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SPECIAL EDUCATION CITIZEN COMPLAINT (SECC) NO.  16-22 

PROCEDURAL HISTORY 

On February 8, 2016, the Office of Superintendent of Public Instruction (OSPI) received 
a letter from the parents (Parents) of a student (Student) attending the Pasco School 
District (District).  The Parents stated that the Student was injured by another student 
while attending school the previous school year, and the Parents did not believe the 
District appropriately investigated or responded to the incident.  Additionally, the 
Parents stated that the Student did not attend school after the incident. 

On February 10, 2016, OSPI responded to the Parents, stating that their letter had not 
described a possible violation of the Individuals with Disabilities Education Act (IDEA), 
or a regulation implementing the IDEA, with regard to the Student’s education, and 
informed the Parents that OSPI could not open a Special Education Citizen Complaint 
without additional information. 

On March 22, 2016, OSPI received another letter from the Parents, providing additional 
information that alleged that the District violated the IDEA or an implementing regulation 
regarding the Student’s education.  However, the Parents’ additional letter did not 
indicate whether the Parents had provided the District with the additional information 
provided to OSPI.  OSPI informed the Parents that OSPI could not open an 
investigation until the Parents confirmed that they had provided a signed copy of their 
additional letter to the District. 

On April 4, 2016, OSPI received confirmation from the Parents that they had provided 
the District with the additional information, alleging that the District violated the IDEA, or 
a regulation implementing the IDEA, with regard to the Student’s education. 

On April 4, 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 April 27, 2016, OSPI received the District’s response to the complaint and forwarded 
it to the Parents on the same day.  OSPI invited the Parents to reply with any 
information they had that was inconsistent with the District’s information. 

On May 5, 2016, OSPI received the Parents’ reply and forwarded that reply to the 
District on the same day. 

On May 26, 2016, OSPI identified missing components from the documentation 
requested from the District.  OSPI contacted the District, and the District stated it would 
send the missing requested documentation.  However, OSPI did not receive that 
documentation in time to consider it as part of its investigation. 

OSPI considered all of the information provided by the Parents and the District in a 
timely manner as part of its investigation. 
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OVERVIEW 

During the 2014-2015 school year, the Student attended a District high school and was 
eligible for special education services under the category of intellectual disability.  The 
Student’s individualized education program (IEP) stated the Student had not met her 
annual goals from her previous IEP, and would continue to work on those goals.  The 
Student’s IEP also stated the Student needed to be taught one-on-one or with small 
group instruction, was able to participate in a general education class with paraeducator 
support, and required close supervision due to her disability.  The Student attended a 
self-contained special education classroom, and participated in a general education 
elective course one period each day with paraeducator support.  On May 11, 2015, an 
incident occurred at school, resulting in an injury to the Student.  Based on the Parents’ 
safety concerns for the Student, the Student stopped attending school for the remainder 
of the 2014-2015 school year and the beginning of the 2015-2016 school year. 

On November 20, 2015, the District held an IEP team meeting for the Student and 
discussed the Parents’ requests that the Student have a one-on-one aide, a schedule 
for returning to school, a transition assessment, and a vocational placement.  The 
District agreed to conduct a transition assessment, arrange an interview for a vocational 
placement, shorten the Student’s school day, and supervise the Student.  The District 
provided the Parents with prior written notice, stating the Student needed to be with an 
adult at all times, and the District was shortening the Student’s school day based on a 
lack of available and/or appropriate classes for the Student and the Parents’ request.  
On November 30, 2015, the Student re-entered school with a shortened school day.  In 
January 2016, the District amended the Student’s IEP to reflect the Student’s shortened 
school day, and to add a transition goal.  The District did not add that the Student 
needed to be with an adult at all times to the revisions in the IEP.  In March 2016, the 
Student’s IEP team developed the Student’s annual IEP.  This IEP added the provision 
that the Student would be escorted by an adult at all times.  The present levels of 
performance continued to state that the Student had not met her annual goals from her 
previous IEP, and she would continue to work on those goals.  However, the IEP 
revised two of the Student’s annual goals, added the Student’s transition goal as 
developed in January 2016, and continued three of the Student’s annual goals as 
developed the previous year, updating only the completion date.  The Parents alleged 
that the District did not implement the Student’s IEP, including provisions for a full-time 
aide.  The District denied the allegation, noting that the Student’s IEP did not include the 
provision for a full-time aide. 

