
(Citizen Complaint No. 15-38) Page 1 of 12 

SPECIAL EDUCATION CITIZEN COMPLAINT (SECC) NO.  15-38 

PROCEDURAL HISTORY 

On June 12, 2015, the Office of Superintendent of Public Instruction (OSPI) received a 
Special Education Citizen Complaint from a representative (Complainant) for a parent 
(Parent) of a student (Student) attending the Yelm School District (District).  The 
Complainant 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 June 12, 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 June 30, 2015, OSPI received the District’s response to the complaint and 
forwarded it to the Complainant on the same day.  The Complainant was invited to reply 
with any information she had that was inconsistent with the District’s information. 

On July 14, 2015, OSPI received the Complainant’s reply.  The information was 
forwarded to the District on the same day. 

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

OVERVIEW 

During the 2014-2015 school year, the Student attended eighth grade in a District 
middle school.  The Student was eligible for special education services under the autism 
category, and received special education services in a self-contained setting.  According 
to the Student’s individualized education program (IEP) in effect during the 2014-2015 
school year, the Student was to use an assistive technology device to increase her 
opportunities to communicate and for scheduling purposes.  The Student’s opportunities 
to participate with non-disabled peers were during lunch, school assemblies, and field 
trips.  The Student’s IEP also included transportation as a related service.  The 
Complainant alleged that the District failed to provide the Student with her assistive 
technology services, failed to allow the Student to eat lunch in the cafeteria with non-
disabled peers, and failed to provide the Student with a full day school program 
because of transportation scheduling issues.  In April 2015, the Complainant wrote to 
the District’s director of special services to address the above concerns on behalf of the 
Parent and the Student.  The Complainant requested that the District provide the Parent 
and Student with assistive technology training and provide the Student with 
compensatory services to address the Student’s loss of instructional minutes due to 
transportation issues, and failure to provide access to her non-disabled peers during 
lunch.  After investigating the issues raised in this complaint, the District agreed that the 
Student had not been participating in lunch in accordance with her IEP, and made 
arrangements to enable the Student to participate with her non-disabled peers during 
lunch.  The District also agreed that the Student was not receiving her assistive 
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technology services as addressed in her IEP, and agreed to provide the Parent and 
Student with assistive technology training.  Regarding the transportation concerns, the 
District stated that the variances in the bus schedule for the Student were minimal, and 
denied the Complainant’s request for compensatory services.  After receiving the 
District’s response, the Complainant filed this complaint.  The District admitted the 
allegations regarding assistive technology and the Student’s participation with non-
disabled peers during lunch. 

ISSUES 

1. Did the District follow procedures for providing the Student with the assistive 
technology services stated in her individualized education program (IEP) during the 
2014-2015 school year? 

2. Did the District follow procedures for implementing the Student’s IEP in the least 
restrictive environment (LRE) during the 2014-2015 school year? 

3. Did the District shorten the Student’s school day, from the hours of the regularly 
scheduled school day during the 2014-2015 school year, because of the 
transportation schedule? 

LEGAL STANDARDS 

IEP Implementation: At the beginning of each school year, each district must have in 
effect an individualized education program (IEP) for every student within its jurisdiction 
who is eligible to receive special education services.  A school district must develop a 
student’s IEP in compliance with the procedural requirements of the IDEA and state 
regulations.  It must also ensure it provides all services in a student’s IEP, consistent 
with the student’s needs as described in that IEP.  The IEP must be implemented as 
soon as possible after it is developed.  34 CFR §300.320 through §300.328; WAC 392-
172A-03090 through 392-172A-03115. 

Least Restrictive Environment: School districts are required to establish and implement 
procedures that meet least restrictive environment (LRE) requirements.  Those 
procedures must ensure that special education and related services are provided in a 
student’s LRE which, to the maximum extent appropriate, should be in the general 
education environment with students who are nondisabled.  A student with a disability is 
to be placed separately from the general education environment only when, due to the 
nature or severity of her or his disability, the student cannot be satisfactorily educated in 
general classes with the use of supplementary aids and services.  34 CFR §300.114; 
WAC 392-172A-02050. 

