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SPECIAL EDUCATION CITIZEN COMPLAINT (SECC) NO.  15-80 

PROCEDURAL HISTORY 

On December 10, 2015, the Office of Superintendent of Public Instruction (OSPI) 
received a Special Education Citizen Complaint from a supervisor (Complainant) from 
the Department of Social and Health Services (DSHS) regarding a student (Student) 
attending the Nooksack Valley School District (District).  The Complainant alleged that 
the District violated the Individuals with Disabilities Education Act (IDEA), or a regulation 
implementing the IDEA, with regard to the Student’s education. 

On December 11, 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 January 8, 2016, OSPI received the District’s response to the complaint and 
forwarded it to the Complainant on the same day.  The Complainant was invited to reply 
with any information she had that was inconsistent with the District’s information. 

On January 12, 2016, OSPI received additional information from the Complainant and 
forwarded it to the District on the same day. 

On February 1, 2016, OSPI received additional information from the District and 
forwarded it to the Complainant on the same day. 

OSPI did not receive a reply from the Complainant. 

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

OVERVIEW 

At the beginning of the 2015-2016 school year, the Student was enrolled in another 
Washington school district and was eligible for special education and related services 
under the category of specific learning disability.  At that time, the Student was living in 
a temporary youth shelter and was waiting to be placed in a more permanent foster care 
setting.  In September 2015, the Student’s individualized education program (IEP) was 
developed while he was in the other district.  In October 2015, the Student was placed 
with foster parents who resided in the District, and the Student’s foster mother enrolled 
him in a District elementary school several days later.  The District received the 
Student’s most recent IEP and reevaluation from the previous district on October 29, 
2015, but the District did not schedule a meeting to review the documentation until 
November 19, 2015.  The District IEP team then adopted a new IEP for the Student, 
which stated that the Student would receive all of his instruction in a full-time special 
education setting.  The Student started school at the District elementary school on 
November 20, 2015. 
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The Complainant alleged that the District failed to follow special education transfer 
procedures, failed to follow procedures for amending the Student’s IEP, including 
changing the Student’s placement, and that the Student’s IEP was not being 
implemented in the least restrictive environment (LRE).  The District acknowledged that 
it failed to follow transfer procedures and proposed corrective action to provide written 
guidance and a training to ensure the timely enrollment of transfer students.  The 
District denied the Complainant’s other allegations. 

ISSUES 

1. Did the District follow special education transfer procedures when the Student 
enrolled in the District? 

2. Did the District follow procedures for amending the Student’s individualized 
education program (IEP), including changing the Student’s placement? 

3. Did the District implement the Student’s IEP in the least restrictive environment? 

LEGAL STANDARDS 

Transfer Students Who Transfer from an In-State School District: If a student eligible for 
special education transfers from one school district to another school district within the 
state and has an individualized education program (IEP) that was in effect for the 
current school year from the previous district, the new school district, in consultation 
with the parents, must provide FAPE to the student including services comparable to 
those described in the student’s IEP, until the new school district either: adopts the 
student’s IEP from the previous school district; or develops, adopts and implements a 
new IEP that meets the applicable requirements in WACs 392-172A-03090 through 
392-172A-03110.  34 CFR §300.323; WAC 392-172A-03105(4).  “Comparable services” 
means services that are similar or equivalent to those described in the IEP from the 
previous district, as determined by the student’s new district.  71 Fed. Reg. 156, 46681 
(August 14, 2006) (comments to the final regulations).  Districts must take steps to 
adopt the IEP or develop and implement a new IEP within a reasonable period of time 
to avoid any undue interruption in the provision of special education services.  
Questions and Answers on IEPs, Evaluations, and Reevaluations (OSERS June 2010) 
(Question A-4). 

Placement Procedures: A student eligible for special education’s educational placement 
is decided at least annually.  This is a team decision, in which the student’s parent must 
be afforded the opportunity to participate.  34 CFR §300.327; WAC 392-172A-03115.  
When making placement decisions, a district must draw upon information from a wide 
variety of sources and ensure that any decision is made by a group of persons who are 
knowledgeable about the child, the meaning of the evaluation data, and the placement 
options.  L’Anse Creuse Public School District, 35 IDELR 284 (OCR 2001); Seattle 
School District, 34 IDELR 196 (SEA WA 2000). 

