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SPECIAL EDUCATION CITIZEN COMPLAINT (SECC) NO.  15-63 

PROCEDURAL HISTORY 

On October 28, 2015, the Office of Superintendent of Public Instruction (OSPI) received 
a Special Education Citizen Complaint from the parent (Parent) of a student (Student) 
attending the Bellingham 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 October 29, 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 November 18, 2015, OSPI received the District’s response to the complaint and 
forwarded it to the Parent on November 19, 2015.  OSPI invited the Parent to reply with 
any information she had that was inconsistent with the District’s information. 

On December 4, 2015, OSPI received the Parent’s reply and forwarded that reply to the 
District on December 7, 2015. 

Also on December 4, 2015, OSPI received additional information from the Parent.  
OSPI forwarded that information to the District on December 9, 2015. 

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

OVERVIEW 

During the 2014-2015 school year, the Student attended fifth grade at a District 
elementary school and received special education services under the category of 
specific learning disabilities.  The Student’s statewide assessments indicated that the 
Student was not at grade level expectations for mathematics and reading, and the 
Student’s individualized education program (IEP) provided the Student with special 
education services for mathematics and reading.  In April 2015, the Student’s team 
updated the Student’s baselines, and added three additional IEP annual goals for 
mathematics.  Additionally, the Student’s IEP team amended her IEP to decrease the 
amount of specially designed instruction for mathematics that the Student received in 
the special education setting, while adding time for specially designed instruction for 
mathematics in the general education setting.  However, the Student’s IEP team did not 
agree to the Parent’s request that the District provide the Student with a special 
education teacher who had specific knowledge of dyslexia and dyscalculia.  At the 
beginning of the 2015-2016 school year, the District agreed to conduct an early 
reevaluation for the Student, but wanted to wait until the Student’s annual IEP team 
meeting to add an additional accommodation.  The Parent alleged that the District did 
not follow procedures for (1) developing and revising the Student’s IEP, (2) 
implementing the Student’s IEP, and (3) providing progress reporting toward the 
Student’s annual IEP goals.  The District admitted it did not timely provide two prior 
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written notices, gave the Parent incorrect information about the IEP amendment 
process, and proposed a corrective action, but otherwise denied the allegations. 

SCOPE OF INVESTIGATION 

The investigation was limited to a 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.  It did not extend to general education 
decisions, allegations of discrimination, or allegations of unprofessional conduct.  
Additionally, the investigation did not extend beyond the one-year limitation for 
complaints, which in this case, begins on October 30, 2014. 

ISSUES 

1. Did the District follow procedures to develop and/or revise the Student’s 
individualized education program (IEP)? 

2. Did the District follow procedures to implement the Student’s IEP? 
3. Did the District follow procedures to provide the Parent with progress reporting of the 

Student’s annual IEP goals? 

LEGAL STANDARDS 

IEP Development: The IEP meeting serves as a communication vehicle between 
parents and school personnel, and enables the IEP team to make informed decisions 
regarding the: student’s needs and appropriate goals; extent to which the student will be 
involved in the general education curriculum and participate in the general education 
environment, and state and district-wide assessments; and services needed to support 
that involvement and participation, and to achieve the agreed-upon IEP goals.  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 that are 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) 

IEP Revision: A student’s IEP must be reviewed and revised periodically, but not less 
than annually, to address any lack of expected progress toward annual goals or in the 
general curriculum; the results of any reevaluations; information about the student 
provided to, or by, the parents; the student’s anticipated needs; or any other matters.  In 
conducting its review of a student’s IEP, the IEP team must consider any special factors 
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unique to the student.  34 CFR §300.324; WAC 392-172A-03110.  If the parent obtains 
an IEE at public or private expense, the district must consider the results of the 
evaluation.  34 CFR §300.502; WAC 392-172A-05005(5). 

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 districts amend a student’s IEP, 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). 

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. 

Decisions about Educational Methodology: As a general rule, parents or students do not 
have the right to make decisions about methodology and educational philosophy.  
However, the district’s discretion in selecting methodology does not relieve it of its 
obligation to at least consider the parents’ recommended methodology.  Board of 
Education of the Hendrick Hudson Central School District v. Rowley, 458 U.S. 176, 208, 
102 S. Ct. 3034, 3052, 73 L.Ed.2d 690 (1982).  So long as a district offers a program 
that can meet the student’s individual needs and allows the student to make educational 
progress, it will meet its obligations under the IDEA. 

Parent Participation in IEP Meetings: Parents of a child with a disability will participate 
with school personnel, in developing, reviewing, and revising the student’s IEP.  This is 
an active role in which the parents: provide critical information regarding the strengths of 
their child, and express their concerns for enhancing their child’s educational program; 
participate in discussions about their child’s need for special education, related services, 
and supplementary aids and services; and join with other participants in deciding how 
the child will be involved and progress in the general curriculum, what services the 
agency will provide to the child, and in what setting.  64 Fed. Reg. 48 12473 (March 12, 
1999) (Appendix A to 34 CFR Part 300, Question 5).  IDEA specifically provides that 
parents of children with disabilities have an opportunity to participate in meetings with 
respect to the identification, evaluation, educational placement, and provision of FAPE 
to their child.  34 CFR §300.501; WAC 392-172A-05000(2)(a).  IEP teams must 
consider the parents’ concerns and the information that parents provide regarding their 
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child in developing and reviewing their child’s IEP.  34 CFR §300.324; WAC 392-172A-
03110(1)(b). 

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. 

Prior Written Notice:  Prior written notice ensures that the parent is aware of the 
decisions a district has made regarding evaluation and other matters affecting 
placement or implementation of the IEP.  It documents that districts have given full 
consideration to input provided regarding the student’s educational needs, and it 
clarifies that the district has made a decision.  The prior written notice should document 
any disagreement with the parent, and should clearly describe what the district 
proposes or refuses to initiate.  It also includes a statement that the parent has 
procedural safeguards so that if they wish to do so, they can follow procedures to 
resolve the conflict.  Prior written notice is not an invitation to a meeting.  34 CFR 
300.503; WAC 392-172A-05010. 

