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SPECIAL EDUCATION CITIZEN COMPLAINT (SECC) NO.  15-55 

PROCEDURAL HISTORY 

On September 25, 2015, the Office of Superintendent of Public Instruction (OSPI) 
received a Special Education Citizen Complaint from the parents (Parents) of a student 
(Student) attending the Stanwood-Camano School District (District).  The Parents 
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 September 28, 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 October 19, 2015, OSPI received the District’s response to the complaint and 
forwarded it to the Parents on October 20, 2015.  The Parents were invited to reply with 
any information they had that was inconsistent with the District’s information.  The 
Parents did not reply. 

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

OVERVIEW 

During the 2014-2015 school year, the Student received IDEA Part C birth-to-three 
services through a community health center.  In June 2015, the District conducted an 
initial evaluation of the Student and determined the Student was eligible to receive IDEA 
Part B services.  Also in June 2015, the Student’s individualized education program 
(IEP) team met to develop the Student’s initial IEP, but the IEP was not completed at 
that time.  Over the summer of 2015, the Student turned three years old.  In September, 
the Parents contacted the District to ask that the Student’s IEP be changed.  The 
Parents then received a copy of a modified IEP.  In response, the Parents raised 
concerns about the changes that had been made to the Student’s IEP, and also raised 
concerns about the Student attending a preschool program that only included students 
with disabilities. 

The Parents alleged that the District failed to follow procedures for developing the 
Student’s IEP, including considering whether the Student was in need of assistive 
technology.  The Parents also alleged that the District failed to follow procedures for 
amending the Student’s IEP and failed to implement the Student’s IEP in the least 
restrictive environment.  The District denied the allegations. 

ISSUES 

1. Did the District follow procedures for developing the Student’s individualized 
education program (IEP), including considering whether the Student is in need of 
assistive technology? 

2. Did the District follow procedures for amending the Student’s IEP? 
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3. Is the District implementing the Student’s IEP in the least restrictive environment? 

LEGAL STANDARDS 

FAPE Entitlement: A free appropriate public education (FAPE) must be available to 
every student between the ages of three and 21 who has been determined eligible for 
special education and who resides in the state of Washington.  The obligation to make 
FAPE available to each eligible child begins no later than the child’s third birthday and 
an IEP must be in effect by that date.  If a child’s birthday occurs during the summer, 
the child’s IEP team will determine the date when services under the IEP will begin.  34 
CFR §300.101; WAC 392-172A-02000. 

IEP Team: An IEP team is composed of: the parent(s) of the student; not less than one 
regular education teacher of the student (if the student is, or may be, participating in the 
regular education environment); not less than one special education teacher or, where 
appropriate, not less than one special education provider of the student; a 
representative of the school district who is qualified to provide or supervise the provision 
of specially designed instruction, who is knowledgeable about the general education 
curriculum, and who is knowledgeable about the availability of district resources; an 
individual who can interpret the instructional implications of evaluation results (who may 
be one of the teachers or the district representative listed above); any individuals who 
have knowledge or special expertise regarding the student, including related services 
personnel; and when appropriate, the child.  34 CFR §300.321; WAC 392-172A-03095. 

IEP Definition: An IEP must contain a statement of: the student’s present levels of 
academic achievement and functional performance; measurable annual academic and 
functional goals designed to meet the student’s needs resulting from their disability;  
how the district will measure and report the student’s progress toward their annual IEP 
goals; the special education services, related services, and supplementary aids to be 
provided to the student; the extent to which the student will not participate with 
nondisabled students in the general education classroom and extracurricular or 
nonacademic activities; any individual modifications necessary to measure the student’s 
academic achievement and functional performance on state or district-wide 
assessments; ESY services, if necessary; and the projected date when the services and 
program modifications will begin, and the anticipated frequency, location, and duration 
of those services and modifications.  34 CFR §300.320; WAC 392-172A-03090. 

Consideration of Special Factors: In developing a student’s individualized education 
program (IEP), the IEP team must: consider the communication needs of the student 
and whether the student needs assistive technology devices and services.  34 CFR 
§300.324; WAC 392-172A-03110(2). 

Assistive Technology: The need for assistive technology must be determined on a case-
by-case basis, considering the unique needs of each child.  If the IEP team determines 
that a student with disabilities requires assistive technology in order to receive a FAPE, 
and designates such assistive technology as either special education or a related 
service, the IEP must include a specific statement describing such service, including the 
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nature and amount of such services.  Any assistive technology needs stated in an IEP 
must be provided at public expense, under public supervision and direction, and without 
charge.  Letter to Anonymous, 29 IDELR 1089 (OSEP 1997). 