The placement team makes an appropriate placement decision for a student by 
considering the student’s educational program, as established by the IEP team and set 
out in the IEP.  Additionally, the placement team selects a specific placement option 
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from the district’s continuum of alternative placements in which the student’s IEP can be 
implemented and the location to implement the IEP.  Unless the team decides 
otherwise, students shall be educated in the school that they would attend if they were 
not disabled.  34 CFR §300.116; WAC 392-172A-02060. 

Changes in Placement: The performance and skill levels of students with disabilities 
frequently vary, and students, accordingly, must be allowed to change from assigned 
classes and programs.  However, a school may not make a significant change in the 
placement of a student with disabilities without a reevaluation.  Student Placement in 
Elementary and Secondary Schools and Section 504 of the Rehabilitation Act and Title 
II of the Americans with Disabilities Act (Office for Civil Rights, August 2010).  In 
determining whether a change in placement has occurred, the district responsible for 
educating a student eligible for special education must determine whether the proposed 
change would substantially or materially alter the student’s educational program.  In 
making this determination, the following factors must be considered:  whether the 
educational program in the student’s IEP has been revised; whether the student will be 
educated with nondisabled children to the same extent; whether the student will have 
the same opportunities to participate in nonacademic and extracurricular activities; and, 
whether the new placement option is the same option on the continuum of alternative 
placements.  If a substantial or material change in the student’s educational program 
has occurred, then the school district must provide prior written notice.  Letter to Fisher, 
21 IDELR 992 (OSEP, July 6, 1994). 

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

FINDINGS OF FACT 

Background Facts 

1. During the 2014-2015 school year, the Student was enrolled in another Washington 
school district (school district 1) and was eligible for special education and related 
services under the category of developmental delay. 

2. In January 2015, the Department of Social and Health Services (DSHS) removed 
the Student from his father’s home and the Student was placed in a foster home.  
The Student continued to attend school in school district 1 during that time. 

3. In March 2015, the Student’s individualized education program (IEP) team met to 
develop the Student’s annual IEP.  The IEP included annual goals in speech, 
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reading, writing, and math.  The IEP provided for the following specially designed 
instruction and related services to be delivered in the special education setting: 

• Learning Strategies – 240 minutes per week provided by a special education 
teacher. 

• Speech Language – 30 minutes per week provided by a speech-language 
pathologist (SLP) 

The IEP included the following accommodations: access to a resource room, extra 
time to respond to questions, and frequent checks to ensure the Student understood 
the material. 

4. On June 18, 2015, school district 1 completed a reevaluation of the Student.  The 
report stated that the Student was being reevaluated because “he will turn age 9 
over the summer [and] will need a different eligibility category since Developmentally 
Delayed is not available for children age nine and older.”  The evaluation report 
recommended that the Student’s eligibility category be changed to specific learning 
disability.  The evaluation report stated that the Student was “significantly below 
grade level” in math, reading, and writing; may have fine motor and sensory 
concerns; and became frustrated easily, resulting in a failure to academically 
challenge himself.  The report also recommended that the Student receive specially 
designed instruction in reading, including fluency and comprehension; written 
expression, including conventions, sentence structure, and paragraph structure; and 
math, including calculation and problem solving.  The reevaluation report suggested 
that the Student’s specially designed instruction be delivered in an individual or small 
group setting. 

5. On August 28, 2015, DSHS placed the Student in a temporary youth shelter in a 
different Washington school district (school district 2). 

2015-2016 School Year Begins 

6. At the beginning of the 2015-2016 school year, the Student was enrolled in an 
elementary school located in school district 2. 

7. School district 2 conducted a transfer review and accepted the Student’s 
reevaluation completed by school district 1.  On September 15, 2015, school district 
2 issued a prior written notice, stating that it would implement the Student’s March 
2015 IEP “as closely as possible” and that the IEP team would meet within 30 days 
to determine whether a new IEP was necessary. 

8. On September 22, 2015, school district 2 held an IEP meeting to develop a new IEP 
for the Student, consistent with his June 2015 reevaluation.  The Student’s 
September 2015 IEP included annual goals in math calculation, math problem 
solving, reading, written expression, and speech-language.  The IEP provided for the 
following specially designed instruction to be delivered in the special education 
setting by special education staff: 

• Math Calculation – 60 minutes per week 
• Math Problem Solving – 60 minutes per week 
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• Reading – 120 minutes per week 
• Written Expression – 120 minutes per week 
• Speech-Language Therapy – 30 minutes per week provided by an (SLP) 

The IEP stated that the Student would participate in a general education setting 77% 
of the time.  The IEP also provided for several accommodations and supports in both 
the general education setting and the special education setting, which included extra 
time for responses and checks for understanding.  The Student was also given the 
opportunity to complete work in the resource room when necessary. 