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 other allegations, 
including potential allegations regarding professional practice or public records 
requests. 
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ISSUE 

1. Did the District implement the Student’s individualized educational program (IEP), 
including provisions for a full-time aide? 

LEGAL STANDARDS 

IEP Implementation: At the beginning of each school year, each district must have in 
effect an individualized education program (IEP) for every student within its jurisdiction 
who is eligible to receive special education services.  A school district must develop a 
student’s IEP in compliance with the procedural requirements of the IDEA and state 
regulations.  It must also ensure it provides all services in a student’s IEP, consistent 
with the student’s needs as described in that IEP.  The IEP must be implemented as 
soon as possible after it is developed.  Each school district must ensure that the 
student’s IEP is accessible to each general education teacher, special education 
teacher, related service provider, and any other service provider who is responsible for 
its implementation.  34 CFR §300.323; WAC 392-172A-03105. 

FINDINGS OF FACT 

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

2. On March 11, 2015, the District completed a reevaluation for the Student.  The 
reevaluation report stated the Student was previously eligible for special education 
services under the category of other health impairment and that she had previously 
been diagnosed with a rare genetic disorder that typically caused cognitive 
disabilities, low muscle tone, and chronic feelings of hunger.  The report stated that 
the Student’s cognitive abilities were in the extremely low range and other scores 
indicated deficits in the Student’s ability to use words or solve problems.  The report 
also stated the Student’s academic skills were very low in reading, writing, and 
mathematics, and she had deficits in several areas of adaptive/social/emotional 
skills.1  The report recommended the Student receive specially designed instruction 
for reading, writing, mathematics, adaptive, and social/emotional skills.  The report 
also recommended the Student receive small group instruction, programmed 
learning materials/microcomputer, praise and encouragement. 

3. Also on March 11, 2015, the Student’s IEP team, including the Student’s mother, 
developed the Student’s annual individualized education program (IEP).  The 
present levels of performance noted that the Student had not met her annual goals 
from her previous IEP, and she would continue to work on those goals.  Additionally, 
the present levels of performance stated the Student needed reminders to stay 
awake, stay on task, and repetition to remember; therefore, the Student needed a 

                                                           
1 The report stated the Student had deficits for hyperactivity, aggression, conduct problems, anxiety, 
depression, attention, learning, atypicality, withdrawal, adaptability, social skills, leadership, study skills, 
functional communication, and adaptive skills. 
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paraeducator with her at all times in her general education classes.  The Student’s 
IEP contained five annual goals, including locating specific items in a functional 
document (such as a bus schedule or menu) improving from 50% to 80%; reading 
and completing a complex job application neatly and correctly, improving from 25% 
to 100%; computing the elapsed time by the quarter hour and the half hour, 
improving from 1 out of 4 trials to 4 out of 4 trials; waiting to talk until someone is 
finished talking, improving from 0 out of 5 trials to 3 out of 5 trials; and completing 
tasks within 15 minutes without  prompts, improving from 0 out of 5 trials to 3 out of 
5 trials.  The Student’s IEP provided the Student with 895 minutes per week of 
specially designed instruction in the special education setting, and stated the 
Student would spend 750 minutes per week in the general education setting.  The 
Student’s IEP further provided for 750 minutes per week for support from a 
paraeducator in the general education setting.  The Student’s course of study stated 
the Student received specially designed instruction for reading, mathematics, written 
language, social skills, and adaptive/transition skills in a self-contained special 
education classroom, and participated in a general education elective course, such 
as photography or painting, one period each day with paraeducator support.  The 
Student’s IEP also stated the Student needed to be taught one-on-one or with small 
group instruction, was able to participate in an elective general education class with 
paraeducator support, and required close supervision due to her rare genetic 
disorder. 

4. According to the Parents, during December 2014 and January 2015, the Student 
removed food from a trash can in the bathroom and consumed it.  The Parents 
stated they later saw this incident when reviewing security camera footage.  Also 
according to the Parents, they then spoke with the Student’s special education 
teacher, who agreed that the District would monitor the Student at all times, and they 
believed the Student’s IEP provided that level of supervision. 

5. The Student’s self-contained classroom served eight to ten students, overseen by 
one certificated teacher with assistance from at least two classified paraeducators.  
According to the District, staff provided instruction through small-group rotations 
within the class with individual assistance as needed.  In addition to the Student’s 
self-contained classroom, the Student attended an adaptive fitness class, which 
served seven students.  According to the District, the ratios of staff to student 
fluctuated, but were usually one staff member for every two or three students.  
Additionally, the Student attended general education classes for art and 
photography, which fluctuated from 23 to 27 students.  According to the District, two 
paraeducators assisted the Student in those classes, providing one-on-one or small 
group instruction.2  Additionally, the District stated that school staff members 
supervised the Student’s movements between classes, but did not provide further 
information about who was assigned to provide that supervision. 

