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SPECIAL EDUCATION CITIZEN COMPLAINT (SECC) NO.  16-07 

PROCEDURAL HISTORY 

On February 4, 2016, the Office of Superintendent of Public Instruction (OSPI) received 
a Special Education Citizen Complaint from the parent (Parent) of a student (Student) 
attending the Wahluke 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 February 5, 2016, 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 February 26, 2016, OSPI received the District’s response to the complaint and 
forwarded it to the Parent on February 29, 2016.  OSPI invited the Parent to reply with 
any information she had that was inconsistent with the District’s information.  The 
Parent did not provide a written response. 

On March 30, 2016, OSPI conducted a site visit at the District. 

As part of its investigation, OSPI considered all of the information provided by the 
Parent, the District, and obtained during the site visit. 

OVERVIEW 

During the 2015-2016 school year, the Student attended kindergarten at a District 
elementary school and was eligible for special education services under the category of 
autism.  The Student’s classroom was a self-contained program, consisting of eight 
students, three paraeducators, and one special education teacher.  However, all of the 
staff in the Student’s classroom were new to the position as of the 2015-2016 school 
year.  Because the Student’s special education teacher spoke English exclusively, and 
the Parent spoke Spanish exclusively, the school’s communication with the Parent was 
through one of the paraeducators in the Student’s classroom.  The Student sometimes 
half-heartedly tried to bite other people, but staff in the Student’s classroom generally 
considered this behavior as manageable.  In November 2015, the Parent expressed 
concerns about the Student’s behavior to the paraeducator, and stated she was 
considering moving the Student to another school district so he could receive more 
services.  However, the paraeducator considered the Parent’s concerns to be informal 
conversation, and did not communicate those concerns to the special education teacher 
or to other District staff.  In December 2015, the Student actually tried to bite staff and 
on other occasions displayed uncooperative behavior, such as throwing art materials 
and refusing to help clean the area.  Staff generally responded to the Student’s behavior 
by instructing the Student to take a “time-out” in a therapeutic chair located within the 
Student’s classroom, although the Student liked to sit in it when he was not in “time-
out.”  When used for time-out purposes, staff would buckle the seat belt on the 
therapeutic chair, and if necessary, take the Student to the therapeutic chair by the 
hand.  However, classroom staff did not keep documentation of the time-outs, and there 
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is no information provided in this complaint as to whether staff communicated using the 
disciplinary time-outs to the Parent.  According to the Parent, in December 2015, she 
received a telephone call from one of the paraeducators in the Student’s classroom, 
who told her that after the Student’s special education teacher took the Student’s stuffed 
animal away, the Student bit the special education teacher, and the teacher then tied 
him to a chair.  As a result, the Parent alleged that the District did not follow procedures 
for addressing the Student’s behavioral needs, including responding to the Parent’s 
requests for additional services or support.  The District denied the allegations but 
proposed providing special education staff with training and guidance regarding 
communicating with parents and documenting the use of time-outs. 

ISSUE 

1. Did the District follow procedures for addressing the Student’s behavioral needs, 
including responding to the Parent’s requests for additional services or support? 

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 believe 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 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 
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). 
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Positive Behavioral Interventions: Positive behavioral interventions are strategies and 
instruction that can be implemented in a systematic manner in order to provide 
alternatives to challenging behaviors, reinforce desired behaviors, and reduce or 
eliminate the frequency and severity of challenging behaviors. Positive behavioral 
interventions include the consideration of environmental factors that may trigger 
challenging behaviors and teaching a student the skills to manage his or her own 
behavior.  WAC 392-172A-01142. 

Isolation: Isolation as defined in RCW 28A.600.485 means: Restricting the student 
alone within a room or any other form of enclosure, from which the student may not 
leave. It does not include a student’s voluntary use of a quiet space for self-calming, or 
temporary removal of a student from his or her regular instructional area to an unlocked 
area for purposes of carrying out an appropriate positive behavioral intervention plan.  
WAC 392-172A-01107. 

Restraint: Restraint as defined in RCW 28A.600.485 means: Physical intervention or 
force used to control a student, including the use of a restraint device to restrict a 
student’s freedom of movement. It does not include appropriate use of a prescribed 
medical, orthopedic, or therapeutic device when used as intended, such as to achieve 
proper body position, balance, or alignment, or to permit a student to participate in 
activities safely.  WAC 392-172A-01162. 