9. On October 1, 2015, the temporary youth shelter where the Student was residing 
completed an “assessment bed transition report” regarding the Student.  The 
Complainant stated that this report was created for “placement purposes.”  The 
report involved interviewing the Student and staff at the temporary youth shelter, as 
well as the Student’s DSHS social worker.  In completing the report, many 
environmental, behavioral, and medical factors, as well as other concerns that 
impacted the Student’s life were examined, including: 

• Depression 
• Substance Abuse 
• Hyperactivity 

• Traumatic Stress 
• Cognitive performance 
• Interpersonal Relationships

• Medical/Physical 
• Behavior in Home Setting 

• Work/School 
• Daily Living Activities/Functioning

The temporary youth shelter report noted that the Student was slightly hyperactive 
and had been diagnosed with ADHD in March 2014 by a private provider.  
Additionally, the report stated that the Student was friendly and timid, did not read 
grade level texts, and got along well with peers and staff.  The Student was able to 
take care of himself and perform basic daily living activities sufficiently, but struggled 
to communicate with others about his feelings, and also had a medical condition 
(encopresis) that made it difficult for the Student to manage his bathroom routine, 
particularly when he was under stress.  The report also noted that staff were unsure 
whether the Student had defiant tendencies, or if he repeated questions and stories 
because of cognitive delays.  The Student often demanded attention, but responded 
well to more structured environments with clear expectations.  The Student did not 
have behavioral issues, but would become quiet and sullen, rather than angry, when 
upset.  The report also noted that there were no reported incidents of the Student 
having behavior issues while at school district 2. 

10. On October 19, 2015, DSHS created a child placement referral report regarding the 
Student.  The report observed that the Student’s “oppositional behaviors were not 
violent,” and that when he had a tantrum, he would usually sit on the floor and 
withdraw.  The report also noted that the Student was receiving medication to 
manage his ADHD and encopresis.  The report also indicated that the Student 
needed positive feedback and patience, and that the Student was able to 
accomplish most things with focus and positive reinforcement. 
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11. On October 22, 2015, in preparation for the Student moving to the District, the 
Student’s DSHS social worker faxed the District several of the Student’s records, 
including his immunization records and a DSHS “Child Behavior Checklist.”  The fax 
cover sheet indicated that the Student’s IEP had been recently updated by school 
district 2, and that the DSHS social worker would provide a copy of the Student’s 
September 2015 IEP to the District as soon as she received it.  According to the 
District’s response to this complaint, the next day, the DSHS social worker also gave 
the District elementary school principal a “heads up” that the Student would be 
enrolling at the District. 

12. On October 23, 2015, the Student was placed in a foster home within the District’s 
boundaries. 

13. On October 26, 2015, the Student’s foster mother and the District requested the 
Student’s educational records from school district 2.  On October 27, 2015, the 
District received the Student’s educational records from school district 2.  The 
records confirmed the Student’s eligibility for special education, but stated that the 
Student’s most recent IEP was from March 2015. 

14. On October 28, 2015, the Student’s foster mother completed enrollment paperwork 
for the Student to attend a District elementary school.  Also on October 28, 2015, the 
Student’s DSHS social worker again requested a copy of the Student’s September 
2015 IEP and other educational records from school district 2.  In her request for the 
Student’s records, the social worker stated that the Student’s enrollment at the 
District elementary school could not be finalized without the current IEP and other 
records.  According to the District’s response to this complaint, on October 29, 2015, 
the District received a copy of the Student’s June 2015 reevaluation and September 
2015 IEP from DSHS. 

15. On November 6, 2015, the District “accepted” the Student’s reevaluation and his 
September 2015 IEP from school district 2, and determined that an interim IEP 
should be written to reflect the Student’s June 2015 reevaluation.  In its response to 
this complaint, the District stated that it does not employ a full-time school 
psychologist, and that November 6, 2015 was the first opportunity that the contract 
school psychologist had to review the Student’s IEP. 

16. On November 13, 2015, the Student’s foster mother signed a release, authorizing 
the District to receive records and assessments from the temporary youth shelter. 