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

Least Restrictive Environment: School districts shall ensure that the provision of 
services to each student eligible for special education, including preschool students and 
students in public or private institutions or other care facilities, shall be provided:  to the 
maximum extent appropriate in the general education environment with students who 
are nondisabled; and special classes, separate schooling or other removal of students 
eligible for special education from the general educational environment occurs only if 
the nature or severity of the disability is such that education in general education 
classes with the use of supplementary aids and services cannot be achieved 
satisfactorily.  34 CFR §300.114; WAC 392-172A-02050.  School districts that do not 
have a public preschool program that can provide all the appropriate services and 
supports for a particular child with a disability must explore alternative methods to 
ensure that the LRE requirements are met for that child. These methods may include: 
(1) providing opportunities for the participation of preschool children with disabilities in 
preschool programs operated by public agencies other than LEAs (such as Head Start 
or community based child care); (2) enrolling preschool children with disabilities in 
private preschool programs for nondisabled preschool children; (3) locating classes for 
preschool children with disabilities in regular elementary schools; or (4) providing home-
based services. If a public agency determines that placement in a private preschool 
program is necessary for a child to receive FAPE, the public agency must make that 
program available at no cost to the parent.  Dear Colleague Letter, 58 IDELR 290 
(OSEP 2012). 

Placement: Each school district must ensure that a parent of each student eligible for 
special education is a member of any group that makes decisions on the educational 
placement of the parent's child.  34 CFR § 300.501; WAC 392-172A-05000(3).  When 
determining the educational placement of a student eligible for special education 
including a preschool student, the placement decision shall be determined annually and 
made by a group of persons, including the parents, and other persons knowledgeable 
about the student, the evaluation data, and the placement options.  The selection of the 
appropriate placement for each student shall be based upon: the student's IEP; the 
least restrictive environment requirements contained in WAC 392-172A-02050 through 
392-172A-02070, including this section; the placement option(s) that provides a 
reasonably high probability of assisting the student to attain his or her annual goals; and 
a consideration of any potential harmful effect on the student or on the quality of 
services which he or she needs.  A student shall not be removed from education in age-
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appropriate general classrooms solely because of needed modifications in the general 
education curriculum.  34 CFR § 300.116; WAC 392-172A-02060. 

FINDINGS OF FACT 

1. In April 2015, the Student received an initial evaluation for IDEA Part C birth-to-three 
services through a community health center.  The Part C evaluation report 
recommended the Student receive speech language therapy to address delays in 
communication skills. 

2. On May 1, 2015, an individualized family services plan (IFSP) was developed for the 
Student.  The Student’s IFSP provided for occupational therapy services to address 
fine motor skills and speech language therapy to address communication. 

3. On May 18, 2015, the District held a referral meeting to discuss evaluating the 
Student for IDEA Part B services.  The District agreed to conduct an initial evaluation 
of the Student. 

4. On June 8, 2015, the Parents signed consent for the initial Part B evaluation and the 
District conducted the Student’s evaluation that same day.  The evaluation included 
assessments in the area of communication and a review of existing data. 

5. On June 11, 2015, the Student’s evaluation group, including the Student’s mother, 
met to review the results of the Student’s evaluation.  The evaluation report 
recommended the Student receive specially designed instruction in communication.  
The report stated that the Student was learning expressive vocabulary through sign 
language and direct imitation, and that he used a communication book to assist his 
communication development at home.  The report also stated that the Student had 
been evaluated in May 2015 by the community health center, and that the health 
center’s evaluation report showed that the Student was not exhibiting any delays in 
the areas of fine/gross motor, cognitive, or social development.  The District 
indicated the Student did not need further evaluation in those areas at that time, but 
the Student’s sensory processing needs would be further screened when he began 
a District preschool program to determine if assessments were needed.  
Additionally, the Student’s fine and gross motor skills would be screened when the 
Student began preschool to determine if further assessment was needed at that 
time.  The evaluation group determined the Student was eligible for special 
education. 