Program Length: Students who receive special education should be allowed to 
participate in a district’s educational programs and services to the same extent as their 
non-disabled peers, consistent with their rights under IDEA, Section 504, and Title II of 
the Americans with Disabilities Act.  Any decision to limit or restrict their access and 
participation must be made by their IEP team, based solely on any adjustments 
necessary due to their medical condition and/or unique needs.  For example, the length 
of a special education student’s educational program should be at least as long as the 
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educational program provided to nondisabled students. See: 34 CFR § 300.114; WAC 
392-172A-02050. 

Compensatory Education: Compensatory education is an equitable, not legal, remedy.  
The length of the award is based on the student’s individual needs and circumstances 
and is not necessarily a day to day compensation for time missed.  A state educational 
agency is authorized to order compensatory education through the special education 
citizen complaint process.  Letter to Riffel 34 IDELR 292 (OSEP 2000).  A student with 
disabilities is entitled to only so much compensatory education as is required to provide 
FAPE.  Parents of Student W. v. Puyallup School District No. 3, 31 F.3d 1489, 21 
IDELR 723 (9th Cir. 1994).  Compensatory education is not an appropriate remedy for a 
purely procedural violation of the IDEA if a substantial violation does not also exist.  
Maine School Administrative District No. 35 v. Mr. and Mrs. R. ex rel. S.R., 38 IDELR 
151 (1st Cir. 2003). 

FINDINGS OF FACT 

1. During the 2014-2015 school year, the Student attended a District middle school and 
was eligible to receive special education and related services under the autism 
category.  The Student received her special education and related services in the 
District’s learning center, which is a self-contained setting. 

2. The District’s 2014-2105 school year started on September 2, 2014.  The Student’s 
middle school operated on the following schedule: 

Monday, Tuesday, Thursday and Friday:  7:30 a.m. – 2:00 pm 
Wednesday:  8:30 – 2:00 pm 

3. The Student’s individualized education program (IEP) in effect at the beginning of 
the 2014-2015 school year was developed on March 24, 2014.  Under the Student’s 
present levels of functional and educational performance for communication, the IEP 
team had recently discussed implementing an augmentative communication device 
throughout the Student’s school day to assist her with functional communication.  
The IEP contained two goals that addressed the Student’s use of assistive 
technology. 

• Pre-academic: “When provided with an iPad and a planner application, 
[Student] will increase her pre-academic skills from creating and maintaining 
a planner with 0% accuracy to 80% accuracy for 2 consecutive months.” 

• Adaptive: “When provided with a augmentative device app on her iPad, 
[Student] will increase her adaptive/self-help skills from currently asking 
making [sic] requests on 0/5 opportunities to making requests on 4/5 
opportunities on 3 consecutive weeks.” 

The Student’s March 2014 IEP also provided for transportation as a related service.  
The IEP team noted that the Student would participate with non-disabled students 
during after school activities, field trips, assemblies, and meals. 
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4. On October 21, 2014, the Complainant sent an email to the District’s director of 
special services on behalf of the Parent.  The Complainant said that the bus picked 
the Student up at 7:30am, and that the Student left her classroom at 1:40pm.  She 
then requested a copy of the Student’s daily schedule.  The District’s director of 
special services responded the same day that he would get back to the Complainant 
after looking into her concerns. 

5. Also on October 21, 2014, the District’s director of special services exchanged 
emails with the Student’s special education teacher regarding her bus schedule.  
The special education teacher stated that the class left for the bus at 1:55p.m.  The 
director asked why the students left for the bus at 1:55.  In response, the special 
education teacher said that the students left early to avoid the crowded hallways, 
and said that the bus drivers asked that the students be at the bus at 1:55pm. 

6. On October 22, 2014, the District director of special services sent an email to the 
Parent and the Complainant and stated that according to the information he 
obtained, the Student was scheduled to be dropped off at the middle school at 
7:20am.  The Student’s special education teacher left the classroom with the 
Student’s at 1:55pm to avoid over-stimulating some of the students due to crowded 
hallways when school was dismissed.  According to the information he had been 
provided, the director said the Student’s transportation was scheduled to leave the 
middle school at 2:06.  The District’s director of special services copied the District 
facilities director on the email. 

