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SPECIAL EDUCATION CITIZEN COMPLAINT (SECC) NO.  16-51 

PROCEDURAL HISTORY 

On June 13, 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 Shoreline 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 June 13, 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 June 30, 2016, OSPI received the District’s response to the complaint and forwarded 
a copy of it to the Parent on July 5, 2016.  OSPI invited the Parent to reply with any 
information he had that was inconsistent with the District’s information. 

On July 15, 2016, OSPI received the Parent’s reply.  OSPI forwarded a copy of the 
Parent’s reply to the District on July 18, 2016. 

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

OVERVIEW 

During the 2015-2016 school year, the Student attended twelfth grade at a District 
community based transition program, and was eligible to receive special education 
services under the category of intellectual disabilities.  Before the beginning of the 2015-
2016 school year, the District provided its transportation department with information 
about the Student’s medical, behavioral, and safety needs, and the transportation 
department held a training for all bus drivers and bus aides.  At the beginning of the 2015-
2016 school year, the District provided classroom staff with paper copies of the 
individualized education programs (IEPs) and behavioral intervention plan (BIP) of each 
student in the classroom.  The District did not provide a copy of any student’s IEP or BIP 
to school bus drivers.  However, special education staff met the Student’s bus each day, 
and accompanied the Student to his bus in the afternoon.  In September 2015, the 
Student had a behavioral incident, prompting changes to the Student’s program, including 
eliminating the Student’s Friday community outings.  In October 2015, the District 
developed the Student’s annual IEP, and developed a new BIP for the Student.  As is its 
policy, the District did not provide a copy of the Student’s new BIP to the bus driver.  In 
February 2016, the Student resumed participating in Friday outings, and the District 
requested additional transportation for the Student.  As part of the transportation request, 
the District included information about the Student’s behavioral triggers, but did not 
provide a copy of the Student’s BIP.  In May 2016, the Student swore at his bus driver, 
and made a threatening remark as he left the school bus, but this incident did not result 
in disciplinary action.  The Parent alleged that the District failed to ensure that the 
Student’s IEP and BIP were accessible to the staff responsible for their implementation 
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because the bus driver and bus aide were not given copies.  The District denied that it 
did not ensure the Student’s IEP and BIP were not accessible to staff responsible for their 
implementation. 

ISSUE 

1. Did the District ensure that the Student’s individualized education program (IEP) and 
behavioral intervention plan (BIP) were accessible to all District staff who were 
responsible for their implementation? 

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 provide all 
services in a student’s IEP, consistent with the student’s needs as described in that IEP.  
34 CFR §300.323; WAC 392-172A-03105. 

Provider Responsibility for Implementation: 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(d)(1); WAC 392-172A-03105(3)(a). 

Entitlement to Receive Related Services: Each eligible student is entitled not only to 
receive special education, but also to such related services as are required to assist the 
child to benefit from that special education.  Related services must be listed in the 
student’s IEP.  34 CFR §300.320; WAC 392-172A-03090(1)(d). 

Specialized Transportation as a Component in the IEP: In determining whether to include 
transportation in a student’s IEP, and whether the student needs to receive transportation 
as a related service, the IEP team must consider how the student’s impairments affect 
the student’s need for transportation.  Included in this consideration is whether the 
student’s impairments prevent the student from using the same transportation provided 
to non-disabled students, or from getting to school in the same manner as nondisabled 
children.  If transportation is included in the student’s IEP as a related service, a school 
district must ensure that the transportation is provided at public expense and at no cost 
to the parents, and that the student’s IEP describes the transportation arrangement.  64 
Fed. Reg. 48, 12479 (March 12, 1999) (Appendix A to 34 CFR Part 300, Question 33); 
Yakima School District, 36 IDELR 289 (WA SEA 2002). 

FERPA: The Family Educational Rights and Privacy Act of 1974 (FERPA) protects 
parents’ privacy interests in their children’s education records.  FERPA requires districts 
to maintain the confidentiality of students’ education records.  34 CFR §300.623; WAC 
392-172A-05230.  FERPA controls the circumstances under which a district may disclose 
personally identifiable information from educational records, and prohibits non-authorized 
disclosure of that information.  As a general rule, personally identifiable information may 
not be disclosed without specific, informed parental consent.  34 CFR §300.622; WAC 
392-172A-05225.  This rule is subject to a number of exceptions, including the allowance 
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for school districts to disclose information to teachers within the district or officials of 
participating agencies for purposes of meeting a requirement of the Act.  34 CFR 
§300.622; WAC 392-172A-05225(2).  FERPA is enforced by the Family Policy 
Compliance Office (FPCO) within the United States Department of Education’s Office of 
Management.  FPCO is responsible for investigating, processing and reviewing FERPA 
violations and complaints.  20 U.S.C. § 1232(f) and (g), (1234); 34 CFR §99.60. 