6. Also on June 11, 2015, the Student’s individualized education program (IEP) team, 
including the Student’s mother, met to develop the Student’s initial IEP.  According 
to the District’s response, the IEP team discussed the use of a computer tablet at the 
meeting.  The copy of the Student’s IEP given to the Student’s mother following the 
June 11, 2015 meeting was dated June 8, 2015 (June 8 IEP).  The June 8 IEP 
stated that the Student demonstrated a delay in communication development and 
that his needs in the area of communication would be addressed with specially 
designed instruction.  The IEP stated that the Student did have assistive technology 
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needs.  The IEP did not include the Student’s present level of academic 
achievement and functional performance or include IEP goals.  The IEP stated that 
the Student would receive the following specially designed instruction: 

• Communication – 15 minutes (2 times weekly) in a special education setting 
provided by a speech language pathologist staff person and monitored by a speech 
language pathologist (SLP) 

• Communication – 120 minutes (2 times weekly) in a special education setting 
provided by special education staff and monitored by a special education teacher 

The IEP stated that the Student would begin receiving services on June 12, 2015 
and would attend preschool with other students who had developmental delays.  The 
June 8 IEP stated that the participants in the IEP meeting included a District 
administrator/designee, an IEP case manager, and the Parent.  The IEP was signed 
by the District preschool special education teacher and the Student’s mother.  Also 
that day, the Parent signed consent for the initial provision of Part B special 
education services. 

7. Also on June 11, 2015, the District completed prior written notice, proposing to 
initiate the Student’s IEP and educational placement on June 12, 2015. 

8. In August 2015, the Student turned three years old. 

9. On September 2, 2015, the District’s regular 2015-2016 school year began. 

10. On September 4, 2015, the District preschool special education teacher contacted 
the Parents for a “welcome call”.  During the phone call, the Student’s father 
requested a copy of the Student’s IEP.  Later that day, the preschool special 
education teacher emailed the Student’s father, apologizing for not providing the 
Parents with a complete copy of the Student’s June 8 IEP.  The special education 
teacher then attempted to attach a copy of the Student’s IEP, but instead attached a 
copy of the Student’s June 11, 2015 evaluation report.  The special education 
teacher then agreed to provide the Parents with a copy of the IEP on September 8, 
2015, when she returned to the work. 

11. On September 5, 2015, the Student’s father emailed the preschool special education 
teacher, requesting that an IEP team meeting be scheduled as soon as possible in 
order to discuss “concrete” goals for the Student.  In response, the special education 
teacher agreed to schedule an IEP meeting.  The special education teacher also 
stated that she or the speech language pathologist could review the IEP goals with 
the Parents and answer any questions. 

12. On September 6, 2015, the District preschool special education teacher emailed the 
Parents a copy of the Student’s IEP (September 2015 IEP).  The special education 
teacher stated that the goals added by the speech language pathologist were on 
page seven of the IEP.  In response, the Parents stated that the September 2015 
IEP was “unacceptable” as the goals had not been discussed with the Parents, and 
that the goals were based on outdated information as the Student was already able 
to do some of the things being proposed in the goals.  The goal regarding receptive 
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language was also incorrect because the Student was able to identify how items 
were used at 100%, not 0%.  The Parents again requested that an IEP meeting be 
scheduled.  In response, the preschool special education teacher stated that she 
would schedule a meeting as soon as she could get the IEP team together. 

13. Based on the copy of the September 2015 IEP included in the Parents’ complaint, 
the following changes were made to the Student’s June 8 IEP: 

• IEP meeting date changed to June 11, 2015. 
• The addition of a District SLP as a participant in the June 11, 2015 IEP meeting. 
• IEP start date changed to September 2, 2015. 
• The addition of language in the assistive technology section, stating that the Student 

used a communication book at home to “make his needs and wants known” and also 
used “sign language to aid in his attempts to express himself.” 

• The addition of present levels of academic achievement and functional performance. 
• The addition of an adverse educational impact summary. 
• The addition of three communication goals. 
• No signatures from the Parent or the District preschool special education teacher. 

14. The District’s documentation in this complaint includes a third copy of an IEP for the 
Student (District IEP).  The District IEP includes the signatures of the school 
psychologist acting as the District representative, the preschool special education 
teacher, the Student’s mother, and the District SLP.  The District IEP states that the 
IEP meeting occurred on June 11, 2015, and that the start date for the IEP was 
September 2, 2015.  The District IEP also included the same information that was 
added to the September 2015 IEP sent to the Parents. 