7. Also on October 22, 2014, after the District’s director of special services sent the 
email to the Parent and the Complainant, a District transportation dispatcher sent the 
director an email informing him that one of the bus drivers said that some students 
actually departed the school at 1:55pm.  The dispatcher followed up with an email to 
the director, stating that the driver reminded her that the District transportation office 
had asked for an early release for some students.  The District dispatcher stated that 
she thought the request was just for the first few days of school until schedules were 
completed.  Finally, the dispatcher stated that the director should let her know if they 
needed to change the current schedule.  The District director of special services 
responded by stating that the District needed to make sure that the affected students 
have full access to the scheduled school day.  He asked the dispatcher to inform him 
of any changes.  The District facilities director, who had been included on the earlier 
email to the Parent and Complainant, responded by email to the District’s director of 
special services, and asked if there was any follow-up required of him.  The District’s 
director of special services replied that he wasn’t sure if the information he had 
provided to the Parent was correct, and another staff member was checking on the 
actual pick-up time after school, which might be earlier than he originally stated in 
the email to the Parent and the Complainant.  The District’s director of special 
services then sent an additional email to the District’s transportation dispatcher, 
asking her to confirm the time the Student was being picked up.  The District’s 
transportation dispatcher said that her records showed 2:00pm, but she stated she 
would check with the driver.  The director told the dispatcher he had provided 
information he’d received from the dispatcher to the Parent, indicating that the 
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departure time from the middle school was 2:06, and stated he may need to correct 
the information if it was not accurate. 

8. On November 5, 2014, the Student’s special education teacher completed the 
Student’s report of progress towards her annual IEP goals.  According to the 
progress reporting for the Student’s two annual goals that addressed the Student’s 
use of her iPad, she was making sufficient progress for using the iPad and a planner 
application, and had mastered the annual IEP goal of using the iPad to make 
requests.  In the notes accompanying the progress report, the special education 
teacher noted that the Student was given a schedule on the iPad, but was not using 
it.  However, the teacher noted that the Student was making successful transitions 
without using the planner.  When addressing the use of the iPad to make requests, 
the special education teacher indicated that the Student was not using it, and was 
instead, making verbal requests. 

9. On January 23, 2015, the Student’s special education teacher again provided 
progress reporting.  The progress report towards the Student’s two annual IEP goals 
that addressed the use of assistive technology were the same as indicated in the 
November 5, 2014 IEP.  The only comment related to the use of the iPad was the 
same information provided in the November 5 IEP regarding the Student’s 
distraction when using the schedule on the iPad. 

10. On April 20, 2015, the Complainant sent the District director of special services an 
email on behalf of the Parent.  The Complainant said that the Parent was concerned 
that the District was not implementing the Student’s IEP.  The Complainant said that 
the Student’s middle school agreed to provide the Student with augmentative 
communication services, and other assistive technology services.  She noted that 
the applications were installed on the Student’s iPad, but she did not believe they 
were being used.  The Complainant said that when she and the Parent asked the 
Student’s special education teacher about the iPad, they were under the impression 
that the Student’s providers did not know how to use it because of lack of training.  
The Complainant then said that for the entire year, the Student was not being picked 
up from her home until 7:30 in the morning, and was being dropped off at her house 
at 2:00pm, which were the times when school was supposed to begin and end.  
Finally, the Complainant said the Student was also not being provided opportunities 
to eat lunch in the general education environment.  When the Student was in the 
lunch room, the Student was separated from other students, because the teacher 
stated that the Student disrupted other students.  The Complainant asked that: the 
District provide the Student with compensatory education for lost instructional time 
due to the bus schedule using private tutors; the Parent and Student receive training 
on how to operate and use the iPad; and, the District develop a plan to compensate 
the Student for lost hours in her least restrictive environment. 