17. Also on November 13, 2015, the Student’s foster mother emailed a parent advocate 
to update the advocate about enrolling the Student in the District.  The District had  
reportedly told the foster mother that they would have a meeting on November 19, 
2015 to review the Student’s IEP, and that beginning the week of November 23, 
2015, the Student would be able to go to school for one hour per day for three days.  
The Student could then start school full time on November 30, 2015.  The foster 
mother stated that it was the District’s position that it had 30 days to enroll the 
Student.  In response, the parent advocate called the District elementary school 
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principal for clarification and was reportedly informed that the November 19, 2015 
meeting date was “well within the time limits” to enroll the Student.  The principal 
also reportedly stated that the District was having a hard time collecting the 
Student’s records and that the District only had a school psychologist on site one 
day a week. 

18. The Student’s District IEP team met on November 19, 2015 to conduct a transfer 
review, and discuss the Student’s September 2015 IEP from school district 2.  The 
IEP team agreed to amend the Student’s IEP.  The amended IEP included annual 
goals in reading, math, writing, and articulation, and provided for the following 
specially designed instruction and related services in a special education setting: 

• Math – 300 minutes per week provided by a resource room teacher 
• Reading – 450 minutes per week provided by a resource room teacher 
• Writing – 450 minutes per week provided by a resource room teacher 
• Articulation – 90 minutes per month provided by an SLP 

The IEP, as amended by the District, stated that the Student would participate in the 
general education setting 21% of the time.  The IEP also provided for several 
accommodations and supports, which included: a full-time 1:1 instructional assistant 
(IA), extra time for responses, checks to ensure understanding of instructions and 
directions, modified instructions, access to a computer tablet for academic periods, 
and small group instruction.  The “IEP team considerations” page of the amended 
IEP indicated that the Student’s IEP team considered the temporary youth shelter’s 
October 1, 2015 report. 

19. Meeting notes from the November 19, 2015 IEP meeting stated that the Student’s 
IEP team met to do an “intake” and to implement an IEP at the District elementary 
school.  The meeting notes reported that the IEP team discussed the “length of time 
it took to place” the Student, and that he would be placed in the resource room full 
time.  The meeting notes also stated that the IEP team discussed the Student’s 
medical needs, accepted his previous IEP “with changes,” and that District staff 
requested a reevaluation. 

20. Also on November 19, 2015, the District completed a prior written notice, stating that 
the IEP team met to consider the Student’s educational placement and IEP, and to 
conduct a transfer review.  The notice reflected that the IEP team considered 
“benchmark assessments; formative and summative assessment; [and] classroom 
observations.”  It is noted that the language in the prior written notice appears to be 
in error, as the Student had never participated in a classroom setting in the District.  
The notice stated that the Student’s amended IEP would be implemented on 
November 20, 2015.  The District also completed a second prior written notice, 
which stated that the Student was new to the District and that his IEP was “up for 
review” so the IEP team needed to develop a new IEP to meet the Student’s current 
needs. 

21. Also on November 19, 2015, several IEP team members emailed a foster care 
program supervisor at OSPI after the IEP meeting to express concerns about what 
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took place.1  The Student’s guardian ad litem reported that at the IEP meeting, the 
District staff again stated that they had 30 days to enroll the Student, based on 
federal or state law, or state regulations.  The guardian ad litem stated that he “went 
along with the school having [the Student] in the self-contained special [education] 
classroom the full school day” because he wanted the Student to start school as 
soon as possible.  The Student’s DSHS social worker also reported that the District 
insisted that it had 30 days to enroll the Student.  The social worker stated that the 
District received the Student’s September 2015 IEP on October 28, 2015, but had 
waited until it received a report from the temporary youth shelter to schedule an IEP 
meeting to conduct a transfer review.  The social worker also said that she agreed to 
a more restrictive IEP because the District agreed to allow the Student to start 
school the next day. 

22. On November 20, 2015, the Student began attending a District elementary school 
and the District began implementing the Student’s IEP as amended on November 
19, 2015. 

23. According to the District’s documentation in this complaint, the Student’s class 
schedule at the elementary school was as follows: 

• 9:00am-10:00am – Math Workshop (with a special education teacher) 
• 10:00am-11:00am – Reading Workshop (with a special education teacher) 
• 11:00am-12:00pm – Writing Workshop (with a special education teacher and special 

education assistant) 
• 12:00pm-12:30pm – Lunch and Recess 
• 12:30pm-12:45pm – “Social Thinking Group” (with a special education teacher) 
• 12:45pm-1:30pm – Science-Art (with a general education teacher) 
• 1:30pm-2:00pm – Recess 
• 2:00pm-2:15pm – Snack 
• 2:15pm-2:45pm – Jobs, Fine Motor, Calendar Math (with a special education teacher 

and special education assistant) 

The Student was also scheduled to receive communication services from an SLP on 
Mondays for approximately 30 minutes. 