Restraint Device: Restraint device as defined in RCW 28A.600.485 means: A device 
used to assist in controlling a student including, but not limited to, metal handcuffs, 
plastic ties, ankle restraints, leather cuffs, other hospital-type restraints, pepper spray, 
tasers, or batons. This section shall not be construed as encouraging the use of these 
devices. A restraint device does not include a seat harness used to transport a student 
safely or other safety devices, including safety belts for wheelchairs, changing tables, 
booster seats, and other ambulatory or therapeutic devices when used for the purpose 
intended for the safety of a student.  WAC 392-172A-01163. 

Isolation and Restraint: Districts are not permitted to isolate a student, restrain a 
student, or use a restraint device on a student, unless a student's behavior poses an 
imminent likelihood of serious harm as defined in RCW 70.96B.010. The limited use of 
isolation, restraint, or restraint device, which is not prohibited in WAC 392-172A-02076, 
must be discontinued as soon as the likelihood of serious harm has dissipated.  
Additionally, any staff member or other adults using isolation, restraint, or restraint 
device must be trained and certified by a qualified provider or otherwise available in the 
case of an emergency, when trained personnel are not immediately available due to the 
unforeseeable nature of the emergency.  RCW 28A.600.485 defines restraint and 
restraint devices, and does not include appropriate use of a prescribed medical, 
orthopedic or therapeutic device when used as intended for the student’s safety. School 
districts must follow the documentation and reporting requirements for any use of 
isolation, restraint, or restraint device consistent with RCW 28A.600.485.  WAC 392-
172A-02110, WAC 392-172A-01162, WAC 392-172A-01163. 
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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. 

FINDINGS OF FACT 

1. During the 2015-2016 school year, the Student attended kindergarten at a District 
elementary school and was eligible for special education services under the 
category of autism. 

2. The Student’s initial evaluation was completed on June 3, 2013, when the Student 
was three.  The evaluation group recommended the Student receive specially 
designed instruction for adaptive skills, social skills, cognitive/pre-academic skills, 
communication, and speech/language therapy as a related service.  The evaluation 
report noted that for each of the areas assessed, the Student’s performance was at 
or below the one-year-old level.  The evaluation report did not indicate any concerns 
regarding the Student’s behavior. 

3. On May 18, 2015, the Student’s IEP team, including the Student’s father, developed 
his annual individualized education program (IEP).  This was the IEP in place for the 
Student at the beginning of the 2015-2016 school year.  The team considered that 
the Student enjoyed school, playing near his peers, and used a picture 
communication system.  The section of the IEP reflecting the team considerations 
for behavior that impeded learning stated that behavioral considerations did not 
apply to the Student.  The present levels of performance stated that the Student was 
able to engage in parallel play, and short interactions with peers.  The Student’s IEP 
included seven annual goals, with progress reported quarterly, and specialized 
transportation.  The Student’s IEP provided him with a total of 1690 minutes per 
week of specially designed instruction, all in the special education setting. 

4. The first day of the 2015-2016 school year was August 25, 2015, and the Student 
began attending kindergarten in a self-contained program at a District elementary 
school.  The Student’s self-contained program consisted of eight students, two 
fulltime paraeducators, one half-time paraeducator, and one special education 
teacher.1  One of the paraeducators was bilingual.  All of the staff serving the 
Student’s self-contained classroom were new to the program as of the 2015-2016 
school year. 

5. The portable building housing the Student’s self-contained program included two 
halves connected/separated by an interior door, which could be shut.  One half of 

                                                           
1 In January 2016, an additional full-time paraeducator supported the Student’s self-contained program, 
instead of a halftime paraeducator. 
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the portable building was the classroom portion.  The other half of the portable 
building was the therapy room, where students received speech language therapy, 
occupational therapy, and had access to various sensory equipment.  The portable 
building housing the Student’s self-contained program also included a therapeutic 
chair, which included lateral supports, and a strap that buckled at the waist, 
functioning as a seatbelt.  At the beginning of the 2015-2016 school year, the 
therapeutic chair was in the classroom portion of the portable building housing the 
self-contained classroom.  The Student apparently liked the therapeutic chair, and at 
times, would choose to sit in it.  At some point during the 2015-2016 school year, 
staff moved the therapeutic chair to the therapy room portion of the portable self-
contained classroom. 

6. According to the District, throughout the 2015-2016 school year, school staff 
regularly communicated with parents of students in the Student’s classroom using 
communication journals carried back and forth between school and home via the 
student backpacks.  However, because the Parent spoke Spanish exclusively, and 
the Student’s special education teacher spoke English exclusively, one of the 
paraeducators wrote in the Student’s communication journal, and the Student’s 
special education teacher did not know what was being communicated to the 
Parent.2  Additionally, at the beginning of the 2015-2016 school year, the bilingual 
paraeducator in the Student’s classroom regularly telephoned the Parent, 
communicating daily information, or following up on the Student’s absence. 