                                                           
2 It is not clear from the District’s response whether there were two paraeducators in each of these 
classes or one paraeducator in each class, resulting in a total of two individuals who provided assistance. 
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6. On May 11, 2015, an incident occurred at school, resulting in an injury to the 
Student.  According to the Parents, another student injured the Student, and the 
District was neither forthcoming about what happened, nor communicative about 
how it happened, given that the Student’s IEP included supervision.3 

7. On May 13, 2015, the Parents stopped sending the Student to school. 

8. On May 27, 2015, the District provided the Parents with progress reporting for the 
Student’s annual goals.  The progress reporting stated that the Student had been 
absent since May 13, 2015, but provided the Student’s progress as of May 5, 2015.  
Regarding the Student’s goal for locating specific items in a functional document, the 
reporting stated that the Student had demonstrated 55% accuracy.  Regarding the 
Student’s goal for reading and completing a complex job application, the reporting 
stated the Student had demonstrated 30% accuracy.  Regarding the Student’s goal 
for computing the elapsed time by the quarter hour and the half hour, the reporting 
stated the Student had demonstrated 2 out of 4 trials with 60% accuracy.  Regarding 
the Student’s goal for waiting to talk until someone was finished talking, the reporting 
stated the Student had demonstrated 1 out of 5 trials with 80% accuracy.  Regarding 
the Student’s goal for completing tasks within 15 minutes without prompts, the 
reporting stated the Student had demonstrated 1 out of 5 trials with 40% accuracy, 
but that if an adult was not sitting right next to the Student, she tried to fall asleep. 

9. June 9, 2015 was the last day of the 2014-2015 school year.  The District provided 
report cards for all students.  The Student’s report card indicated that she received a 
pass for three units of course work in her self-contained life skills classroom, an “A” 
for adaptive fitness, an “A” for photography, and a “C+” for painting & drawing. 

10. September 15, 2015 was the first day of the 2015-2016 school year.  The Parents 
did not send the Student to school based on their concerns for the Student’s safety. 

11. On November 3, 2015, the Parents and their advocates met with the assistant 
school principal to discuss the possibility of the Student returning to school.  
According to the meeting notes, the Parents shared that they were concerned about 
the Student’s safety, and the Parents and the assistant school principal discussed 
the Student’s possible attendance at various District high schools.  The meeting 
notes stated that the Parents thought that the Student could return to school if she 
were not in the same class as the student accused of harming the Student.  The 
meeting notes further stated that the Parents requested that a one-on-one 
paraeducator be with the Student at all times, and the assistant school principal 
discussed the supervision the Student would receive at a District high school, stating 
that the Student would never be unsupervised and would be escorted by an adult at 
all times.  According to the District’s response to this complaint, after the Parents 
requested a one-on-one aide for the Student, the District discussed the Student’s 
supervision with them, and agreed to add the language, “will be escorted by an adult 

                                                           
3 Because the District’s documentation did not include emails with the Parents, OSPI was unable to 
identify communication with the Parents about this incident or about the level of the Student’s services. 
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at all times” to the Student’s IEP.4  According to the Parents, they were baffled by 
the assistant principal’s suggestion that the Student’s IEP should be revised to 
provide for the continuous monitoring of the Student, because they thought the 
Student’s IEP already contained that provision, particularly because of their previous 
conversation with the Student’s special education teacher after the incident involving 
the Student consuming food from a trash can.  The meeting notes also stated that 
the Parents were willing to explore a part-time school schedule, supplemented by a 
vocational placement in the community, and the meeting ended with the 
recommendation to start the application process for a vocational placement. 

12. On November 13, 2015, the District provided the Parents with progress reporting, 
stating that there was no data available regarding the Student’s progress because 
she had not attended school during the 2015-2016 school year. 

13. On November 20, 2015, the Student’s IEP team, including the Student’s mother, met 
to discuss the Student’s transition assessment, vocational placement with a specific 
community provider, a possible school schedule, and adding a transition goal into 
the Student’s IEP.  The Student’s mother provided consent for the Student’s 
transition assessment on the same day.  According to the meeting notes, the 
Student’s IEP team reviewed the Student’s current transition assessment and 
transition plan.  The notes further stated that the Student’s IEP team discussed a 
shortened school day for the Student with supervision by an adult at all times. 