Notice of Procedural Safeguards:  A copy of the procedural safeguards must be given to 
parents, at a minimum, one time per year and: the first time the child is referred or the 
parent requests a special education evaluation; the first time the parent files a citizen’s 
complaint or due process request in a school year; the first time the parent or the district 
files a due process hearing request during the year; on the date the district decides to 
make a disciplinary change of placement; or anytime the parent requests a copy.  The 
notice of procedural safeguards must provide a full explanation of a student’s rights 
related to: an independent educational evaluation (IEE); prior written notice; parental 
consent; access to education records; dispute resolution options and procedures; 
placement during a due process hearing; procedures for placement in an interim 
alternative setting; requirements for unilateral placement in private schools at public 
expense; civil actions; and attorney’s fees.  34 CFR §300.504; WAC 392-172A-05015. 

FINDINGS OF FACT 

1. During the 2014-2015 school year, the Student attended fifth grade at a District 
elementary school and was eligible for special education services under the 
category of specific learning disabilities. 

2. The Student’s initial evaluation was completed on October 10, 2013, when the 
Student attended fourth grade at a District elementary school.  The evaluation report 
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noted that the school had previously conducted interventions for the Student in the 
areas of reading and mathematics, but her benchmark scores in both areas had 
fallen below standard on state standardized testing.  The report listed the Student’s 
strengths as being a hard worker, demonstrating good social skills, contributing to 
discussions, being a helpful team member, showing good organization, taking 
responsibility for her homework, asking questions, advocating for herself, and 
improving her writing detail.  The report listed the Student’s difficulty with 
mathematics, fluency & accuracy when reading, vocabulary when reading, concerns 
about spelling, and needing more detail in her writing.  The academic assessment 
stated that the Student did not demonstrate a severe discrepancy between her 
measured cognitive ability and her measured academic achievement.  However, 
when the evaluation group considered the pattern of the Student’s strengths and 
weaknesses between her cognitive ability and her academic achievement in both 
mathematics and reading using their professional judgement, the evaluation report 
recommended the Student receive specially designed instruction for mathematics 
and reading. 

3. On October 31, 2013, the Student’s individualized education program (IEP) team, 
including the Parent, developed the Student’s initial IEP.  This was the IEP in effect 
for the Student at the beginning of the 2014-2015 school year.  The Student’s IEP 
provided for 120 minutes per week of specially designed instruction for mathematics, 
provided by a special education teacher in the special education setting, and 160 
minutes per week of specially designed instruction for reading, provided by a general 
education teacher in the general education setting, with the special education 
teacher designing and monitoring services. 

4. September 2, 2014 was the first day of the 2014-2015 school year and the Student 
began attending fifth grade at the same District elementary school. 

5. On October 29, 2014, the Student’s IEP team, including the Parent, developed the 
Student’s annual IEP.  The Student’s IEP team considered the Student’s 
performance on the Student’s spring fourth grade measures of student progress 
(MSP) scores: 

• Fourth grade spring reading score: 396 (400 grade level). 
• Fourth grade spring mathematics score: 353 (400 grade level). 

The Student’s IEP team also considered the Student’s fourth and fifth grade 
measures of academic progress (MAP) scores: 

• Fifth grade fall reading score: 207 (grade-level expectation is 207). 
• Fifth grade fall mathematics score: 191 (grade-level expectation is 213). 

The Student’s team also considered the Student’s fourth grade benchmark 
assessment score: 

• Fourth grade fall reading level “T” (grade level expectation is “S”). 

The Student’s IEP included one annual reading goal and three annual mathematics 
goals, with progress reported quarterly.  The Student’s reading goal was to improve 
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from reading level “T” to reading level “V” by the end of fifth grade, as measured by 
the benchmark reading assessment system.  The Student’s mathematics goals 
involved division, representing equivalent fraction & decimal values, and the order of 
operations.  For the remainder of the 2014-2015 school year, the Student’s IEP 
provided for 120 minutes per week of specially designed instruction for mathematics, 
provided by a special education teacher in the special education setting, and another 
120 minutes per week of specially designed instruction for reading, provided by a 
general education teacher in the general education setting, and the special 
education teacher designing and monitoring services.  The Student’s IEP also 
included a service matrix for the beginning of the 2015-2016 school year, when the 
Student would attend middle school, until the Student’s IEP team met again in 
October 2015.  This service matrix provided the 120 minutes per week of specially 
designed instruction for each area of reading and mathematics, with both areas of 
service provided in the general education setting by either a special education or 
general education teacher. 

6. The same day, the District provided the Parent with prior written notice.  The notice 
stated that the Student’s IEP team had considered providing the Student with her 
services for both mathematics and reading in the general education setting, but 
rejected that option because the Student would benefit from the small group 
instruction, individualized pacing, and foundational skill provided in the special 
education setting. 

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

8. On January 23, 2015, the Parent emailed the Student’s special education teacher, 
stating that after she received the Student’s October 29, 2014 IEP, she had made 
handwritten edits on it, and sent it back to school.  The Parent stated that she was 
hoping that the Student’s special education teacher could incorporate those edits 
into the Student’s IEP.  On the same day, the Student’s special education teacher 
responded, stating she never received the Parent’s proposed edits, but she would 
send her a copy of the Student’s IEP, and the Parent could indicate her proposed 
changes on it.  The Student’s special education teacher stated that the Parent, the 
Student’s general education teacher, and the Student’s special education teacher 
could then meet to amend the Student’s IEP, including the testing accommodations 
they had discussed.  In the same email, the Student’s special education teacher 
updated the Parent on the Student’s progress toward her annual goals for 
mathematics.  Regarding the Student’s mathematics goal involving order of 
operations, the Student’s special education teacher stated that the Student was “3/3 
with one set of parentheses.”  Regarding the Student’s mathematics goal involving 
fractions & decimals, the Student’s special education teacher stated that the Student 
had been working on models of equivalent fractions, and had completed number 
sentences for equivalent fractions.  Regarding the Student’s mathematics goal 
involving division, the Student’s special education teacher stated they had not 
started to work on that goal because they were still reviewing multiplication 
problems. 
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9. On January 26, 2015, the Parent emailed the Student’s special education teacher in 
response to the email, updating the Parent on the Student’s annual goal progress.  
The Parent asked what the teacher had done to keep the Student aligned with her 
classwork.  The Student’s special education teacher replied the next day, stating that 
she conferred with the Student’s general education teacher regularly, and instruction 
in the resource room focused on the skills needed for the fifth grade mathematics 
curriculum. 