7. On September 1, 2015, the Parent telephoned the District programs & instruction 
director, leaving a message that she was concerned about the Student’s food and 
clothing in his classroom.  That same day, the District programs & instruction 
director visited the Student’s classroom, expressing the Parent’s concerns to the 
Student’s special education teacher, and one of his paraeducators.  According to the 
District programs & instruction director’s notes, the Parent’s concerns involved 
asking school staff to be diligent about washing and sending the Student’s thermos 
home daily. 

8. On November 9, 2015, the District provided the Parent with progress reporting for 
the Student’s speech/language therapy annual IEP goal.  The Student’s 
speech/language goal was to use two word and/or picture combinations to 
communicate requests or comments, improving from 50% accuracy to 80% 
accuracy.  The reporting indicated that the Student was making sufficient progress to 
achieve his IEP speech/language goal within the duration of the IEP, and the 
comment stated the Student occasionally used two-word phrases during therapy.  
The report did not include reporting for any of the Student’s six other annual IEP 
goals. 

9. According to staff interviews conducted by the District in response to this complaint, 
the Parent regularly shared her concerns with the bilingual paraeducator in the 

                                                           
2 The documentation does not include a copy of the Student’s communication journal.  As noted in a later 
finding of fact, the Parent stopped returning the communication journal to school about the time that she 
filed this complaint.  The District than began using a new communication journal for the Student. 
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Student’s classroom, including her concerns about bullying, and the Student’s 
behavior.  In November 2015, the Parent expressed that she was thinking about 
moving the Student out of the District because she wanted him to have one-to-one 
support.  Additionally, the Parent expressed that she thought the school bus driver 
was unfair to the Student, and she asked the paraeducator whether the Student’s 
teacher had ever hurt the students in the Student’s classroom.  According to the staff 
interview, the paraeducator told the Parent that the Student’s teacher had never hurt 
the students in the classroom and that many students needed one-to-one support.  
Also according to the District’s interviews with staff, the bilingual paraeducator from 
the Student’s classroom did not communicate the Parent’s concerns or questions to 
the Student’s special education teacher or to other District staff because she 
considered the conversations to be of an informal, personal nature. 

10. According to the District’s interviews with staff, the Student frequently half-heartedly 
or playfully tried to bite people, without demonstrating an actual desire or effort to 
bite that person.  When this happened, staff would respond by saying, “No,” but 
otherwise kept their reactions minimal, so as not to reinforce the behavior 
inadvertently.  However, on at least one occasion, the Student’s attempt to bite staff 
appeared real.  Additionally, the Student occasionally displayed uncooperative 
behaviors.  For example, on one occasion, the Student became upset and pushed 
several gingerbread houses off a table.  On another occasion, the Student threw art 
materials, including glitter and glue, in the classroom, and then refused to help clean 
the area.  On such occasions, staff generally responded by imposing “time-outs” on 
the Student, instructing him to sit in the therapeutic chair, taking him there by the 
hand if necessary, and buckling the seatbelt on the chair around the Student’s waist.  
One of the paraeducators in the classroom remembered carrying the Student to the 
therapeutic chair when he was aggressive, but noted the Student always remained 
with the classroom area.  According to the Student’s special education teacher, 
when the Student sat in the therapeutic chair for time-out purposes, the average 
time was about four minutes, but he sometimes wanted to remain sitting in the chair.  
It is unclear whether the seatbelt remained buckled if he chose to remain in the 
therapeutic chair, or if the seatbelt was only in place when the chair was used for 
time-out purposes.  One of the paraeducators in the Student’s classroom recalled 
that the Student would choose to sit in the therapeutic chair between 30 and 60 
minutes and that on one occasion, the Student sat in the therapeutic chair for two 
hours.  According to the District’s interviews with classroom staff, classroom staff did 
not record or document data associated with using the therapeutic chair for time-out 
purposes, and indicated that the last time they used the therapeutic chair for time-
out purposes was in December 2015. 

11. On December 14, 2015, a District secretary emailed the District programs & 
instruction director, stating that the Parent had telephoned with some 
concerns/complaints about the Student’s transportation and the Student’s special 
education teacher, asking to meet as soon as possible, and asking the director to 
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return her telephone call.3  The District programs & instruction director returned the 
Parent’s telephone call the same day.  According to the District programs & 
instruction director’s notes, the Parent stated she was concerned because she 
wanted the Student to be allowed to carry his preferred stuffed animal with him while 
at school, and she did not know if his special education teacher permitted him to do 
so.  According to the notes, the District programs & instruction director assured the 
Parent that she would communicate with the staff in the Student’s classroom that the 
Parent wanted the Student to be able to hold his stuffed animal. 

