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SPECIAL EDUCATION CITIZEN COMPLAINT (SECC) NO.  15-43 

PROCEDURAL HISTORY 

On June 22, 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 Central Valley 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 June 22, 2015, OSPI acknowledged receipt of this complaint and forwarded a copy 
of it to the District Superintendent on the same day.  OSPI asked the District to respond 
to the allegations made in the complaint. 

On July 9, 2015, the District requested an extension of time to complete its response.  
OSPI granted the District’s request. 

On July 21, 2015, OSPI received the District’s response to the complaint and forwarded 
it to the Parent on the same day.  OSPI invited the Parent to reply with any information 
she had that was inconsistent with the District’s information.  The Parent did not reply. 

On August 17 and 19, 2015, the District provided additional documentation to OSPI and 
OSPI forwarded that documentation to the Parent on the same days. 

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 tenth grade at a District high 
school and was eligible for special education services under the category of health 
impairment.  At the beginning of the 2014-2015 school year, the Student’s individualized 
education program (IEP) provided specially designed instruction for behavioral skills, 
mathematics, and written language, all in the special education setting.  In September 
2015, the Student’s IEP team developed his annual IEP, which moved the Student’s 
behavioral services from the behavioral intervention classroom to the general education 
setting, and continued the other IEP provisions.  Additionally, the Student’s IEP team 
referred the Student for an assistive technology assessment.  The Student had 
numerous absences throughout the 2014-2015 school year, and the county juvenile 
court eventually issued an order compelling the Student to attend school.  The District 
conducted a reevaluation, including a functional behavioral assessment (FBA), to 
address the Student’s absenteeism.  The Parent alleged that the District did not follow 
procedures for developing the Student’s IEP, implementing the Student’s IEP, or 
determining the Student’s least restrictive environment.  Additionally, the Parent alleged 
that the District did not follow procedures for providing assistive technology.  The District 
denied the allegations, but proposed corrective actions to address erroneous language 
in the Student’s IEP. 
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SCOPE OF INVESTIGATION 

The investigation was limited to a one-year time period review of whether the 
allegations made in the complaint demonstrate a violation of Part B of the IDEA, its 
implementing federal regulations, or corresponding state regulations.  Because potential 
allegations regarding the implementation of plans under Section 504 of the 
Rehabilitation Act is not encompassed in Part B of the IDEA, it did not extend to those 
issues nor did it extend outside of the one-year time period for review. 

ISSUES 

1. Did the District follow procedures for developing the Student’s Individualized 
Education Program (IEP(s)) in effect during the 2014-2015 school year? 

2. Did the District follow procedures for considering the Student’s or Parent’s requests 
for assistive technology? 

3. Did the District follow procedures for implementing the Student’s IEP(s) in effect 
during the 2014-2015 school year? 

4. Did the District follow procedures for determining the Student’s Least Restrictive 
Environment (LRE)? 

LEGAL STANDARDS 

IEP Development: The IEP meeting serves as a communication vehicle between 
parents and school personnel.  It enables the IEP team to make informed decisions 
regarding the student’s needs, goals, and the extent of the student’s involvement and 
participation in the general education curriculum or environment.  The IEP meeting also 
enables the IEP team to make informed decisions about the services needed to support 
the student’s involvement and participation, and to achieve the agreed-upon IEP goals.  
The IEP team must consider the strengths of the student, the concerns of the parent, 
the results of evaluations, and the comprehensive needs of the student.  Additionally the 
IEP team considers the special factors unique to the student.  34 CFR §§300.321, 
300.322, 300.324 and 300.328; WACs 392-172A-03095, 392-172A-03100, and 392-
172A-03110. 