10. On January 28, 2015, the Parent met with the Student’s special education teacher 
and general education teacher to discuss the Student’s progress.  However, the 
meeting ended before the Parent could discuss all of her concerns, and they agreed 
to continue the meeting on February 2, 2015. 

11. The first semester of the 2014-2015 school year ended in January 2015, and the 
school provided report cards for all students.  The Student’s report card indicated 
that the Student was meeting the standard for reading, and was approaching the 
standard for writing.  The comments stated that the Student maintained grade-level 
reading skills, understood what she read, and was able to discuss her reading 
assignments.  The comments further stated that the Student’s next steps were to 
notice the more subtle elements of a text for inferring and predicting.  The comments 
stated that in writing, the Student was moving from writing a mere summary of 
events, to writing narrative, including adding details, dialogue, and thoughts in her 
writing.  The comments stated that the Student’s next step was to organize her 
writing using paragraphs.  The Student’s report card stated she had modified 
expectations for mathematics and the comments stated the Student was working to 
strengthen her understanding of the concept of fractions, and that this knowledge 
would then transferred decimals.  The comments stated that the Student was using 
models and searching for patterns to see the connection between fractions and 
decimals. 

12. On February 2, 2015, the Parent emailed the Student’s special education teacher, 
stating that she had questions about the computer-based curriculum used in the 
Student’s special education classroom on Mondays.  The Student’s special 
education teacher responded the same day, stating she had information about the 
Student’s progress in the computer-based mathematics program, which she would 
share that afternoon when they met.  The Student’s special education teacher also 
stated that she had a new idea for implementing the Student’s services that she 
wanted to propose at the meeting that day.  Later that day, the Student’s IEP team 
met to finish their discussions about amending the Student’s IEP.  Attendees 
included the Parent, the Student’s special education teacher, the Student’s general 
education teacher, and the school principal. 

13. On February 15, 2015, the District provided the Parent with progress reporting for 
the Student’s annual IEP goals.  The reporting indicated that the Student was 
making sufficient progress on all of her IEP goals to achieve the goals within the 
duration of the IEP.  Regarding the Student’s first mathematics goal (division), the 
reporting stated that while the Student was just beginning to work on this goal, she 
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understood the concept of division, had mastery of the subtraction skills needed, 
would be using a multiplication chart, and she should achieve the goal.  Regarding 
the Student’s second mathematics goal (fraction & decimal values), the reporting 
stated the Student was beginning to demonstrate an understanding of the 
relationship between 1/10’s or 1/100’s and their decimal equivalents, and she would 
be working on models to gain understanding of the equivalent decimal numbers for 
1/4 and 1/2.  Regarding the Student’s third mathematics goal (order of operations), 
the reporting stated the Student was demonstrating mastery of applying the rules for 
order of operations when solving a numerical sentence with one set of parentheses 
and using the operations of addition, subtraction, and/or multiplication.  The 
reporting stated that the Student would continue to review this skill, apply her 
understanding to multiple step problems, and include division in the operations. 

14. On February 23, 2015, the Parent emailed the Student’s special education teacher, 
asking when she would receive a copy of the Student’s IEP, as revised after their 
February 2, 2015 meeting.  The Parent noted that they had discussed providing the 
Student with accommodations for smarter balanced state testing, but that she had 
since decided to refuse to have the Student participate in the state testing. 

15. On March 3, 2015, the Student’s special education teacher responded to the Parent, 
stating that although she knew that the Parent planned to refuse the Student’s 
participation in the smarter balanced state testing, she was amending the Student’s 
IEP to add the assessment accommodations as discussed on February 2, 2015 
because those accommodations would also apply to MAP testing, and would be in 
place in the case that the Parent changed her mind about the Student’s participating 
in the smarter balanced assessment. 

16. On March 4, 2015, the District sent the Parent a copy of the Student’s amended IEP, 
as discussed on February 2, 2015.  The Student’s IEP included two new testing 
accommodations, use of text-to-speech software, and use of multiplication tables.  
Otherwise, the Student’s IEP remained the same. 

17. On March 17, 2015, the school principal emailed the Parent, attaching the District’s 
test refusal form, which is the District’s standard form informing parents of the role of 
assessments and documenting parental refusal. 

18. On March 23, 2015, the school principal emailed the Parent, proposing to hold an 
IEP team meeting to review the Student’s progress, discuss her needs, and amend 
the Student’s IEP as necessary.  The meeting was scheduled for March 27, 2015. 

19. On March 27, 2015, the Student’s IEP team, including the Parent, met to discuss the 
Student’s progress and needs, but the meeting time ended before the Student’s IEP 
team finished with their discussions, and the Student’s IEP team agreed to continue 
the meeting on April 17, 2015.  The District provided the Parent with prior written 
notice, stating that the Parent expressed her concerns, including concern about 
communication with the school, and concerns about the Student’s access to the 
grade level mathematics curriculum.  Additionally, the prior written notice stated that 
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the Student’s IEP team noted that the fall MAP score was 191 (with the Student 
reading the questions by herself) and the Student’s spring MAP score was 211 (with 
someone reading the question to the Student).  The notice stated that the Student’s 
team agreed that the Student’s special education teacher would provide the Parent 
with weekly updates on the Student’s mathematics instruction. 

20. On April 1, 2015, the District special education director emailed the Parent, stating 
that he wanted to talk with her about an independent educational evaluation (IEE) for 
the Student.  The District special education director noted that at the end of the 
Student’s March 27, 2015 IEP team meeting, the Parent mentioned an IEE for the 
Student.  The District special education director asked if there were specific parts of 
the Student’s October 2014 evaluation that she disagreed with, or if she was 
interested in reevaluating the Student to have information that is more current.  The 
District special education director suggested that they discuss this issue at the 
Student’s April 17, 2015 IEP team meeting, but stated he would be happy to talk on 
the telephone if waiting for that meeting was a problem. 