11. On May 8, 2015, the District’s director of special services sent the Parent a letter in 
response to the Complainant’s April 20 letter.  The director stated that the letter was 
also intended to serve as a prior written notice in response to the requests in the 
Complainant’s letter.  The District stated that they would provide the requested iPad 
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training.  He also stated that the Student’s speech and language pathologist would 
call the Parent to arrange a training time before the end of the school year.  In 
response to the request for compensatory education due to lost instructional time 
regarding transportation issues, the director attached a trip summary which 
documented schedule stops for the Student’s bus route, and a bus tracker from the 
middle school.  According to the trip summary, the Student’s morning bus was 
scheduled to pick up the Student from home at 7:18 and drop her off at the school at 
7:20am.  The Student’s afternoon bus was scheduled to leave the middle school at 
2:00 and drop the Student off at home at 2:06.1  The District stated that the 
Student’s teachers used the bus tracker to document the time that students in the 
learning center classroom got off the bus in the morning, and on the bus in the 
afternoon.2  After considering the Complainant’s request, and reviewing the available 
information, the director denied the Parent’s request for compensatory services.  In 
response to the Parent’s and Complainant’s concern about the Student during lunch, 
the director acknowledged that the Student was not participating in the cafeteria for 
lunch from September to December, and from January to April 13, 2015, the Student 
inconsistently participated with her non-disabled peers in the lunch room.  After April 
13, the Student ate her lunch in the classroom, but attended the second lunch period 
to experience a social setting.  Because the lunch schedule did not result in a loss of 
instructional time, and was remedied by the arrangement after April 13, 2015, the 
director denied the Parent’s request for compensatory education regarding 
participation with non-disabled peers during lunch.  The director included a copy of 
procedural safeguards with the letter to the Parent. 

12. The two trip summaries provided by the District to the Parent in its May 8, 2015 
letter, and in response to this complaint, showed the schedules for morning and 
afternoon departures and arrival for two dates.  According to the morning summary, 
which was dated March 26, 2015, the bus was scheduled to pick up the Student at 
7:18 and arrive at the middle school at 7:20.  According to the afternoon summary, 
which was dated February 12, 2015, the bus departed the middle school at 2:00pm 
when school ended and arrived at the Student’s home at 2:06.  The bus trackers 
provided by the District, which the District indicated were tracked by the Student’s 
special education teachers, began on December 4, 2014, after the Student’s 
principal requested that the District track the Student’s middle school bus arrivals 
and departures.  The summaries showed the following from December 4, 2014 to 
April 17, 2015: 

Week of: December 16, 2014 
Monday Tuesday Wednesday Thursday Friday 
   7:32 7:32 
   1:56 

1:56 
Week of: December 8, 2014 
Monday Tuesday Wednesday Thursday Friday 

                                                           
1 The Student’s home is near the middle school. 

2 According to the District’s documentation, the Student’s first special education teacher was replaced by 
a second special education teacher sometime in December. 
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7:31 7:31 8:28 7:35 No School 
1:59 1:59 1:55 1:56  

Week of: December 16, 2014 
Monday Tuesday Wednesday Thursday Friday 
7:35 7:30 8:33 7:30 7:31 
1:59 1:56 1:59 1:58 1:59 

Week of: January 5, 2015 
Monday Tuesday Wednesday Thursday Friday 
7:34 7:33 8:27 7:25 7:30 
1:55 1:55 1:58 1:58 2:00 

Week of: January 12, 2015 
Monday Tuesday Wednesday Thursday Friday 
7:27 7:29 7:25 7:27 7:30 
1:55 1:59 1:58 1:59 2:00 

Week of: January 20, 2015 
Monday Tuesday Wednesday Thursday Friday 
No School 7:16 8:26 7:25 7:32 
 1:57 1:55 2:00 10:30 

Week of: January 26, 2015 
Monday Tuesday Wednesday Thursday Friday 
7:27 7:30 8:30 7:29 7:20 
1:55 1:55 2:11 1:57 Left Blank 

Week of: February 2, 2015 
Monday Tuesday Wednesday Thursday Friday 
7:19 7:19 8:16 7:15 7:15 
1:55 1:55 1:55 1:55 1:55 

Week of: February 9, 2015 
Monday Tuesday Wednesday Thursday Friday 
7:19 7:18 8:19 7:15 7:15 
1:55 1:55 1:55 1:55 1:55 

Week of: February 17, 2015 
Monday Tuesday Wednesday Thursday Friday 
No school 7:15 8:27 7:15 7:15 
 1:55 1:55 1:55 1:55 

Week of: February 23, 2015 
Monday Tuesday Wednesday Thursday Friday 
7:15 7:14 8:15 7:14 7:15 
1:55 1:55 1:55 1:55 1:55 

Week of: March 2, 2015 
Monday Tuesday Wednesday Thursday Friday 
7:14 7:15 8:15 7:14 7:15 
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1:56 1:55 1:57 1:57 1:56 

Week of: March 9, 2015 
Monday Tuesday Wednesday Thursday Friday 
7:19 7:15 8:15 7:15 7:15 
1:55 1:55 1:55 1:55 Left Blank 