The IEP team must consider the parents’ concerns and the information they provide 
regarding their student in developing, reviewing, and revising IEPs.  The district is not 
required, however, to adopt all recommendations proposed by the parents.  The team 
must work toward consensus on IEP content, but if team members are unable to reach 
consensus, it remains the district’s responsibility to ensure that the IEP includes the 
special education and related services necessary to provide the student with a free 
appropriate public education.  An IEP may therefore be properly developed under IDEA 
procedural requirements, yet still not provide the student all of the services that the 
parents believes are necessary components of the student’s educational program.  64 
Fed. Reg. 48 12473 (March 12, 1999) (Appendix A to 34 CFR Part 300, Question 
9).IEP) 
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IEP Revision: The student’s IEP team must review and revise a student’s IEP 
periodically, but not less than annually, to address any lack of expected progress toward 
annual goals or in the general curriculum.  Additionally, the student’s IEP team must 
review and revise a student’s IEP to address the results of any reevaluations, 
information about the student provided to or by the parents, and the student’s 
anticipated needs.  In conducting its review of a student’s IEP, the IEP team must 
consider any special factors unique to the student.  34 CFR §300.324; WAC 392-172A-
03110. 

Implementation: Each district must ensure it provides all services in a student’s IEP, 
consistent with the student’s needs as described in that IEP.  34 CFR §300.323; WAC 
392-172A-03105. 

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

Prior Written Notice: After a meeting, the district must provide prior written notice to the 
parent of the decisions made as a result of the meeting.  This is particularly important 
when there is disagreement between the parent and the district regarding IEP content.  
If the IEP content reflects a district decision that it will refuse to provide certain services 
to the student, or if the district refuses to make changes to the IEP as a result of the 
parent’s requests, the district must likewise provide prior written notice to the parent of 
those decisions.  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 the District has given full consideration to 
input provided regarding the student’s educational needs, and it clarifies that a decision 
has been made.  34 CFR §300.503; WAC 392-172A-05010. 

FINDINGS OF FACT 

1. During the 2014-2015 school year, the Student attended tenth grade at a District 
high school and was eligible for special education services under the category of 
health impairment. 

2. The most recent reevaluation for the Student was completed on March 18, 2013.  
The reevaluation report recommended the Student receive specially designed 
instruction for written language, mathematics, behavior, and social skills.  The 
evaluation report noted that the evaluation group spoke at length about whether the 
Student continued to require specially designed instruction in the area of 
mathematics.  However, the report then stated that although the Student 
demonstrated average mathematics skills, he lacked automaticity, required more 
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than twice the amount of time to complete mathematics assignments, and therefore 
continued to need mathematics services.  The report stated that the Student might 
benefit from the use of an assistive technology device, but observed that the Student 
tended to misuse technology, so his individualized education program (IEP) team 
should carefully select the specific device, and provide supervision.  The report 
stated that the Student might benefit from sensory breaks, sensory equipment, and 
sensory accommodations.  The report also stated that the Student had a difficult 
time with organization, understanding idioms, and had experienced clinically 
significant negative behaviors. 

3. On March 27, 2014, the Student’s IEP team, including the Parent, developed the IEP 
in place for the Student at the beginning of the 2014-2015 school year.  The IEP 
provided for 504 minutes per week of specially designed instruction for behavioral 
skills, 254 minutes per week of specially designed instruction for mathematics, and 
254 minutes per week for specially designed instruction for written language, all of 
these services were to be provided in the special education setting.  Specifically, the 
special education setting for the behavioral services was a behavioral intervention 
classroom, and the setting for the written language and mathematics services was a 
special education resource room.  The IEP also provided for accommodations, 
including that the District would make a word processor accessible to the Student for 
long written assignments.  According to the Parent, she did not agree with the 
Student’s placement in the behavioral intervention classroom.  Also, according to the 
Parent, she requested an assistive technology device for the Student either at the 
March 27, 2014 IEP team meeting, or through a letter dated May 14, 2014.1 

4. September 3, 2014 was the first day of the 2014-2015 school year.  The Student’s 
class schedule included school skills, resource room language arts, resource room 
mathematics, biology, world history, and robotics technology.2 