21. On April 2, 2015, the Student’s special education teacher emailed the Parent, 
updating her on the Student’s work on mathematics in the resource room.  The 
Student’s teacher stated that for that week, the Student had been working on 
division/multiplication, and demonstrated that she understood the steps of 
multiplication, but sometimes became confused while solving a problem.  The 
Student’s special education teacher stated that after spring break, the Student’s 
instruction would be a combination of skills for division/multiplication and word 
problems. 

22. On April 3, 2015, the Parent emailed the school principal and the District special 
education director, copying the Student’s special education teacher and the 
Student’s general education teacher.  The Parent stated that she did not believe that 
the Student could fully access her grade level mathematics curriculum, and she 
requested that the District provide the Student with a certified special education 
teacher who had knowledge of dyslexia and dyscalculia, to work with the Student 
during classroom instruction for the remainder of the 2014-2015 school year. 

23. On April 6, 2015, the Parent emailed the District special education director, asking if 
they could discuss her request before the Student’s IEP team meeting.  The District 
special education director responded the same day, stating that they could discuss 
the Parent’s request at the Student’s scheduled IEP team meeting on April 17, 2015. 

24. On April 7, 2015, the District special education director responded to the Parent, 
stating that the Student’s IEP team needed to discuss the Parent’s request.  The 
District special education director stated that because it was spring break that week, 
it was not possible to schedule a meeting sooner than the Student’s already 
scheduled April 17, 2015 IEP team meeting, but they could talk about the Parent’s 
request at that meeting. 
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25. On April 13, 2015, the Parent emailed the school principal, asking for copies of all 
testing data on file for the Student.  The school principal responded the same day, 
stating that she would like to schedule an appointment with the Parent to review the 
copies of the Student’s assessment results.  The Parent then asked if the school 
principal would send her the copies of the assessments first, and then they could 
meet.  The school principal agreed, stating she would send the copies right away. 

26. Also on April 13, 2015, the Parent emailed the school principal, copying the District 
special education director on the email.  The Parent stated that she had received the 
District’s prior written notice for the March 27, 2015 meeting, and the notice omitted 
some of what had occurred.  The Parent stated that the notice did not provide a 
reason for the lack of communication with the Parent.  The Parent further stated, “No 
resolve for [the Student] not being able to access grade level math and for her to 
receive the direct instruction for her to understand…”  The Parent also stated that 
the Student’s IEP team did not agree whether the Student’s spring MAP score of 
211 represented progress or regression, because the Student had received an 
accommodation, which she had not previously received. 

27. On April 17, 2015, the Student’s IEP team, including the Parent, met and amended 
the Student’s IEP.  Attendees included a special education teacher from the District 
middle school, which the Student would attend in the 2015-2016 school year.  The 
Student’s IEP team updated the baselines for the Student’s mathematics annual 
goals, and added three additional mathematics annual goals (adding & subtracting 
fractions, multiplying fractions, and dividing fractions).  Additionally, the Student’s 
IEP team amended her IEP to decrease the amount of specially designed instruction 
for mathematics that the Student received in the special education setting from 120 
minutes per week to 80 minutes per week, while adding 120 minutes per week of 
specially designed instruction for mathematics in the general education setting.  The 
Student’s IEP team also amended the service matrix for the beginning of the 2015-
2016 school year, when the Student would attend middle school to reflect that the 
Student would receive services five days a week rather than four days a week. 

28. On April 23, 2015, the Student’s special education teacher emailed the Parent with 
the Student’s weekly update.  The Student’s special education teacher stated that 
the Student received 30 minutes of support in her general education mathematics 
classroom that day, and worked on a packet that the mathematics class had started 
while the Student was absent from school.  The Student’s special education teacher 
stated that she would begin the curriculum-based measures for the Student’s IEP 
goal baselines during the Student’s resource room time the following week. 

29. On April 29, 2015, the Parent emailed the District director of research and 
assessment, stating that the Student would not participate in the smarter balanced 
state testing, but the Parent nonetheless refused to sign the “opt out” paperwork, as 
she believed it violated her “parental constitutional rights.” 

30. On May 1, 2015, the Student’s special education teacher emailed the Parent with 
the Student’s weekly update.  The Student’s special education teacher stated she 
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administered the curriculum-based assessments for the Student’s IEP goals, put the 
baseline data into the Student’s IEP goals, and mailed the Parent a copy of the 
Student’s amended IEP goals that day.  The Student’s special education teacher 
also stated that she included copies of the curriculum-based assessments given to 
the Student in the same mailing.  Additionally, the Student’s special education 
teacher stated that she had not asked the Student to do every problem in the 
assessments, only those problems that related to the specific skill in the Student’s 
IEP goals. 

31. On May 10, 2015, the Parent emailed the Student’s special education and general 
education teachers, asking for a detailed review of the Student’s mathematics 
services for each day during the last week of April.  The Parent’s email included her 
own day-by day account of the Student’s mathematics instruction/services based on 
her understanding.  The Parent asked for clarification of how the Student spent her 
time each day that week, and data for one day in particular.  The Parent asked to 
receive a response within three business days, stating this information was required 
for her parental participation requirements under the IDEA. 

32. On May 11, 2015, the Parent responded to the Student’s special education teacher’s 
email about the curriculum-based assessments to determine the Student’s baseline 
scores.  The Parent asked for information regarding the testing procedures and 
protocol, including how the school ensured that the testing was scientifically based, 
administered, and monitored.  The Parent then listed nine related questions for 
which she wanted a specific answer.  The Parent stated this was a formal request, 
based on her parental participation rights under the IDEA, and she wanted a 
response in three business days. 