12. According to the allegation in the Parent’s complaint, on December 16, 2015, the 
Parent received a telephone call from the bilingual paraeducator in the Student’s 
classroom, who told the Parent that the Student had bitten the teacher.4  According 
to the Parent’s complaint, the Parent asked the paraeducator if the Student’s special 
education teacher had taken the Student’s stuffed animal away from him, and the 
paraeducator replied that the Student’s special education teacher had indeed taken 
the stuffed animal away from the Student.  The paraeducator stated that the 
Student’s special education teacher then “tied” the Student to a chair as a 
punishment for biting her, and also told the Parent not to tell the District programs & 
instruction director what the paraeducator had told her.  According to the Parent’s 
complaint, during the telephone call, the paraeducator also told the Parent that the 
Student’s special education teacher treated the students in the self-contained 
classroom as if they did not have disabilities, and the Student’s special education 
teacher was “racist” with the students, and with the paraeducator. 

13. The District’s winter break began on December 21, 2015, and school resumed on 
January 4, 2016. 

14. On January 4, 2016, the Parent telephoned the District programs & instruction 
director.5  According to the District programs & instruction director’s notes, the 
Parent told her that there was a possible problem with the Student biting his special 
education teacher before the winter break, and the bilingual paraeducator in the 
Student’s classroom was personally telephoning the Parent to report these issues. 
Additionally, the Parent told the District programs & instruction director that she (the 
Parent) did not want school staff to take the Student’s stuffed animal away from him, 
and she had concerns that the school bus driver was racist and rude.  According to 
the District programs & instruction director’s notes, the District programs & 
instruction director told the Parent she would communicate the importance of the 

                                                           
3 This email is not in the documentation.  However, the District programs & instruction director’s notes 
reflect that the secretary emailed her. 

4 The District’s attendance report indicates that the Student was excused from school attendance on 
December 16, 2015, based on illness.  Additionally, the District’s interviews with classroom staff confirm 
that the Student was absent on December 16, 2015.  Thus, it appears that the date is erroneous. 

5 According to the Parent, she attempted to meet in person with the District programs & instruction 
director that day, but after she slipped and fell in the snow, she needed to telephone the District programs 
& instruction instead. 
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Student’s stuffed animal with school staff, but the Parent needed to express her 
concerns about the school bus driver to the District’s transportation director.  
According to the District’s response to this complaint, during this telephone call, the 
Parent did not request that the District provide the Student with additional or different 
services, or otherwise indicate that the Student’s services needed to address 
behavioral needs. 

15. On January 20, 2016, the District provided the Parent with progress reporting for two 
of the Student’s seven annual IEP goals.  The reporting indicated that the Student 
was making sufficient progress to achieve his IEP speech/language goal within the 
duration of the IEP, and the comment stated the Student occasionally used two-word 
phrases to make a request.  The reporting also indicated that the Student was 
making sufficient progress to achieve his IEP communication goal, which was to 
respond to his name by turning and looking at the speaker, improving from two out 
of four attempts to three out of four attempts.  The report did not include information 
for the Student’s five other annual IEP goals. 

16. On February 4, 2016, the Parent filed this complaint.  According to the District, this 
was the first time the District understood that the Parent believed the Student 
needed more or different services to meet his needs.  Additionally, about the time 
that the Parent filed this complaint, she also stopped sending the communication 
journal to school, the District replaced that communication journal with a new 
notebook, but never recovered the original communication notebook. 

17. On February 8, 2016, the District interviewed the Student’s special education 
teacher and the two full time paraeducators for the Student’s self-contained program 
who were present from the beginning of the 2015-2016 school year. 

18. During the course of its investigation of this complaint, the District also hired a 
special education specialist to provide training and guidance for special education 
staff.  Additionally, the District made changes to its staff assignments in the 
Student’s self-contained classroom. 

19. On March 30, 2016, OSPI conducted a site visit at District offices and in the 
Student’s classroom. 

20. Also on March 30, 2016, the District special education specialist and the District 
executive director of finance & programs met with the Parent to discuss her 
concerns, and to prepare for the Student’s upcoming annual IEP team meeting. 