15. The District was on break on September 7, 2015.  Also that day, the Parents 
emailed the District preschool special education teacher, stating that the September 
2015 IEP was not the IEP the Student’s mother had signed in June 2015, and the 
Parents were upset that the September 2015 IEP was being presented as such.  
The Parents stated that it appeared that the District had changed the June 8 IEP 
without the Parents’ consent or providing the Parents with prior written notice.  In 
response, the teacher asked if the Parents were available to meet on September 8, 
2015.   A meeting was later scheduled for September 11, 2015, but the Parents did 
not attend. 

16. On September 9, 2015, the Student’s father spoke with the District special services 
director about his concerns regarding the September 2015 IEP.  The director agreed 
to speak with the preschool staff and get back to the Parents the next day. 

17. On September 10, 2015, the special services director spoke with the preschool staff 
about the Student’s IEP and the staff members discussed options to address the 
Parents’ concerns.  After the meeting, the director contacted the Student’s father to 
discuss the options.  The Student’s father requested that the District use the updated 
information obtained during the Student’s summer speech services in the Student’s 
IEP.  The director then asked that the Parents sign a release so the Director could 
contact the Student’s IDEA Part C SLP (Part C SLP), whom the director believed 
had been providing the Student services over the summer of 2015.  The father 
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agreed to sign a release, and also asked that the District speak with the Student’s 
Part C occupational therapist.  The father also reportedly stated that since the 
District’s SLP was not spoken well of in the private SLP community, the Parents 
wanted the District to pay for the Student to receive private speech services. 

18. Also on September 10, 2015, the Student’s father sent a text message to the District 
special services director, asking if the Student’s District preschool program would 
include non-disabled students.  In response, the special services director stated that 
some of the preschool classes had non-disabled students in them, but some did not.  
The director was unsure what class the Student was assigned to, and would check 
the following day. 

19. On September 11, 2015, the Student’s father sent a follow-up text message to the 
District special services director, asking what the director had found about the 
preschool class the Student was assigned to.  The director responded that the 
youngest students (age three) were not assigned to classes that included non-
disabled students.  The father responded that this was “disappointing” as District 
staff had previously indicated that a class including non-disabled peers was an 
option.  The Parents believed the Student needed to be exposed to typically 
developing peers. 

20. On September 14, 2015, the Student’s father sent another text message to the 
District special services director, stating that the Student’s Part C SLP was on a trip 
until September 25, 2015.  The father also stated that he wished the District and the 
community health center that provided the Student’s IDEA Part C services would 
have coordinated better, and that the Student’s mother would not have felt 
compelled to sign a partially completed IEP in June 2015.  The father also stated 
that he believed it would be appropriate for the District to pay for the Student to 
receive private SLP services for the next two weeks.  Additionally, the father stated 
that the Parents were not comfortable with the Student attending a preschool 
program that did not include non-disabled students.  The father then suggested that 
a reevaluation may be needed for the Student, and asked when would be a good 
time to call the director.  The next day, the director responded that she could speak 
to the father that afternoon. 

21. On September 15, 2015, the District special services director called the Student’s 
father to discuss the Part C SLP’s availability to attend an IEP meeting.  Based on 
the director’s call log, the director asked if the Parents wanted to wait to hold the 
meeting until the Part C SLP returned on September 25, 2015, and the father 
responded that the Parents wanted to wait.  Additionally, the director asked if the 
Parents wanted the Student to begin school prior to the IEP meeting, and the father 
stated no.   Later that same day, the Parents emailed the director to follow up on 
their earlier conversation.  The Parents stated that they planned to reach out to the 
Student’s private SLP and ask her to the contact the District.  The Parents also 
stated that as they understood it, the director was going to look into the District 
paying for the Student to receive private speech therapy until the Parents and the 
District could develop a mutually agreed upon IEP.  The Parents were also 
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requesting compensatory services to address any services the Student had missed 
since he turned three years old.  The Parents also asked that the District make an 
inclusive preschool program available to the Student. 

22. The District’s preschool program began on September 17, 2015.  The preschool 
program operates two days per week on Mondays and Thursdays. 

23. On September 18, 2015, the District special services director emailed the Parents, 
stating that the District was “ready” and “willing” to provide for the Student’s needs 
through the District’s developmental preschool program.  Additionally, the District 
had been ready to meet and review the Student’s IEP, but the Parents wanted to 
wait until the Student’s former Part C SLP could attend the meeting.  However, the 
District was “more than willing” to revise the Student’s IEP to reflect the Student’s 
present levels of performance and develop goals based on what he had been 
working on over the summer of 2015, but the District was declining to pay for private 
speech services, and would not change the structure of the developmental 
preschool class for three year olds to include typically developing peers.  The special 
services director stated the District had included typically developing peers in the 
three year olds preschool program in the past, but that approach was not successful 
for the students.  The director than stated that the Student would be eligible to 
participate in a preschool class, which included typically developing peers when he 
turned four years old.  Later that day, the Student’s father sent the special services 
director a text message, stating that the Parents had received the director’s email.  
The father stated that it was the director’s “preferred option” to have the Part C SLP 
attend an IEP meeting. 