5. On September 22, 2014, the Student’s IEP team, including the Parent, developed 
the Student’s annual IEP.  The IEP team considered that although the Student’s 
behavior had “drastically improved,” the Student’s lack of attendance kept him from 
working on needed skills.  The present levels of performance for behavioral skills 
stated that the Student was doing well in “social skills” when he attended.3  
However, the present levels for language arts stated that the Student would not 
allow staff in the resource room language arts class to support him, and he worked 
on missed assignments with staff during “social skills hour” to make up the work he 

                                                           
1 OSPI notes that this IEP team meeting is outside of OSPI’s one-year timeline for investigation.  OSPI 
includes information from the IEP team meeting because it was the IEP in place for the Student at the 
beginning of the 2014-2015 school year, and because it provides context for the issues under 
investigation. 

2 The Student’s attendance record shows numerous full day and partial day absences, starting on the 
second day of the 2014-2015 school year.  However, because the Parent does not contest the fact of 
these absences, this complaint does not catalog them in the findings of fact. 

3 “Social skills hour” appears to be a component of the Student’s specially designed instruction for 
behavioral skills in the behavioral intervention classroom. 
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missed when he was absent.  The Student’s IEP included four annual goals, with 
progress reported at the end of each semester.  The IEP stated that the Student’s 
team believed that a “pull-out” model of services would provide educational benefits 
to the Student, but did not explain the reasoning associated with the belief.  
According to the District’s response to this complaint, the Student’s team believed 
the Student needed additional structure, which was available in the special 
education setting.  Also, according to the District’s response, the IEP team changed 
the location of the Student’s behavioral skills services from the behavioral 
intervention classroom to the general education setting, based on the Parent’s 
request.  The September 2014 IEP provided for 254 minutes per week of specially 
designed instruction for each of the areas of behavioral skills, mathematics, and 
written language, with the behavioral skills instruction provided in the general 
education setting, and the mathematics and written language instruction provided in 
the special education setting.4  The IEP continued to provide accommodations, 
including that the District would make a word processor accessible to the Student for 
long written assignments.  Attached to the IEP were a referral for an assistive 
technology assessment, and a request for accessible instructional materials. 

6. The District provided the Parent with prior written notice the same day.  The notice 
stated that because the Student had difficulty with writing and organization skills, a 
laptop with “speech to text” capability, and online textbooks would help him 
comprehend and complete his schoolwork.  The notice also stated that the District 
would provide the Student with a laptop for reading, writing, and a digital organizer.  
The notice then stated that the District would extend the Student’s graduation date 
until he turned 21 years old, and noted that the Student was in the process of a 
private evaluation provided by the Parent regarding brain functioning. 

7. On October 10, 2014, the District assistive technology specialist emailed the 
Student’s special education teacher and others, confirming her meeting notes from a 
meeting about assistive technology.  The specialist’s notes stated that the Student’s 
laptop computer was not working well and she would find a solution. 

8. On October 30, 2014, the District assistive technology specialist emailed a District 
information technician, indicating that the District had assigned an iPad with 
educational applications to the Student. 

9. On November 13, 2014, the District held a truancy conference with the Student, 
Parent, and assistant principal.  Notes from that meeting indicate that the Parent 
stated the Student had health reasons for his some of his absences, and she was 
concerned that the District had “dropped the ball” regarding the Student’s education. 

10. On December 22, 2014, the county juvenile court informed the Parent of a court 
order alleging that the Student was in violation of state truancy laws.  The court 
further informed the Parent that the District had requested the court not to take 

                                                           
4 In its response to this complaint, the District acknowledges that the Student’s IEP contained erroneous 
language, including the statement that the Student would receive social skills training though the behavior 
intervention classroom for transition services, and that the Student’s total minutes in the special education 
setting was 1168 minutes, when the accurate figure would have been 508 minutes. 
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further action at that time, to give the District an opportunity to work with the Parent 
and Student regarding his absences. 