33. On May 12, 2015, the Student’s general education teacher responded to the 
Parent’s email that asked for a detailed review of the Student’s mathematics 
services for the last week of April.  The Student’s general education teacher stated 
that all fifth grade students used the afternoon time for “inquiry” with their exhibition 
groups, as it was the final week before the fifth grade exhibition event, which is the 
event associated with the fifth grade culminating project.  The Student’s general 
education teacher stated that this meant that no one met in the special education 
resource room for those days.  The Student’s general education teacher stated that 
she held mathematics instruction time in the mornings, working on solving a string of 
problems, then practicing computational fluency through workstations.  The general 
education teacher stated that the Student’s special education teacher supported as 
needed, and helped the Student with a missing assignment from the prior week. 

34. On May 13, 2015, the school principal responded to the Parent’s email that asked 
for information about the curriculum-based assessments.  The school principal 
stated that the school used a specific curriculum for the assessments, using those 
problems in the curriculum that were appropriate for assessing the Student’s specific 
IEP goal/skill, and when problems did not apply, those problems were crossed out 
on the test.  The school principal stated that the school tested the Student in the 
resource room, each assessment took 5-15 minutes, but the assessment were 
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spread out over several days rather than occurring in one setting.  The school 
principal stated that the Student’s accommodations included access to a 
multiplication table, and that the teacher read the directions.  The school principal 
stated that school staff did not give the Student guidance or assistance, nor did they 
ask the Student to review or correct her answers. 

35. Also on May 13, 2015, the Parent asked to see the original documents of the 
Student’s curriculum-based assessments (as opposed to the copies, which the 
Student’s special education teacher had previously mailed home).  The school 
principal responded the next day, arranging for the Parent to come to school on May 
20, 2015, to either review or photocopy the documents. 

36. On May 15, 2015, the Student’s special education teacher emailed the Parent, 
attaching a document reporting on the Student’s special education services for 
mathematics that week.  For each day, the report listed the type of support the 
Student received in her general education classroom (i.e. support while working 
individually) and the type of mathematics instruction that the Student received in the 
special education setting (i.e. order of operations). 

37. On May 22, 2015, the Student’s special education teacher again emailed the Parent, 
attaching a document reporting on the Student’s special education services for 
mathematics that week.  For each day, the report listed the type of support the 
Student received in her general education classroom (i.e. support while working with 
a group) and the type of mathematics instruction that the Student received in the 
special education setting (i.e. adding & subtracting fractions). 

38. On June 2, 2015, the Parent emailed the Student’s general education teacher, 
stating that the Student should participate in the MAP science testing that day. 

39. June 23, 2015 was the last day of the 2014-2015 school year.  The Student’s report 
card indicated that the Student was meeting the standard for reading, and was 
approaching the standard for writing.  The comments stated that the Student had 
improved in her comprehension, fluency, and was reading grade-level text smoothly 
with few errors.  The comments further stated that the Student’s comprehension had 
improved and she was able to answer both literal and inferential questions.  The 
Student’s report card stated the Student had modified expectations for mathematics.  
The comments stated that the Student’s confidence in mathematics had increased, 
she could often identify patterns, and was skilled at describing those patterns to the 
class. 

40. Also on June 23, 2015, the District provided the Parent with progress reporting for 
the Student’s annual IEP goals.  The reporting indicated that the Student was 
making sufficient progress on her reading goal to achieve it within the duration of the 
IEP.  For her mathematics IEP goals that had been in place since October 2014 
(division, fraction & decimal values, and order of operations), the Student was also 
making sufficient progress to achieve her goals within the duration of the IEP.  
Regarding the Student’s first mathematics goal (division), the reporting stated that 
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the Student was able to solve four out of five division problems correctly (80%), and 
would need review to maintain her proficiency.  Regarding the Student’s second 
mathematics goal (fraction & decimal values), the reporting stated that the Student 
was able to represent 13 out of 16 given values as a fraction, decimal, or percentage 
(81%), and would need review to maintain her proficiency.  Regarding the Student’s 
third mathematics goal (order of operations), the reporting stated that the Student 
demonstrated proficiency, and when solving multiple step problems, was able to use 
this skill.  Regarding the Student’s three mathematics annual IEP goals that were 
added on April 17, 2015, the reporting indicated that the Student demonstrated 
emerging skill for two of the goals and was making sufficient progress of the third to 
achieve that goal within the duration of the IEP.  Regarding the Student’s adding & 
subtracting fractions goal, the reporting stated that the Student had solved one out of 
8 (13%) fraction addition or subtraction problems that required finding a common 
denominator.  The reporting noted that the Student was able to verbalize the 
process to find common denominators, add/subtract the denominators, and solve 
problems with support.  However, the reporting stated that the Student could not yet 
do so independently.  Regarding the Student’s multiplying fractions goal, the 
reporting stated that the Student was able to multiply two out of six fraction problems 
correctly (33%).  Regarding the Student’s dividing fractions goal, the reporting stated 
that the Student solved zero out of six problems correctly, but noted that as the 
Student increased her abilities multiplying fractions, she would also increase her 
ability dividing them. 

41. On June 23, 2015, the Parent emailed the Student’s special education teacher, 
stating that she was in receipt of the Student’s progress report for the end of the 
2014-2015 school year.  The Parent noted that the District had not revised one of 
the Student’s IEP annual goals in accordance with handwritten edits that she had 
sent in to the District after the April 14, 2015 meeting.  The Parent stated that one of 
the changes she wanted for middle school was a monthly written progress report as 
opposed to the quarterly goal page.  The Parent stated she was concerned that the 
District had not made those changes, and she asked the District to inform her of the 
status of her requested revisions within one business day. 

42. On June 24, 2015, the District special education director emailed the Parent, stating 
he would mail a copy of the Student’s most recent IEP to her, so that she could 
verify whether the IEP incorporated her handwritten edits. 

43. On July 10, 2015, the school principal of the District middle school that the Student 
would begin attending in the 2015-2016 school year, emailed the Parent.  The 
school principal introduced herself, stated that the District special education director 
had informed her that the Parent had concerns about the Student’s schedule, and 
suggested times to meet. 

44. On August 21, 2015, the Parent and the middle school principal met to discuss the 
Parent’s concerns. 
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45. August 26, 2015 was the first day of the 2015-2016 school year, and the Student 
began attending a District middle school. 