Week of: March 16, 2015 
Monday Tuesday Wednesday Thursday Friday 
7:15 7:15 8:18 7:15 No school 
1:55 1:55 1:50 1:55  

Week of: March 23, 2015 
Monday Tuesday Wednesday Thursday Friday 
7:15 7:15 8:13 7:13 7:20 
1:58 1:57 1:53 Left Blank 10:35 

Week of: April 13, 2015 
Monday Tuesday Wednesday Thursday Friday 
7:19 7:21 8:17 7:20 7:25 
1:56 1:55 1:54 1:56 [left blank] 

13. Beginning May 11, 2015 and through the end of the school year, the District began 
tracking the Student’s arrival and departure times again.  During this time, the 
Student’s bus began arriving before school started, and was more consistently 
departing at 2:00pm when school ended. 

14. On May 15, 2015, the Student’s IEP team developed the Student’s annual IEP.  The 
Parent and Complainant attended the IEP meeting.  Under the Student’s present 
levels of academic achievement and functional performance, the IEP team noted 
that the Student’s iPad use had been a distraction.  The IEP team indicated that she 
played with the device, and tried to delete the schedule application, or go to another 
application.  The present levels did not address the Student’s use of the iPad as a 
communication device.  None of the Student’s annual goals in the IEP addressed 
how the Student would use the iPad as assistive technology.  The IEP continued to 
provide for the Student’s participation with non-disabled peers at lunch, and noted 
that the Student received transportation as a related service.  The District’s prior 
written notice for this meeting was dated March 26, 2015, and stated that the District 
was proposing to implement the IEP developed at the May 15 IEP meeting.  Under 
the reasons the District was proposing/refusing to take action was a statement that 
under state and federal regulations, students are required to have an IEP developed 
at least annually.  Under options considered, the prior written notice indicated that no 
other options were considered because the IEP was a legal requirement.  The notice 
indicated that the IEP would be implemented May 18, 2015.  Because there were no 
IEP meetings or revised IEPs provided as documentation between March 24, 2014 
and after the Student’s May 15 IEP, it is assumed that the March 26, 2015 date on 
the prior written notice was a clerical error. 
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15. On May 29, 2015, the Student’s speech language pathologist sent an email to the 
Parent, Complainant, and District staff members regarding the Student’s iPad.  The 
speech language pathologist said that she had started the modification for the 
Student on the iPad, but the Student was not at school that day.  She proposed 
dates for the Student and Parent to train on the device.  According to the District’s 
response to this complaint, the Parent received the training.  The Complainant 
confirmed that training began in April. 

CONCLUSIONS 

1. Assistive Technology: The District admitted that it did not consistently implement the 
Student’s IEP with regard to assistive technology.  The Parent had requested 
training for her and the Student to address this violation.  The District documented 
that it provided the training requested by the Parent.  OSPI notes that while the 
current IEP still indicates that the Student has the use of an iPad, and additional 
applications had been uploaded for the Student’s use during the 2015-2016 school 
year, there are no annual goals addressing the Student’s use of the assistive 
technology in the current IEP.  OSPI strongly recommends that the Student’s IEP 
team reconvene to review the current IEP goals, and amend the IEP to address how 
the Student will use the assistive technology. 

2. LRE: The District also admitted that it was not implementing the Student’s IEP by 
allowing her to participate in lunch with non-disabled peers.  While the District stated 
that it has since remedied this situation by having the Student eat her lunch during 
the first lunch period, and having the Student sit in the lunch room during the second 
lunch period with non-disabled peers, the District has not indicated whether there is 
instructional time now occurring during the second lunch period, or whether the 
Student now has two lunch periods, where no instructional time occurs.  The 
Student’s IEP team will reconvene to clarify what instruction will be provided to the 
Student, during either her first or second lunch period. 