14. Also on November 20, 2015, the District provided the Parents with prior written 
notice, proposing to initiate a new transition assessment for the Student, and 
arrange an interview for a vocational placement with the community provider 
identified by the Student’s IEP team.  The notice listed the times the bus would 
arrive in the morning to support her shortened school day, and further stated that the 
Student needed to be with an adult at all times.  In a separate prior written notice, 
dated the same day, the District stated that due to a lack of available and/or 
appropriate classes for the Student, the Student would have a reduced schedule.5 

15. On November 30, 2015, the Student re-entered school with a shortened school day. 

                                                           
4 In its response to this complaint, the District stated that this language differs from the type of language 
that would indicate a one-on-one aide.  The District offered the following example of IEP language that 
would indicate an exclusive full-time aide: 

“Due to her intensive needs and behavior, (Name withheld) requires a one-on-one support 
throughout the day and limited time with age appropriate peers through specials.  She attends 
specials with her one-on-one paraeducator.” 

However, the District’s response did not address the provision in the service matrix of the Student’s 
March 11, 2015 IEP for 750 minutes per week of support from a paraeducator in the general education 
setting. 

5 In its response to this complaint, the District did not address or further explain why it lacked available 
and/or appropriate classes for the Student. 
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16. December 22, 2015 was the last day of school before the District’s winter break, and 
school resumed on January 4, 2016. 

17. On January 4, 2016, the Student started working in a vocational placement off-
campus. 

18. On January 22, 2016, the District completed the Student’s transition assessment 
and held a reevaluation results meeting, including the Student’s mother.  The District 
amended the Student’s current evaluation report to include the transition 
assessment.  The transition assessment portion of the report stated that the Student 
was capable of several work-related skills, such as good grooming, getting to work 
on time, and following directions.  The report stated the Student’s testing showed a 
preference for jobs with specific work environment characteristics, such as being 
clean, inside, and quiet.6  The report also stated the Student was currently living with 
her family, but she hoped to live with friends in the future, and had several living 
skills such as preparing simple meals and washing dishes.  The report also noted 
her preferences for community interactions and recreation, and her goals for lifelong 
learning. 

19. Also on January 22, 2016, the District amended the Student’s IEP, reducing the 
Student’s services to reflect a shortened school day.  Additionally, the District 
amended the Student’s IEP to add a transition goal, which was to increase the 
Student’s employability by five points using a specific rubric.  The Student’s IEP 
continued to state that the Student needed one-on-one or small group instruction 
and also stated the Student needed close supervision due to her rare genetic 
disorder.  However, the IEP no longer contained the previous provision for 750 
minutes of support from a paraeducator and did not add a provision that the Student 
would be escorted by an adult at all times.  The Student’s amended IEP then 
provided the Student with 250 minutes per week of specially designed instruction in 
a special education setting (a reduction of 645 minutes per week from the prior IEP) 
and 600 minutes per week in the “general education setting,” referring to the 
community vocational placement, for a total of 850 minutes per week (an increase of 
100 minutes per week from the prior IEP).  The Student’s service matrix stated the 
Student received specially designed instruction for reading and written language in a 
self-contained special education classroom, and also attended a special education 
consumer mathematics class with paraeducator support.  The service matrix further 
stated the Student received social skills, adaptive skills, and transition skills through 
her vocational placement in the community.  The Student’s course of study noted 
that the Student had a shortened school day per the Parents’ request, and that the 
Student participated in a vocational placement in the community daily.  The 
amendment to the Student’s IEP did not include progress reporting, and the District 
did not otherwise provide the Parents with written progress reporting for the 

                                                           
6 The report stated the Student’s testing showed a preference for jobs that were clean, inside, quiet, with 
few people, without lifting, included moving around, included different work, slow paced, had little 
supervision, included being shown how to do the work, and required dress up clothes. 
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Student’s annual IEP goals since the Student returned to school on November 30, 
2015. 

20. Also on January 22, 2016, the District provided the Parents with prior written notice, 
stating that the Student’s IEP team had met to review the Student’s transition 
assessment and discuss her needs and annual IEP goals. 