11. The District’s winter break began December 22, 2014, and school resumed on 
January 5, 2015. 

12. January 16, 2015 was the last day of the first semester of the 2014-2015 school 
year.  The Student’s report card stated that the Student received a “D” for school 
skills, a “D” for resource room language arts, a “B+” for resource room mathematics, 
an “F” for biology, an “F” for world history, and “C+” for robotics technology.  
Additionally, progress reports for the Student’s annual IEP goals were due to the 
Parent at the end of the semester, but the District’s documentation does not include 
progress reports for this time period.  According to the District’s response to this 
complaint, the Student’s special education case manager is “confident” that she 
supplied progress reports to the Parent for the first semester of the 2014-2015 
school year, but there is no documentation to support that assertion.  The District 
stated that during this time, the District was changing the software it used to support 
progress reports, causing the Student’s case manager to provide handwritten 
progress reports to the Parent, and leaving no electronic copy of these handwritten 
progress reports as a record. 

13. January 17, 2015 was the first day of the second semester of the 2014-2015 school 
year.  The Student’s class schedule included non-scheduled first and second 
periods, resource room mathematics, “Teacher TA”, resource room language arts, 
and weight training.5 

14. On January 26, 2015, the county juvenile court summoned the Student, Parent, and 
District to a truancy fact finding hearing set on February 20, 2015. 

15. On February 5, 2015, the Student’s IEP team, including the Parent, met to review 
the Student’s progress, including his attendance problem.  After the meeting, the 
District provided the Parent with prior written notice, stating that the District was 
continuing the Student’s IEP as developed.6  The notice stated the Student’s IEP 
team reviewed his discipline record, IEP, and evaluation report and discussed the 
Student’s attendance, the Student’s use of the iPad, credit retrieval, and state 
testing.  The notice further stated that the Student’s team considered shortening his 
school schedule and changing his classes, but rejected those options. 

16. On February 18, 2015, the District provided the Parent with prior written notice, 
stating that the District was proposing to reevaluate the Student, asking the Parent 
to complete questionnaires, and asking her to provide a developmental history. 

                                                           
5 The District verified that “Teacher TA” refers to the Student’s role as a teaching assistant for a special 
education teacher. 

6 Although this prior written notice is dated January 28, 2015, the District stated that this is a scrivener’s 
error and that the notice reflects the February 5, 2015 meeting. 
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17. On February 20, 2015, the county juvenile court informed the Parent, Student, and 
the District that the court had rescheduled the truancy fact finding hearing for March 
13, 2015, based on the Parent’s request. 

18. On April 3, 2015, the county juvenile court issued an order, compelling the Student 
to attend school. 

19. On May 27, 2015, the county juvenile court found the Student in violation of its order 
compelling the Student to attend school, and ordered the Student to complete five 
hours of community service. 

20. On May 29, 2015, the District completed a functional behavioral assessment (FBA) 
for the Student.  The FBA stated that the Student had not been attending school, 
and when he did, he attended his classes, but often stayed in the halls or the library.  
The FBA noted that the Student had missed a significant amount of school, his IEP 
team had extended his graduation date, and had placed him in a credit retrieval 
class.  The FBA also stated that previous interventions included placement in a 
behavior intervention classroom, increased supervision, a check-in person, assistive 
technology, the truancy board, and a shortened day.  The FBA recommended that 
the Student’s providers apply consistent rules and boundaries for the Student, use a 
check-in/check-out process, and teach him to request breaks. 