46. On September 10, 2015, the Parent emailed the District special education director, 
stating she was sending a request to the Student’s middle school for an assistive 
technology evaluation for the Student.  The Parent stated that someone had 
previously told her that the District did not evaluate for assistive technology unless a 
student was severely impacted by a disability, and if that were true, the District 
should consider her IEE request. 

47. Also on September 10, 2015, the Parent emailed the Student’s special education 
teacher and general education mathematics teacher, stating she had questions and 
concerns about the Student’s mathematics instruction.  The Student’s special 
education teacher responded the next day, asking to schedule a meeting with the 
two teachers, the school principal, and the Parent. 

48. On September 17, 2015, the Student’s IEP team, including the Parent, met to 
discuss the Parent’s concerns.  The Student’s IEP team agreed to conduct an early 
reevaluation of the Student, and the Parent gave verbal consent, but did not sign the 
consent form.  The District did not provide the Parent with prior written notice at this 
time. 

49. Later on September 17, 2015, the Parent emailed several members of the Student’s 
IEP team, noting that she had not received a formal meeting notice, a formal 
attendance record, another copy of the procedural safeguards, or a prior written 
notice for the Student’s IEP team meeting that day.  Also on September 17, 2015, 
the Parent emailed several members of the Student’s IEP team, with questions and 
concerns about how and when the Student was receiving her services for 
mathematics. 

50. On September 21, 2015, the Student’s special education teacher emailed the Parent 
to address the Parent’s questions and concerns.  The Student’s special education 
teacher stated that the Student’s first period was “mathematics support,” which was 
a general education class that did not instruct the Student on her individual IEP 
annual goals, but worked on foundational mathematics skills.  The Student’s special 
education teacher stated that she provided the Student with individual instruction for 
her IEP annual goals during the Student’s sixth grade mathematics class, which was 
also a general education class.  The Student’s special education teacher stated that 
during the Student’s sixth grade mathematics class, the Student worked on grade-
level content, sometimes receiving support in the general classroom, other times 
working in a small group, and other times one-on-one outside of the general 
classroom. 

51. On September 23, 2015, the Parent emailed the school principal, requesting to add 
an IEP testing accommodation for the Student immediately.  Specifically, the Parent 
asked to add the testing accommodation of a teacher provided factor/multiple chart 
for daily tests and quizzes. 
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52. On September 26, 2015, the school principal replied to the Parent’s emailed request 
to add a testing accommodation for the Student.  The school principal asked to 
speak with the Parent on the telephone. 

53. On September 28, 2015, the Parent again emailed members of the Student’s IEP 
team, noting that she had still not received a formal meeting notice, a formal 
attendance record, another copy of the procedural safeguards, or a prior written 
notice for the Student’s IEP team meeting on September 17, 2015.  The Student’s 
special education teacher responded the same day, stating she had not mailed a 
prior written notice to the Parent because the Student’s IEP team had not changed 
the Student’s existing IEP, and it was not necessary to provide a copy of the 
procedural safeguards more than once a year.  The Student’s special education 
teacher also stated that to change the Student’s existing IEP, the Student’s IEP 
team would need to meet again as the Student’s IEP had already been amended 
once, and therefore could not be amended again without a meeting.  The Student’s 
special education teacher noted that the Student’s IEP team would meet in October 
2015 to review and develop the Student’s IEP. 

54. On October 2, 2015, the Parent emailed the Student’s teacher, stating that the 
Student’s special education teacher was refusing to amend the Student’s IEP, and 
wanted the District to provide a prior written notice, documenting that refusal.  The 
Parent asked if the meeting on October 15, 2015 was an annual IEP team meeting 
or an “emergency” IEP team meeting, stating she would retrieve the prior written 
notice the next day.  The Student’s special education teacher replied the same day, 
stating that the meeting on October 15, 2015 was the Student’s annual IEP team 
meeting.  The Student’s special education teacher also stated there would be no 
document for the Parent to retrieve the next day, as the District had not refused to 
amend the Student’s IEP, but had merely stated that it was an IEP team decision, 
which the Student’s IEP team would consider on October 15, 2015. 

55. On October 5, 2015, the Student’s special education teacher emailed the Parent, 
asking if the Parent could meet with the school psychologist on October 8, 2015 to 
discuss the Student’s reevaluation.  The Parent emailed the school psychologist the 
same day, confirming the meeting date/time, and asking if there were any 
documents for her to preview.  The school psychologist responded, stating there 
were no documents to preview, as the purpose of the meeting was to review the 
purposes of a reevaluation, discuss the areas for evaluation, and then gather and 
discuss the data. 

56. On October 6, 2015, the school psychologist emailed the Parent, informing her that 
the school principal and the Student’s general education mathematics teacher could 
not attend the meeting scheduled for October 8, 2015 to discuss the Student’s 
proposed evaluation.  The next day, the Parent canceled the meeting, stating it 
would be illegal to hold the meeting without the general education mathematics 
teacher and the school principal should also attend. 
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57. Also On October 6, 2015, the District assistant special education director contacted 
the contracted facilitators/mediators provided by OSPI, asking whether they could 
provide IEP facilitation services at the Student’s upcoming IEP team meeting.  Staff 
from the IEP facilitator group contacted the Parent the next day. 

58. Also on October 6, 2015, the Parent emailed the Student’s special education 
teacher, asking that the special education teacher provide the Parent with all the 
data of the Student’s performance on the benchmark testing for IEP goals, at least 
five days before the Student’s IEP team meeting on October 15, 2015. 

59. On October 7, 2015, the Student’s special education teacher responded, stating she 
would not be able to provide all of the Student’s benchmark data five days before the 
Student’s IEP team meeting, as she was still collecting and synthesizing that 
information, but she could send it one day before the Student’s IEP team meeting.  
The Student’s special education teacher told the Parent that she had provided the 
Parent with the benchmark assessment for reading on September 17, 2015.  The 
Parent responded the same day, asking for the data as soon as possible.  The 
Parent also stated that to her knowledge, the District’s only implementation of the 
Student’s IEP was that the Student received 30 minutes of “push in” support in her 
general education mathematics class, but otherwise seemed to have forgotten the 
Student’s IEP.  The Parent then stated that the District was refusing to provide 
information about the Student’s IEP goals. 