24. On December 2, 2015, the Student’s DSHS social worker signed consent for the 
District to reevaluate the Student.  The consent form stated that “the team needed a 
full reevaluation to best determine how to serve” the Student.  The reevaluation was 
to include the following areas: cognitive, oral language, social/emotional, academic, 
medical-physical, and articulation, as well as a review of existing data. 

25. On December 4, 2015, the Student’s IEP team met to amend his IEP again.  The 
amended IEP no longer included a 1:1 IA for the Student. 

26. On December 10, 2015, the Complainant filed this citizen complaint. 

                                                           
1 The Student’s DSHS social worker had previously contacted a foster care program supervisor at OSPI 
due to concerns about the District’s delay in enrolling the Student. 
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CONCLUSIONS 

Issue 1: Special Education Transfer Procedures – The District failed to follow special 
education transfer procedures.  Although the District acknowledged that it mistakenly 
stated that it had 30 days to enroll the Student, the District did not acknowledge that it 
also failed to consult with the Student’s foster mother or his DSHS social worker in order 
to determine the comparable services the District would provide the Student while it 
determined whether it would adopt the Student’s September 2015 IEP or develop a new 
IEP.  While districts are permitted a reasonable amount of time to determine whether to 
adopt a student’s IEP from a previous school district, or to develop a new IEP for a 
student, this cannot delay the provision of comparable services to a student.  From 
October 29, 2015, when the District received the Student’s September 2015 IEP, until 
November 20, 2015, when the Student started school, the Student missed 13 days of 
school.  During those 13 days, the Student should have received the following amount 
of specially designed instruction and related services: 

• Math Calculation – 156 minutes 
• Math Problem Solving – 156 minutes 
• Reading – 312 minutes 
• Written Expression – 312 minutes 
• Speech Language Therapy – 78 minutes2 

This is a material failure to implement the Student’s IEP.  The District, therefore, will 
provide the Student compensatory services to address the missed services.  Because 
the compensatory services will be delivered in a more intensive, individual setting, a 
one-to-one award of compensatory education is not necessary.  Accordingly, the District 
will provide the Student with approximately 1/3 the amount of specially designed 
instruction he would have received if the District had enrolled the Student after receiving 
his September 2015 IEP.  Because communication services are typically provided 
individually, a one-to-one award is appropriate.  Therefore, the District will provide the 
following as compensatory services: 

• Math (Calculation and Problem Solving) – 120 minutes 
• Reading – 120 minutes 
• Written Expression – 120 minutes 
• Speech Language Therapy – 78 minutes 

Additionally, the Student’s IEP as amended in November 2015 also provided for 90 
minutes per day of specially designed instruction in both reading and writing.  However, 
based on the Student’s schedule, he is only scheduled to receive 60 minutes per day in 
each area of specially designed instruction.  The schedule provided by the District does 
not demonstrate that the Student is receiving the minutes of specially designed 
instruction provided for in the November 2015 amended IEP. 

                                                           
2 OSPI calculated the total number of minutes of specially designed instruction that the Student missed by 
multiplying the number of minutes the Student was supposed to receive each week under the September 
2015 IEP by 2.6.  The minutes were multiplied by 2.6 because the Student missed 13 days of class, or 
2.6 weeks of school. 
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Issue 2: IEP Amendment Procedures – Educational Placement – The District failed 
to follow procedures for changing the Student’s placement.  A change of placement 
occurs when a school district substantially or materially alters a student’s educational 
program.  The Student’s educational program was substantially altered because the IEP 
as amended in November 2015 provided for a significant reduction in the amount of 
time the Student would spend in the general education classroom with his nondisabled 
peers.  The amended IEP stated that the Student would participate in the general 
education setting just over 20% of the time, only during lunch and recess.  In contrast, 
the September 2015 IEP, written after the June 2015 reevaluation, stated that the 
Student would participate in the general education setting over 77% of the time.  This is 
a significant change of placement that required the District to reevaluate the Student.  
While the District is currently conducting another reevaluation of the Student, there is no 
documentation to support the need to reevaluate the Student, as the Student was 
recently reevaluated by a Washington school district in June 2015, and further assessed 
by the temporary youth shelter and DSHS in October 2015.  Neither the reevaluation, 
the temporary youth shelter report, nor the DSHS report reflected that the Student’s 
needs required him to spend nearly 80% of his school day in a special education 
setting, or that the Student could not derive educational benefit from participating in the 
general education setting. 