21. According to the District, the Student’s special education consumer mathematics 
course served seven to eight students, overseen by one certificated teacher with 
assistance from one classified paraeducator.  Also according to the District, because 
of the Student’s needs, the classroom paraeducator helps the Student with 
“everything [the Student] attempts”.  Additionally, the District stated that school staff 
escorted and supervised the Student at all times while she was at the District high 
school, and the outside agency provided adult supervision for the Student while she 
attended her vocational placement at a sheltered workshop off campus. 

22. January 29, 2016 was the last day of the first semester of the 2015-2016 school year 
and the District provided report cards for all students.  The Student’s report card 
indicated that she received a pass for two units of course work in her life skills 
classes, a pass for pre-vocabulary workshop, and an “A-” for special education 
consumer mathematics. 

23. On February 2, 2016, the agency supporting the Student’s vocational placement 
developed two goals for the Student’s vocational placement.  The Student’s 
vocational placement goals included increasing her punctuality and increasing her 
productivity.  However, the documentation did not indicate that the District intended 
to incorporate these goals into the Student’s IEP, nor did these agency goals 
conform with regulatory requirements that the IEP annual goals be measurable. 

24. On March 10, 2016, the Student’s IEP team, including the Student’s mother, 
developed the Student’s annual IEP.  The present levels of performance continued 
to state that the Student had not met her annual goals from her previous IEP, and 
she would continue to work on those goals.  The Student’s first three annual goals 
remained the same as those in her March 11, 2015 annual IEP.  However, the 
District updated the Student’s annual goal regarding waiting to talk until someone 
was finished talking, to refraining from having conversations with coworkers, and 
updated her goal for completing tasks within 15 minutes without prompts, to 
following through with responsibilities before work.  Additionally, the Student’s 
annual goals included the transition goal developed at the January 2016 IEP team 
meeting.  The present levels of performance did not include progress reporting or 
any data on the Student’s progress on her previous annual goals since returning to 
school on November 30, 2015.   However, the present levels did include baseline 
data collected in February 2016, for the three new/updated IEP goals.  The 
Student’s IEP continued to provide the Student with 250 minutes per week of 
specially designed instruction in a special education setting and 600 minutes per 
week at her vocational placement in community setting, for a total of 850 minutes 
per week.  However, the Student’s IEP included a separate service matrix for the 
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2016-2017 school year.  The 2016-2017 service matrix provided the Student with 
795 minutes per week of specially designed instruction in the special education 
setting, 250 minutes per week of services in the general education setting, and 600 
minutes per week of services in the community for a total of 1645 minutes per week 
(an increase to the Student’s school day of 795 minutes per week).  The Student’s 
IEP continued to state that the Student needed to be taught one-on-one or with 
small group instruction, and required close supervision.  This IEP also included the 
provision that the Student would be escorted by an adult at all times.  According to 
the Parents, they were disconcerted when they realized that the provision for an 
escort at all times had not been added to the Student’s IEP, as discussed, when it 
was revised on January 22, 2016. 

25. Also on March 10, 2016, the agency supporting the Student’s vocational placement 
provided feedback on the Student’s two vocational goals.  However, it is unclear 
whether the Parents received this feedback. 

CONCLUSIONS 

1. Although the documentation in this complaint substantiated that the District 
implemented the provision in the Student’s IEP for one-on-one or small group 
instruction, the District did not respond to how the Student was injured on May 11, 
2015, or how the Student was able to take and consume food from a garbage can in 
the bathroom if the District was providing the Student with the necessary close 
supervision as described in her IEP.  In its response, the District stated that although 
the Student’s IEP provided her with close supervision, and was later revised to 
include an adult escort at all times, the Student’s IEP did not specifically contain a 
provision for a one-on-one aide.  However, the District’s response overlooks that the 
Student’s March 11, 2015 IEP included a provision for supplementary support from a 
paraeducator for the entire time that the Student was in the general education 
setting.  Additionally, the District’s distinction between a one-on-one aide versus 
close supervision with an adult escort at all times, does not address the Parents’ 
concerns about whether the Student received close supervision outside of the 
classroom setting, such as in the bathroom, a locker room connected to a gym, or 
the dark room connected to a photography lab. 