CONCLUSIONS 

1. The documentation substantiates that the District was unaware of the Parent’s 
concerns about the Student’s behavior and whether or not the Student was receiving 
sufficient support.  However, because districts must consider parents’ concerns and 
information in the implementation of the student’s program, districts have the 
responsibility to ensure communication with parents.  There were many factors that 
contributed to a breakdown in communication regarding the Student’s program that 
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preceded the filing of this complaint.  These factors include the collective staff 
members’ lack of experience in the Student’s self-contained program; the lack of 
documentation in the implementation of the Student’s program, which included little 
evidence of the provision of any specially designed instruction; and substantial 
difficulties and limitations in the communication process used by classroom staff.  
Therefore, the District will develop training and guidance materials, addressing 
communication processes and procedures to address language barriers, specifying 
the important, yet distinct roles of the special education staff, and clarifying 
expectations for how paraeducators, teachers, and District staff will work together on 
behalf of the students in the program to provide specially designed instruction.  In 
order to ensure sufficient provision of specially designed instruction and subsequent 
communication with parents, school staff must provide parents with complete and 
accurate progress reporting.  Further, ensuring sufficient communication with 
parents includes keeping data on behavioral incidents, and promptly reporting to 
parents the interventions and supports used in response to behavioral incidents.  
Here, it is unclear what information the Parent had about the Student’s challenging 
behaviors, and it is also unclear what information the Parent had about the time-outs 
allegedly imposed by school staff.  The District’s training and guidance materials will 
also address that staff must not buckle the seatbelt on therapeutic chairs around 
students for any purpose, other than the therapeutic purpose intended for the chair 
and that seatbelts in therapeutic devices should be used only for the student for 
whom the therapeutic device is intended.  This prohibition includes that school or 
District staff must not buckle the seatbelt or any other harness apparatus on 
therapeutic chairs around students for disciplinary purposes.  Additionally, the 
District’s training and guidance will address methods for keeping data on the use of 
time-out, communicating that information to parents, and providing alternatives to 
challenging behaviors other than using time-outs in the therapeutic chair or other 
locations. 

CORRECTIVE ACTIONS 

By or before May 10, 2016, June 2, 2016, and September 15, 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 ensure that all staff working in the Student’s self-contained special 

education classroom receive training that addresses the procedures for 
communication with parents, including when language barriers are present; the roles 
of teachers, paraeducators, and District special education staff, including how they 
will work together; the requirements for maintaining data on behavioral incidents, 
reporting information to parents; providing parents with complete progress reporting, 
and the provision of specially designed instruction.  The District’s training and 
guidance materials will also address that staff must not buckle the seatbelt on 
therapeutic chairs around students for any purpose other than the therapeutic 
purpose intended and that seatbelts in therapeutic devices should be used only for 
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the student for whom the therapeutic device is intended.  This prohibition includes 
that school or District staff must not buckle the seatbelt or any other harness 
apparatus on therapeutic chairs around students for disciplinary purposes.  
Additionally, the District’s training and guidance will address methods for keeping 
data on the use of time-out, communicating that information to parents, and 
providing alternatives to challenging behaviors other than the use of time-outs for 
disciplinary purposes.  The training will include specific examples based on the 
issues in this complaint.  While the District may complete this training earlier than the 
deadlines given in the corrective action, the District’s training will occur both during 
the remainder of the 2015-2016 school year, and again at the beginning of the 2016-
2017 school year. 

• By or before May 10, 2016, the District will submit a draft of the training materials 
to OSPI for review.  OSPI will approve the materials or provide comments by 
May 17, 2016, and provide additional dates for review, if needed. 

• By or before June 2, 2016, the District will submit documentation that staff 
participated in the training.  This will include a sign-in sheet and a roster of who 
should have attended so OSPI can verify that staff participated. 

• By or before September 15, 2016, the District will submit documentation that it 
has trained and/or refreshed training for the staff working in the Student’s self-
contained special education classroom for the 2016-2017 school year. 

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 April, 2016 

Douglas H. Gill, Ed. D. 
Assistant Superintendent 
Special Education 
PO BOX 47200 
Olympia, WA 98504-7200 
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THIS WRITTEN DECISION CONCLUDES OSPI’S INVESTIGATION OF THIS 
COMPLAINT 

IDEA provides mechanisms for resolution of disputes affecting the rights of special 
education students.  This decision may not be appealed.  However, parents (or adult 
students) and school districts may raise any matter addressed in this decision that 
pertains to the identification, evaluation, placement, or provision of FAPE to a student in 
a due process hearing.  Decisions issued in due process hearings may be appealed.  
Statutes of limitations apply to due process hearings.  Parties should consult legal 
counsel for more information about filing a due process hearing.  Parents (or adult 
students) and districts may also use the mediation process to resolve disputes.  The 
state regulations addressing mediation and due process hearings are found at WAC 
392-172A-05060 through 05075 (mediation) and WAC 392-172A-05080 through 05125 
(due process hearings.) 
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