3. Transportation: The District took the position that any periods of time that the 
Student arrived late to school or left early was minimal, and was within the range of 
time that busses may occasionally arrive or depart.  The documentation in this case 
does not support the District’s contention.  The District’s own emails indicate that the 
bus drivers had asked the Student’s special education teachers at the middle school 
to have the students in the learning center classroom to be at the bus at 1:55.  This 
means students had to leave their classroom before 1:55, when the District indicated 
students were leaving to avoid crowding at the end of the day.  The bus trackers 
confirm that before May 11, 2015, when the District again began tracking arrivals 
and departures, the Student was consistently on the bus before school ended.  The 
Student’s bus arrival at school was regularly late from the beginning of the tracking 
on December 4, 2014 until approximately the end of January.  There is no 
information regarding the Student’s arrivals and departures before December 4, 
2014, other than the information contained in the emails exchanged between the 
Complainant, the director of special services, and other District staff.  While there 
may be time near the end of a school day when students begin gathering their 
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belongings, and concerns about a particular student’s sensitivity to crowds or noise, 
the District may not unilaterally reduce a student’s school day.  There were 154 
school days from September 2, 2014 to May 11, 2015, when the District resumed 
tracking the Student’s bus schedule.  Of these days, the Student was absent all day 
for three days.  Compensatory education is an equitable, but not legal remedy, and 
does not require a minute for minute award.  While there may have been days where 
the Student lost more time and other days where the Student lost little or no 
instructional time, it is appropriate to provide the Student with approximately five 
minutes of compensatory services for each school day she attended from 
September 2, 2014 through May 8, 2015.  The District will provide the Student with 
12.5 hours of compensatory services (151 x 5 minutes per day = 12.6 hours).  The 
compensatory services will address the Student’s use of her assistive technology. 

CORRECTIVE ACTIONS 

On September 9, 2015, December 15, 2015, February 15, 2016, May 16, 2016, the 
District will provide documentation to OSPI that the following corrective actions have 
been completed: 

STUDENT SPECIFIC: 
1. On or before September 4, 2015, the Student’s IEP team will meet to address the 

instruction to be provided to the Student during one of her two lunch periods, and the 
location of those services and review any other areas of the IEP that the Parent 
requests be reviewed or the IEP team determines is appropriate.  By September 9, 
2015, the District will provide OSPI with a copy of the Student’s amended or revised 
IEP, any meeting notes, and a copy of the prior written notice provided to the Parent.  
The prior written notice will address the areas discussed by the IEP team, any 
Parent requests, and the decisions made at the IEP meeting. 

2. Also on or before September 4, 2015, the District and Parent will develop a 
schedule to provide the Student with 12.5 hours of compensatory services consisting 
of training using her iPad.  The District will provide OSPI a copy of the schedule for 
services by September 9, 2015.  The services must be provided outside of the 
Student’s regularly scheduled school day, and provided by a certificated special 
education teacher or a provider with an educational staff associate certificate who 
can provide the required instruction on the use of the Student’s assistive technology.  
If the Parent fails to cancel a scheduled session for compensatory services, the 
missed session will not be required to be rescheduled, and will be applied to the 
award of compensatory services.  If the provider cancels a session, that session will 
be rescheduled.  If transportation is required to access the compensatory services, 
the District must either provide the transportation, or reimburse the Parent for round 
trip mileage at the District’s privately owned vehicle rate.  The District will provide 
OSPI with documentation of its progress towards completion of compensatory 
services, including information about the services provided and documentation of 
any travel reimbursement paid to the Parent, by December 15, 2015 and February 
15, 2016.  The District will provide OSPI with documentation that compensatory 
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services are completed and documentation of any remaining travel reimbursement 
paid to the Parent by May 16, 2016. 

DISTRICT SPECIFIC: 
1. On or before September 4, 2015, the District will work with the transportation 

department to ensure that bus schedules for eligible students do not result in a 
shortened school day.  By September 9, 2015, the District will provide OSPI with 
documentation and an assurance that schedules for students using special 
transportation arrive and depart consistent with other bus schedules. 

2. On or before September 4, 2015, the District will review the findings, conclusions, 
and corrective actions in this decision with the Student’s teachers and related 
services providers at the middle school setting, as well as the Student’s teachers 
and related services providers for the 2015-2016 school year, so they are aware of 
the issues raised in this complaint with regard to implementation of the Student’s 
IEP.  By September 9, 2015, the District will provide OSPI with documentation that it 
reviewed the complaint as described above, and provide OSPI with the names of the 
teachers or providers who were provided the information. 

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. 

RECOMMENDATION 

OSPI strongly recommends that the District review OSPI’s guidance on the appropriate 
use of prior written notice provided in the November 2014 monthly update. 

Dated this ____ day of August, 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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