24. Also on September 18, 2015, the Parents spoke with the District assistant 
superintendent regarding their concerns about the Student’s IEP and placement. 

25. On September 21, 2015, the Parents responded to the special services director’s 
September 18, 2015 email.  The Parents stated that they understood that the District 
believed it could be serving the Student, but the Parents did not agree because the 
District was not offering the Student a placement in the least restrictive environment.  
The Parents believed the District was required to provide the Student with a program 
in his least restrictive environment, even if that meant contracting with another 
preschool program.  The Parents also stated that they planned to file a special 
education citizen complaint. 

26. Also on September 21, 2015, the District assistant superintendent emailed the 
Parents to follow up on her conversation with the Parents on September 18, 2015.  
The assistant superintendent stated that the District special services director had 
emailed the Parents on September 18, 2015 about their concerns, and had indicated 
that the District was ready to serve the Student and would begin providing services 
once the Parents elected for the Student to attend school.  The director had also 
informed the Parents that the Student’s IEP could be updated based on information 
from the Student’s private SLP.  The assistant superintendent also stated that the 
District currently did not have a preschool program for three year olds that included  
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typically developing peers, but did have a program for four and five year old 
students, which included typically developing peers.  The assistant superintendent 
stated that the District looked forward to scheduling a meeting with the Parents.  The 
Parents replied that they believed the IDEA required the District to have a preschool 
program that included non-disabled students, or to pay for the Student to attend a 
preschool program that included non-disabled students. 

27. On September 25, 2015, OSPI received the Parents’ citizen complaint. 

28. On September 29, 2015, the Parents emailed the District superintendent and copied 
other District staff members.  The Parents attached a copy of the Student’s 
evaluation report from his private provider and stated that they were waiting for a 
meeting to address an “inclusive approach” to the Student’s education.  In response, 
the District special services director stated that the District was happy to schedule an 
IEP meeting and asked that the Parents provide her with dates and times they were 
available to meet.  The director also asked if the Parents wanted the District to invite 
the Student’s private SLP, or his former Part C SLP.  The Parents later responded 
that the District did not need to invite the Part C SLP.  A meeting was later 
scheduled for October 5, 2015 to discuss the Parents’ concerns. 

29. On October 5, 2015, the Parents met with District staff members to discuss the 
Parents’ concerns.  The Parents and the District then agreed that the District would 
conduct an assessment revision in order to consider additional information provided 
by the Student’s private SLP and the community health center that previously 
provided the Student’s IDEA Part C services.  Additionally, the Parents and District 
agreed to hold an IEP meeting on October 7, 2015 to amend the Student’s IEP and 
that the Student would participate in a preschool class, which was integrated with 
typically developing peers. 

30. On October 7, 2015, the Student’s IEP team, including the Parents, met to review 
the results of the assessment revision and amend the Student’s IEP.  The IEP team 
updated the Student’s present levels of performance and his annual goals.  The IEP 
team also added occupational therapy as a related service, and included the use of 
picture communication supports as an accommodation.  The IEP amendment stated 
that non-disabled model peers would be included in the Student’s preschool class. 

31. On October 13, 2015, the Student began attending the District preschool program. 

CONCLUSIONS 

Issue 1: IEP Development – The District failed to follow procedures for developing the 
Student’s June 8, 2015 IEP, as well as the subsequent September 2015 IEP, and the 
District IEP submitted in response to this complaint. 

IEP Team – Based on the documentation in this complaint, the District failed to have a 
District representative at the June 11, 2015 IEP meeting, as there is no recorded 
signature, meeting notes, or prior written notice showing a representative was present. 
Additionally, based on the documentation, the District SLP also did not attend the June 
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11, 2015 IEP meeting, as the SLP did not sign the June 8 IEP, indicating she 
participated in the IEP meeting, and there is no other documentation provided to show 
she attended.  While the District SLP was not a required member of the IEP team, the 
District indicated that she would attend the IEP meeting in its meeting invitation and 
therefore, the District SLP should have attended the meeting.  Further, the discrepancy 
in the signatures on the June 8 IEP and the IEP submitted by the District in this 
complaint confirm that the District’s documentation is factually inaccurate. 