Additionally, while an IEP team, including parents, determine whether a student’s 
needs require a dedicated one-on-one aide, or general provisions for close 
supervision, districts must clearly communicate such distinctions and IEP provisions 
to parents.  Here, the Parents did not understand that the District was not actually 
providing the Student with a one-on-one aide, and the District failed to clarify its 
decision not to do so.  For example, on November 3, 2015, the Parents requested a 
one-on-one aide for the Student.  The documentation in this complaint supports that 
the District considered that request, and discussed the Student’s supervision with 
the Parents.  However, the District did not provide the Parents with prior written 
notice, clearly stating that it was rejecting the Parents’ request for a dedicated one-
on-one aide.  Neither the notice, nor the Student’s IEP, described how the Student 
would receive close supervision, or who would be responsible for escorting the 
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Student at all times.  Prior written notices must state decisions made by the district, 
especially decisions to reject a parent’s specific request.  Additionally, IEPs must 
specify the services to be provided so that a district’s commitment of resources will 
be clear to parents, and to other IEP team members who are responsible for 
implementing the IEP. 

Further, progress reporting is intended to ensure that parents have sufficient 
information to meaningfully participate in the IEP process, and to make informed 
decisions about the Student’s IEP.  Although the District did not have the ability to 
monitor and report the Student’s progress when she was not coming to school, the 
Student has been attending school on a shortened school day since November 30, 
2015, and there is no data available on what progress, if any, has been made during 
that time.  Information from the out-of-school agency supporting the Student’s 
vocational placement does not replace progress reporting towards annual IEP goals.  
Therefore, it is difficult if not impossible, to assess whether the Student’s lack of 
progress is a failure to implement her program, or a result of the Parents’ decision 
not to send the Student to school on a full day schedule. 

Finally, while it is accurate to state that the Parents requested a shortened school 
day for the Student, the District’s prior written notice clarifies that the Parents’ 
request was based on the lack of available and/or appropriate classes for the 
Student from the District.  Districts have an obligation to offer a free appropriate 
public education to students eligible for special education services, and districts do 
not escape or negate that obligation by shortening a student’s school day when a 
district somehow determines that appropriate classes for a student are “not 
available”. 

Collectively, the series of procedural violations outlined in this complaint constitute 
more than a few minor discrepancies.  Compensatory services are an equitable 
remedy, and are appropriate under the circumstances in this complaint.  
Compensatory services are not necessarily a day-to-day compensation for time 
missed.  Here, the Student returned to school on a shortened school day on 
November 30, 2015, but the District did not amend the Student’s IEP to reflect her 
shortened school day until January 22, 2016.  The shortened schedule removed 645 
minutes per week of specially designed instruction in the special education setting 
for the Student, and has continued for 24 weeks, resulting in cumulative loss of 258 
hours of specially designed instruction.  As an equitable remedy, the District will 
provide the Student with 20 hours of one-on-one tutoring services. 

CORRECTIVE ACTIONS 

By or before June 30, 2016, August 16, 2016, and September 19, 2016, the District 
will provide OSPI with documentation showing the District has completed the following 
corrective actions. 
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STUDENT SPECIFIC: 
1. By or before June 24, 2016, the District will meet with the Parents to develop a 

schedule for 20 hours of compensatory education and services, based on the areas 
and types of service identified in the Student’s IEP, for which the Student has the 
most need.  Services may occur over the summer and must occur outside of the 
Student’s school day.  The District will provide OSPI with documentation of the 
schedule for services by or before June 30, 2016, and complete compensatory 
services by September 15, 2016. 

The District either must provide transportation necessary for the Student to access 
these services or reimburse the Parents for the cost of providing transportation for 
these services.  If the District reimburses the Parents for transportation, the District 
must reimburse the Parents for round trip mileage at the District’s privately owned 
vehicle rate.  By or before September 19, 2016, the District must provide OSPI with 
documentation that it has completed compensatory services for the Student.  This 
documentation will 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.  Additionally, this documentation will include payments, if any, made to the 
Parents for travel reimbursement. 

DISTRICT SPECIFIC: 
1. The District will conduct training for all high school special education certificated 

staff, including educational staff associates (ESAs), and principals.  The training will 
address: (1) IEP development, to include the importance of writing and updating 
present levels of performance, and writing IEP provisions that specify and clarify the 
District’s commitment of resources; (2) providing prior written notice, with a focus on 
including requests from parents and stating the District’s response to those requests, 
including whether the District is rejecting or accepting the request; (3) providing 
progress reporting toward annual IEP goals; (4) providing the level of supervision 
specified in an IEP; and, (5) providing appropriate classes/programing or providing 
program outside of the District.  The training will include examples. 

• By or before August 16, 2016, the District will submit a draft of the training 
materials to OSPI for review.  OSPI will approve the materials or provide 
comments by August 25, 2016 and additional dates for review, if needed. 

• By or before September 19, 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. 

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. 
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Dated this ____ day of June, 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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