60. On October 12, 2015, the District assistant special education director and the school 
principal met with the Parent to discuss her concerns about the District’s suggestion 
to hold a facilitated IEP team meeting, using a facilitator provided by OSPI.  The 
suggestion had upset the Parent, and she did not agree to a facilitated IEP team 
meeting.  During the conversation, the District assistant special education director 
acknowledged that the Student’s special education teacher incorrectly stated that 
the Student’s IEP team could not amend the Student’s IEP without a holding a 
meeting. 

61. Also on October 12, 2015, the District provided the Parent with progress reporting 
for the Student’s annual IEP goals.  The reporting indicated that the Student had 
mastered her IEP reading goal, and was reading at level “X,” which was beginning 
7th grade level, with 97% accuracy.  Regarding the Student’s first mathematics goal 
(division), the reporting stated that the Student had emerging skill, and would need 
continued practice, noting she was able to solve two out of six division problems 
correctly (33%).  Regarding the Student’s second mathematics goal (fraction & 
decimal values), the reporting stated that the Student had mastered the goal, noting 
she was representing equivalent fraction, decimal, or percentage with 92% 
accuracy.  Regarding the Student’s third mathematics goal (order of operations), the 
reporting stated that the Student demonstrated emerging skill, needed continued 
instruction/practice, and had 75% accuracy.  Regarding the mathematics goals 
added on April 17, 2015, the reporting indicated that the Student demonstrated 
emerging skill for one of the goals and had mastered the other two.  For the 
Student’s adding & subtracting fractions goal, the reporting stated that although the 
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Student had mastered subtracting fractions, she was not yet proficient for adding 
fractions with unlike denominators.  Regarding the Student’s goal to multiply 
fractions, the reporting stated that the Student had mastered the goal, meeting 80-
100% proficiency.  Regarding the Student’s goal to divide fractions, the reporting 
stated that the Student had mastered that goal, meeting 100% proficiency. 

62. On October 13, 2015, the Student’s IEP team, including the Parent, met and 
discussed the Parent’s concerns.  The District provided the Parent with prior written 
notice regarding the Student’s September 17, 2015 IEP team meeting.  However, 
after further discussion with the Parent, the District amended the prior written notice 
and dated it September 17, 2015, apparently to address the Parent’s concern that 
the documentation should reflect that the October 13, 2015 meeting was a 
continuation of the September 17, 2015 meeting.  The notice stated that according 
to teacher data, the Student was meeting standard in reading on multiple measures, 
supporting the Student’s IEP team’s decision to provide the Student with a new 
evaluation.  Additionally, the notice stated that based on the Student’s reading skill 
level, the Student’s IEP team rejected providing the Student with a reader 
accommodation for her upcoming mathematics MAP test, and rejected immediately 
adding an accommodation of providing the Student  with a factors & multiples sheet, 
because the Student’s IEP team would consider that accommodation during her 
upcoming annual IEP meeting 

63. On October 15, 2015, the Student’s IEP team, including the Parent, met to discuss 
and develop a new IEP for the Student.  However, the Parent did not agree with the 
proposed IEP and the Student’s IEP team agreed to continue the meeting without 
finalizing the Student’s IEP.  The District provided the Parent with a copy of the 
procedural safeguards at this meeting. 

64. On October 21, 2015, the Parent emailed the Student’s special education teacher, 
stating she had received the drafted IEP for the Student, but she did not agree with 
the updated IEP goals it contained. 

65. On October 22, 2015, the Parent emailed the Student’s special education teacher, 
stating she disputed that the Student had mastered two mathematics goals because 
the only data that the Parent had received before the Student’s IEP team meeting 
was for multiplication & division of fractions, and she had received the data for 
addition & subtraction of fractions only that week.  The Parent noted that the Student 
had handwritten some of the problems used to collect data on undated notebook 
paper, and questioned whether the assessments were curriculum-based. 

66. On October 23, 2015, the Student’s IEP team, including the Parent, met to discuss 
and develop a new IEP for the Student.  The District assistant special education 
director was available by telephone but did not attend.  Although the school principal 
served in the capacity of District representative, the Parent did not agree to excuse 
the District assistant special education director.  The Parent did not agree with the 
proposed IEP, and the Student’s IEP team agreed to continue the meeting without 
finalizing the Student’s IEP. 
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67. On October 28, 2015, the Student’s IEP team, including the Parent, met to discuss 
and develop a new IEP for the Student.  Although the Parent still did not agree with 
the proposed IEP, at the end of the meeting, the District determined to implement 
the IEP despite the Parent’s disagreement.  The District provided the Parent with a 
copy of the Student’s finalized IEP. 

68. The Student’s October 28, 2015 IEP included the following information and 
provisions.  The Student’s IEP team considered the Parent’s concerns that the 
Student was not meeting sixth grade expectations in mathematics, and had in fact 
regressed.  The Student’s IEP team also considered the Student’s fifth and sixth 
grade MAP scores: 

• Fifth grade fall reading score: 207 (grade-level mean is 204). 
• Fifth grade spring reading score: No score. 
• Sixth grade fall reading score: 213 (grade-level mean is 211). 

• Fifth grade fall mathematics score: 191 (grade-level mean is 214). 
• Fifth grade spring mathematics score: 211 with reading accommodations 

(grade-level mean is 222). 
• Sixth grade fall mathematics score: 212 (grade-level mean is 218). 

The Student’s team also considered the Student’s fifth and sixth grade benchmark 
assessment scores: 

• Fifth grade fall: independent level “T” (grade level expectation is “S”). 
• Fifth grade winter: independent level “U” (grade level expectation is “U”). 
• Fifth grade spring: independent level “V” (grade level expectation is “V”). 
• Sixth grade fall: independent level “X” (grade level expectation is “W”). 