21. On June 3, 2015, the District held a reevaluation report meeting, including the 
Parent, to discuss the Student’s recently completed reevaluation.  The reevaluation 
report determined that the Student continued to be eligible for special education 
services under the category of health impairment.  The report stated the Student 
would benefit from specially designed instruction in written expression, mathematic 
calculation, behavioral skills, and reading.  All of the Student’s teachers reported that 
an effective strategy with the Student was to speak in a soft, gentle voice.  The 
Student’s special education teacher for mathematics reported that when the Student 
attended mathematics class, he was quite capable, and answered questions 
periodically, but it was difficult to convince him that he did not need to write down the 
questions, and only needed to write the answers.  The Student’s mathematics 
special education teacher further stated that the Student had very little interaction 
with his peers, but she had no concerns about his behavior.  The reevaluation report 
noted that according to the Parent, the Student did not want to come to school 
because of the problems he had experienced at the school.  The report further noted 
that although the Parent stated the Student was bullied at school, when staff asked 
the Student, he stated he was not being bullied.  In a questionnaire completed by the 
Student, the Student stated that being made fun of at school made him angry and 
not being athletic embarrassed him.  The Student also stated if he could change one 
thing about school, he would change the required classes.  The report also noted 
that the Parent was considering homeschooling the Student, but stated that the 
Student also struggled with compliance at home. 

22. On June 4, 2015, the District provided the Parent with prior written notice, proposing 
to add specially designed instruction for reading to the Student’s IEP based on the 
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Student’s reevaluation results.  The notice also stated that the Student’s IEP team 
had discussed the Student’s lack of attendance, despite several interventions.  The 
notice listed the attempted interventions as including behavior intervention 
placement, resource room placement, shortened day, truancy board, behavioral 
intervention plan, and a check-in system.  The notice stated that the District would 
provide the Student with a laptop over the summer so he could continue to do 
assignments for his virtual classes, and the Student would receive “wraparound 
services” in the home during the summer.7  The notice further stated that the 
Student was undergoing a sleep study, and the Parent would communicate the 
results of the study to the District when it was completed.  The notice also stated that 
the District would consider alternative options for the Student in the 2015-2016 
school year, including homeschool, and the District would hold an IEP team meeting 
for him in the fall to determine an appropriate plan. 

23. June 12, 2015 was the last day of the 2014-2015 school year.  The Student’s report 
card stated that for the second semester, the Student received a “D” for weight 
training, a “D+” for world history, an “F” for resource room language arts, and an “F” 
for resource room mathematics.  Additionally, the District provided progress reports 
to the Parent for the Student’s annual IEP goals.8  The reports stated that the 
Student had made no progress toward his two behavioral skills goals, met his first 
mathematics goal, made progress on his second mathematics goal, but made no 
progress toward his two written language goals. 

24. On June 22, 2015, the Parent filed this complaint. 

25. On July 7, 2015, the District provided the Parent with prior written notice, stating that 
it had denied the Parent’s request for a quantitative electroencephalogram (qEEG) 
for the Student, after it determined that this request did not fall into the scope of an 
independent educational evaluation (IEE) request.9 

CONCLUSIONS 

1. Although the District followed many of the procedures for developing and revising 
the Student’s IEP, the District’s documentation does not substantiate that the District 
fully complied with these procedures.  Here, the District invited the Parent to IEP 
team meetings, responded to her concern that the behavioral intervention classroom 
was not an appropriate placement for him, and conducted an FBA and an evaluation 
in response to the Student’s absenteeism.  These steps support that the District 
developed and revised the Student’s IEP to try and meet his needs.  However, the 

                                                           
7 City or county programs lead the services, which may include formal supports from various agencies.  
Plans may include a mix of natural supports such as family and friends, as well as formal supports. 

8 These progress reports have the word “DRAFT” superimposed on the paper.  OSPI asked the District 
for an explanation and the District stated it was because it had not yet been finalized. 