IEP Requirements – The District failed to include required elements in the Student’s 
June 8 IEP and also failed to document the Student’s communication needs and need 
for assistive technology.  An IEP is required to include present levels of academic and 
functional performance and measurable annual goals.  The Student’s June 8, 2015 IEP 
included neither of these.  While the District eventually added present levels and annual 
goals to the Student’s September 2015 IEP and apparently in the District IEP, one of 
the annual goals was not reflective of the information included in the present levels, and 
inaccurately stated the Student’s skill level.  Additionally, in developing an IEP, an IEP 
team must consider a student’s communication needs and the need for assistive 
technology.  While the Student’s June 8, 2015 evaluation report noted that the Student 
was “learning expressive vocabulary through sign language and direct imitation,” and 
that the Student used a “communication book to assist his communication development 
at home” this information was not included in the Student’s June 8 IEP.  Further, even 
when the information was later included in the September 2015 IEP and in the District 
IEP, the IEPs still did not state whether the Student required assistive technology at 
school.  However, given that the Student’s IEP team met in October 2015 to develop an 
agreed upon and completed IEP for the Student, no student specific corrective actions 
are required to address the deficits in the Student’s prior IEPs. 

IDEA Part C to Part B Transition – The obligation to make FAPE available to each 
eligible child begins no later than the child’s third birthday and an IEP must be in effect 
by that date.  Given that the Student’s June 8 IEP was not complete, the District failed 
to have an IEP in place by the Student’s third birthday in August 2015.  While the 
District was not necessarily obligated to implement the IEP until its 2015-2016 school 
year began, this did not negate the District’s obligation to have a completed IEP in place 
by the Student’s third birthday. 

Issue 2:  IEP Amendment – The District failed to follow procedures for amending the 
Student’s June 8 IEP.  As discussed above, the Student’s June 8, 2015 IEP was 
insufficient and is not considered a complete IEP.  Despite the insufficiency of the June 
8 IEP, the District was still required to follow procedures for amending the June 8 IEP, 
and therefore should not have made changes to the Student’s IEP without either holding 
an IEP team meeting or obtaining the Parents’ agreement to amend the IEP without 
holding a meeting. 

Issue 3:  Least Restrictive Environment – When determining the educational 
placement of a student, the selection of the appropriate placement must be based upon 
the student's IEP, the least restrictive environment, the placement option that provides a 
reasonably high probability of assisting the student to attain his annual goals, and a 
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consideration of any potential harmful effect on the student or on the quality of services 
which he needs.  Here, the District’s documentation does not show that the Student’s 
IEP team or another group, which included the Parents, considered all of the required 
factors when determining the Student’s placement for the 2015-2016 school year.  
While the District’s preschool program for three year old students may have been an 
appropriate placement for the Student, the District cannot unilaterally determine a 
placement without providing the Parents with an opportunity to participate in the 
decision making, and consideration of the Student’s least restrictive environment.  
Given that the Student’s IEP team met in October and agreed upon a placement for the 
Student, and that the Student is currently receiving services in the agreed upon 
placement, no student specific corrective actions are required to address this issue. 

CORRECTIVE ACTIONS 

On December 18, 2015, January 25, 2016, and March 4, 2016, the District will provide 
documentation to OSPI that the following corrective action has been completed. 

STUDENT SPECIFIC: 
NONE 

DISTRICT SPECIFIC: 
The District will ensure all District special education certificated staff, including 
educational staff associates (ESAs) who work in the District’s preschool school 
program, receive training regarding IEP development.  The trainer will not be an 
employee of the District.  The training will also include examples. 

By December 18, 2015, the District will notify OSPI of the name of the outside trainer, 
and provide the trainer with a copy of this decision for use in preparing training 
materials.  By January 25, 2016, the District will submit a draft of the outside trainer’s 
training materials to OSPI for review.  OSPI will approve the materials or provide 
comments by February 8, 2016 and additional dates for review, if needed.  By March 4, 
2016, the District will submit documentation that staff participated in the training.  This 
will include a sign-in sheet and a roster of who should have attended so OSPI can verify 
that staff participated.  If any of the staff are unable to participate, the District will 
contract with the trainer for a follow-up session within the required timeframe. 

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

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



(Citizen Complaint No. 15-55) Page 12 of 12 

Dated this ____ day of November, 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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