Issue 3: Least Restrictive Environment Requirements – As discussed above, the 
District failed to implement the Student’s September 2015 IEP by not providing 
comparable services when he transferred into the District.  The District then failed to 
follow procedures for changing the Student’s placement, including considering his least 
restrictive environment. 

CORRECTIVE ACTIONS 

On March 11, 2016, March 21, 2016, April 22, 2016, and June 24, 2016, the District 
will provide documentation to OSPI that the following corrective actions have been 
completed. 

STUDENT SPECIFIC: 
1. By March 4, 2016, the District will hold an IEP team meeting, including the Student’s 

foster mother and DSHS case worker, to discuss the Student’s reevaluation, and 
develop an IEP that considers the Student’s educational placement and least 
restrictive environment, and ensures that the specially designed instruction provided 
for is appropriate for the Student.  By March 21, 2016, the District will provide OSPI 
with a copy of (1) the Student’s reevaluation report; (2) the Student’s new IEP; (3) 
any related prior written notices; and, (4) meeting invitations.  The prior written notice 
will clearly reflect that the IEP team considered the Student’s least restrictive 
environment and document the reasons for the Student’s placement. 

2. By March 4, 2016, the District will meet with the Student’s foster mother to develop 
a schedule for providing 438 minutes of compensatory services (120 minutes of 
math services, 120 minutes of reading services, 120 minutes of writing services, and 
78 minutes of communication services).  The District will provide the services 
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outside of the Student’s elementary school.  The specially designed instruction will 
be provided by a certificated special education teacher and the communication 
services will be provided by an SLP.  The District will provide OSPI with a copy of 
the compensatory services schedule by March 11, 2016.  The services must be 
completed no later than June 17, 2016.  If the District’s provider is unable to attend 
a scheduled session, the District must reschedule the session.  If the Student is 
absent or otherwise does not attend a session without providing at least 24 hours’ 
notice, the District does not need to reschedule. 
The District must provide OSPI with documentation by April 22, 2016, of the 
compensatory services provided to the Student.  This documentation must include 
the dates, times, and length of each session, and state whether any of the sessions 
were rescheduled by the District or missed by the Student.  No later than June 24, 
2016, the District will provide OSPI with documentation that the compensatory 
services have been completed. 

The District must either provide transportation necessary for the Student to access 
these services or must reimburse the Student’s foster mother for the cost of 
providing transportation for these services.  If the District reimburses the Student’s 
foster mother for transportation, the District must reimburse the Student’s foster 
mother for round trip mileage at the District’s privately owned vehicle rate.  The 
District will provide OSPI with documentation by June 24, 2016, if the Student’s 
foster mother has been reimbursed for any transportation costs. 

DISTRICT SPECIFIC: 
1. By March 21, 2016, the District will review and revise its policies for receiving 

transfer students.  This will include the District’s procedures for consulting with 
parents to provide comparable services to students who transfer into the District and 
are eligible for special education.  The revised policy must, at a minimum, address 
how the District will ensure that (1) a transfer student’s IEP is reviewed in a timely 
manner; and (2) District staff consult with parents to provide comparable services.  
The District will provide OSPI a copy with its revised policy by March 21, 2016. 

2. By April 15, 2016, the District will conduct training regarding special education 
transfer procedures as well as the procedures that must be followed for changing a 
student’s placement.  The training on transfer procedures will include (1) an 
explanation of the procedures for consulting with parents to provide comparable 
services; (2) what the comparable services offered must be; (3) the District’s new 
policies for receiving transfer students; and, (4) the procedures for accepting or 
amending a transfer student’s IEP.  The training will include examples, and all 
District certificated special education, including educational staff associates (ESAs), 
and other District staff involved in receiving and enrolling transfer students will 
participate in the training.  By March 11, 2016, the District will provide OSPI with a 
draft of the training materials.  OSPI will approve the materials or provide feedback 
by March 25, 2016.  By April 22, 2016, the District will provide OSPI with a list of all 
certificated special education staff, including ESAs, and other staff who were 
required to attend the training and a sign-in sheet from the training, so OSPI can 
verify that all required staff attended the training. 
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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 February, 2016 

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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