9 The qEEG is an extension and analysis of visual electroencephalography (EEG), sometimes called 
“brain mapping” and for the purpose of understanding brain function. 
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District’s documentation does not support why the District continued to provide 
language arts services for the Student in the resource room, when the Student 
would not allow the staff there to provide him services.  It is noteworthy that at the 
end of the 2014-2015 school year, the Student passed his general education 
classes, but failed his special education resource room classes, presumably as a 
result of attendance and participation issues.  OSPI reminds the District that it is the 
District’s responsibility to ensure that the IEP is designed to provide a student with a 
free appropriate public education, regardless of whether or not parents identify 
deficiencies in the student’s program, or ask for revisions.  Additionally, the District 
did not follow procedures to shorten the Student’s school day.  Shortening the 
Student’s school day as an intervention to the Student’s chronic absenteeism may 
have been an appropriate intervention, but the documentation does not substantiate 
communication with the Parent in this regard.  Subsequently, the Student’s second 
semester schedule indicated that the Student did not have classes for the school’s 
first or second periods, and the FBA and evaluation report stated that the District 
had shortened the Student’s school day in response to the Student’s absenteeism.  
However, the documentation does not include an IEP amendment or a prior written 
notice to the Parent, stating that the District had shortened the Student’s school day.  
Instead, the notice provided to the Parent on February 5, 2015, stated that the 
Student’s IEP team had rejected the option of shortening the Student’s school day.  
Prior written notice ensures that parents are aware of a district’s decisions and 
documents that a district has given full consideration to the student’s educational 
needs. 

2. The District’s documentation substantiates that in general, the District followed 
procedures for responding to the Parent’s request to provide the Student with 
assistive technology.  After the Student’s IEP team referred the Student for an 
assistive technology assessment, the District supplied the Student with a laptop by 
October 10, 2014, and an iPad with educational applications by October 30, 2014.  
Additionally, the Student’s IEP team reviewed the Student’s use of assistive 
technology when it met on February 5, 2015.  However, OSPI notes that the 
District’s documentation does not include information about the results of a District 
assessment of the Student’s unique needs for assistive technology. 

3. The District’s documentation substantiates that the District followed procedures to 
implement the Student’s IEP.  Here, the Student’s absenteeism was the greatest 
obstacle to the implementation of the Student’s IEP, and the District did all it could to 
bring the Student back to school.  Additionally, although the Parent expressed 
frustration in her complaint that the District did not follow through with “monthly 
meetings,” the Student’s IEP does not incorporate provisions for meeting monthly.  
However, OSPI notes that the District’s progress reporting for the Student’s annual 
IEP goals has been problematic, and requires the District’s attention. 

4. The District’s documentation substantiates that it followed procedures for 
determining the Student’s LRE.  Although the errors in the Student’s IEP indicated 
that the Student would spend more minutes in the special education setting than the 
Student’s IEP team intended, there is no indication that this is more than clerical 
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error.  Additionally, the District responded to the Parent’s request to move the 
Student’s specially designed instruction for behavior to the general education 
setting.  However, as discussed above, given that the Student refuses help from 
staff in his special education language arts class, the Student’s IEP team should 
discuss whether the Student is benefiting from the special education setting for that 
class. 

CORRECTIVE ACTIONS 

By or before October 5, 2015, the District will provide documentation to OSPI that it has 
completed the following corrective actions. 

STUDENT SPECIFIC: 
OSPI accepts the District’s proposed corrective action that the Student’s IEP team will 
meet before the start of the 2015-2016 school year to correct the erroneous language in 
the Student’s IEP, and to consider what revisions would help the Student be successful 
at school.  By or before October 5, 2015, the District will provide OSPI with a copy of 
the Student’s IEP, including any meeting notes and prior written notices. 

DISTRICT SPECIFIC: 
OSPI accepts the District’s proposed corrective action to schedule an in-service 
meeting for the school administrators and special education staff to address 
proofreading IEPs to ensure that language and service times are consistent and 
accurate.  The District will also address progress reporting and prior written notice with 
school administrators and special education staff at the in-service meeting.  Additionally, 
the District will review its process for responding to a request for an assistive technology 
assessment. By or before October 5, 2015, the District will provide OSPI with 
documentation of the in-service meeting, including who attended the meeting and the 
instruction given. 

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 

Although postsecondary transition was not an issue identified in this complaint, OSPI 
recommends that the District discuss and consider providing the Student with some 
opportunities for his participation in a career and technical education program consistent 
with his expressed occupational interests and aptitudes as soon as possible. 
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Dated this ____ day of August, 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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