The Student’s IEP included six annual goals for mathematics and one annual goal 
for reading.  The Student’s IEP provided for 150 minutes per week of specially 
designed instruction for each area of reading and mathematics, both areas served in 
the general education setting.  The Student’s IEP included that a general education 
teacher would provide the Student’s reading services, and either a general or special 
education teacher would provide the Student’s mathematics services 

69. Also on October 28, 2015, the District provided the Parent with prior written notice, 
dated October 15, 2015, which reflected the first date of three meetings to develop 
the Student’s annual IEP.  The notice also stated that the Student’s IEP team 
considered, but rejected providing the Student with “pull-out” services for reading 
because the Student was performing at grade level in reading.  The notice then 
stated that the team considered, but rejected the Student continuing with a 
computer-based supplemental mathematics program, and determined that the 
Student would receive specially designed instruction for mathematics in the general 
education setting with “pull-out” and “push-in” support.  The notice stated that the 
Student’s IEP team agreed to provide the Student with additional specially designed 
instruction for mathematics in her general education mathematics support class, until 
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the Student’s reevaluation was completed.  The notice further stated that the District 
was rejecting the option of not implementing the Student’s IEP as currently 
developed, but also noted that the Student’s IEP team might need to amend her IEP 
after her reevaluation was completed. 

70. Also on October 28, 2015, the Parent filed this complaint, and OSPI opened the 
complaint the next day. 

71. On October 30, 2015, the Parent emailed the school principal, and other members of 
the Student’s IEP team.  The Parent stated she had received a prior written notice 
responding to the meeting on September 17, 2015, but was rejecting that notice as it 
did not include the date that the District printed or mailed it to the Parent.  The 
Parent stated that she disagreed with the District about the reasons for reevaluation, 
because she wanted the Student’s reevaluation to include the area of mathematics.  
The Parent noted that the Student was “in the middle of a re-evaluation” and was 
working with a school psychologist, but the Parent was concerned that the 
evaluation might be for the wrong areas. 

72. On November 2, 2015, the Parent again emailed the school principal, noting that the 
school principal had telephoned the week before, asking if the Parent had a copy of 
the Parent’s written consent to evaluate the Student, as the District could not locate 
the original form.  The Parent confirmed the school principal’s memory that the 
Parent had provided written consent for the District to evaluate the Student at the 
October 23, 2015 meeting, but she could not find that document.  The school 
principal responded on November 5, 2015, thanking the Parent for looking for the 
document, and stating that she had made a new copy, and would like the Parent to 
sign it. 

73. The District scheduled the Student’s reevaluation meeting for November 10, 2015.  
The documentation in this complaint did not address whether this meeting occurred, 
or any determinations and recommendations made at the meeting. 

CONCLUSIONS 

1. Regarding procedures for developing and/or revising a student’s IEP, the District 
acknowledges that it was delayed providing the Parent with prior written notices after 
the meetings on February 2 and September 17, 2015.  The District also 
acknowledges that it incorrectly told the Parent that an IEP team could amend an 
IEP only once.  OSPI also reminds the District, that when a district determines it 
should reevaluate a student, it must provide the parent with prior written notice, 
describing all of the evaluation procedures that the district intends to conduct.  
Although the District did not provide that documentation for this complaint, it appears 
the District intended to hold a separate meeting so that the Parent could participate 
in determining the assessments to include, but later misplaced that documentation.  
OSPI accepts the District’s proposed corrective action to provide training to special 
education teachers, addressing the proper use of prior written notices and 
addressing the process to amend IEPs.  Additionally, this training will include the 
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role of prior written notice when the District determines to reevaluate a student.  
Other than those issues, the District’s documentation substantiates that the District 
worked with the Parent, considered her input, and followed remaining procedures to 
develop and/or revise the Student’s IEP.  Although districts must consider parental 
input, they are not required to adopt all of a parent’s recommendations.  Additionally, 
parents do not have the right to make decisions about methodology and educational 
philosophy related to specific curriculum to be used and/or adopted by the District.  
Finally, although the Parent would like to receive the raw data reflecting progress 
well in advance of IEP team meetings, and would also like to receive formal meeting 
notices and formal records of attendance for every meeting involving the Student’s 
IEP team members, including quickly arranged general meetings to discuss the 
Parent’s concerns, the IDEA does not require this level of depth in the procedural 
requirements. 

2. The District’s documentation substantiates that the District followed procedures to 
implement the Student’s IEP.  Here, the Student has mastered her annual reading 
goal and mastered two of her annual goals for mathematics.  Further, the Student’s 
schedule supports the delivery of services and the District’s documentation included 
the Student’s work samples, including work samples supporting the District’s 
implementation of the Student’s IEP after making amendments.  Additionally, the 
District’s documentation included descriptions of how it implemented the Student’s 
IEP, including the special education teacher’s notes.  While the Parent questions the 
time when the Student and all fifth grade students at her school prepared for the 
school’s exhibition event, the Student’s special education teacher supported the 
Student during general education mathematics instruction time. 

3. The District’s documentation substantiates that the District followed procedures to 
provide the Parent with progress reporting of the Student’s annual IEP goals.  OSPI 
notes the detail and specificity provided the Parent in the comments, and the 
additional information given in weekly updates.  Although the Parent wanted to 
receive monthly updates and raw data, the IDEA does not require this level of depth 
in the progress reporting requirements. 

CORRECTIVE ACTIONS 

By or before February 8 2016 and March 28, 2016, the District will provide 
documentation to OSPI that it has completed the following corrective actions. 

STUDENT SPECIFIC: None. 

DISTRICT SPECIFIC: 
1. The District will conduct staff training for the special education teachers regarding 

prior written notices, including the role of prior written notice when the District 
determines to reevaluate a student.  Additionally, the training will address the 
process to amend IEPs.  The District will provide OSPI with a draft of the materials 
and/or training that the District proposes to use for training special education staff by 
or before February 8, 2016.  OSPI will review the training and address any needed 
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revisions within two weeks of receipt.  By or before March 28, 2016, the District will 
provide OSPI with documentation that the training occurred. 

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. 

Dated this ____ day of December, 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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