30. On March 6, 2015, the assistant principal emailed the Parent, thanking him for 
clarifying his request that the Student receive specially designed instruction in a non-
learning lab class.  The assistant principal then stated that the Student’s IEP team 
was aware of this repeated request, and had most recently discussed this request at 
the January 29, 2015 IEP meeting.  At that time, the IEP team “felt” that the Student 
was best served in a learning lab class.  However, if the Parent had new or 
additional information to share regarding this request that might impact the IEP 
team’s decision, the IEP team should be reconvened to revisit the topic.  The 
assistant principal also stated that the Student was choosing not to attend her 
learning lab class, and that after speaking to the Student and her special education 
teachers, the assistant principal felt that a “sit-down” meeting with the teachers and 
the Student was in order.  The assistant principal’s goal for the meeting was that any 
miscommunication, misunderstanding, or mistrust could be resolved.  The assistant 
principal again stated that per school policy, the meeting was needed before a 
change in the Student’s schedule could occur.  If after the meeting, it did not seem 
that the Student and the teachers could find a “common ground or agree to a fresh 
start,” the assistant principal was open to moving the Student to a different learning 
lab class.  The assistant principal asked that the Parent let her know if he planned to 
be part of the meeting, and to provide times he was available to meet.  If the Parent 
did not plan to attend the meeting in person, he could participate by phone.  The 
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assistant principal wanted to resolve the situation as soon as possible and asked the 
Parent to respond. 

31. The Student was absent from her 5th period learning lab class on March 4-6, 2015.  
The District’s documentation does not reflect whether the Student was absent from 
the learning lab class on March 2 and 3, 2015.  The Student was also absent from 
her learning lab class March 9-10 and 13, 2015.  The District’s documentation does 
not reflect whether the Student was absent from the learning lab class on March 11-
12, 2015. 

32. On March 13, 2015, the assistant principal met with the Student, special education 
teacher 1, and the Student’s SLP.  After the meeting, the assistant principal emailed 
the Parent, stating that “overall, it felt that the outcome of the meeting was very 
positive.  Our sense was that [the Student] felt the same.”  The Student shared her 
concerns and the special education teacher apologized for any misunderstandings 
that may have caused the Student “not to feel motivated to come to class.”  The 
Student accepted the teacher’s apology.  The Student also shared that she believed 
she would be more successful in a learning lab class with fewer students, and one 
where she would not be “nagged or called out.”  The Student had also expressed 
that she may need breaks to help lower her stress level.  In response, the assistant 
principal had proposed moving the Student to another 5th period learning lab class, 
taught by special education teacher 4, which currently had only three other students, 
and the Student had seemed “pleased” with the proposal.  Attached to the assistant 
principal’s email was a prior written notice, which reiterated much of what the 
assistant principal had stated in her email.  The prior written notice also stated that 
the Student had agreed to have the Parent sign a change of schedule form and 
return the form on March 16, 2015.  In response, the Parent thanked the assistant 
principal for the email. 

33. On March 16, 2015, the Student began attending special education teacher 4’s 5th 
period learning lab class. 

34. On March 24, 2015, the Parent filed this citizen complaint. 

CONCLUSIONS 

Issue 1:  March 2015 IEP Meeting – Based on the documentation, an IEP meeting did 
not occur in March 2015.  The meeting that occurred on March 13, 2015 was instead a 
meeting between the assistant principal, special education teacher 1, and the Student, 
with the purpose of resolving the concerns the Student had about her special education 
learning lab class. 

Issue 2: Procedures for Amending the Student’s IEP – The documentation shows 
that the Student’s IEP was not amended in March 2015.  While the location of the 
Student’s special education learning lab class was changed from one special education 
classroom to another special education classroom, this did not change the Student’s 
provision of services or the setting in which the Student received the services.  Although 
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the District chose to send the Parent prior written notice regarding the change in the 
Student’s special education teacher and the location of the Student’s learning lab class, 
the District was not required to do so, as no change was made to the Student’s IEP or 
educational placement. 

CORRECTIVE ACTIONS 

STUDENT SPECIFIC: 
NONE 

DISTRICT SPECIFIC: 
NONE 

Dated this ____ day of May, 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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