FINDINGS OF FACT 

1. During the 2015-2016 school year, the twenty-year-old Student attended twelfth grade 
at a District community based transition program, and was eligible to receive special 
education services under the category of intellectual disabilities. 

2. The District completed the Student’s most recent evaluation on May 9, 2014.  The 
evaluation report noted that the Student had initially qualified for special education 
when he was four years old, and received instruction in a self-contained classroom.  
The report also observed that the Student had previously qualified under the eligibility 
category of health impairment, based on his diagnoses of epilepsy and attention deficit 
hyperactive disorder (ADHD).  The report stated that during some periods of the 
Student’s educational history, the Student’s seizure activity was so significant that he 
wore a helmet at school as a safety precaution.  The report stated that the Student 
was working at the first or second grade level in the areas of reading and mathematics, 
and the Student’s social skills were a relative strength.  The report noted that the 
Parent became concerned about the Student’s behavior when the Student reached 
puberty, and wondered if the Student’s behavior was related to puberty, or seizure 
activity.  The report stated that the Student responded well to structure and positive 
reinforcement.  The report observed that the Student was in a self-contained 
classroom for the majority of the school day, he accessed electives in the general 
education program, including nutrition and physical education classes, and also 
participated in track after school. 

3. On October 23, 2014, the Student’s individualized education program (IEP) team, 
including the Parent, developed his annual IEP.  This was the IEP in effect for the 
Student at the beginning of the 2015-2016 school year.  The Student’s IEP team 
considered that the Student’s overall attitude was one of wanting to please, and he 
often spoke of the importance of being nice to other people, but he had the potential 
to be resistant to directions and uncooperative.  The Student’s IEP team also 
considered that the Student’s uncooperative behavior could be particularly physical 
with males, trying to shove them when he did not want to follow their directions.  The 
Student’s IEP team considered two incidents of uncooperative behavior, both of which 
had occurred at the Student’s worksite after a change to the Student’s schedule.  The 
first worksite incident occurred when the Student’s group suddenly had to leave early, 
and the second worksite incident occurred when the school bus was 20 minutes late 
picking up students from the worksites.  The present levels of performance stated that 
the Student’s service providers did not think the Student needed a functional 
behavioral analysis (FBA) or a behavioral intervention plan (BIP) because they had 
identified that the Student’s issues involved changes in his routine, and they were 
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having success supporting him with a word/picture schedule, first/then responses, and 
consistent boundaries.  The Student’s IEP included annual goals in the areas of daily 
living/adaptive skills, mathematics, reading, social/emotional skills, vocational skills, 
and written expression, and provided for the following specially designed instruction 
delivered in a special education setting and by special education staff: 

• Daily Living/Adaptive – 60 minutes per week 
• Social/Emotional Skills – 60 minutes per week 
• Mathematics – 120 minutes per week 
• Reading – 120 minutes per week 
• Written Expression – 120 minutes per week 

The IEP also provided for the following specially designed instruction delivered in a 
general education setting and by special education staff: 

• Vocational Skills – 720 minutes a week 
• Daily Living/Adaptive – 250 minutes per week 
• Social/Emotional Skills – 50 minutes per week 

The Student’s IEP provided for special transportation, but did not state whether an 
aide would be assigned to the bus.  The Student’s IEP incorporated a “critical 
transportation information” sheet to be sent to the District’s transportation department.  
The information sheet stated that if the Student fell asleep on the bus, he might have 
a seizure in his sleep, and his seizures could cause incontinence.  The information 
sheet stated that although the Student had not had a seizure on the bus that year, it 
was a possibility.  The information sheet stated that as soon as the Student woke up, 
he would try to remove his clothes, and he would not desist, even if someone tried to 
stop him.  The information sheet stated that the Student had an extra set of clothes in 
his backpack, and would need help changing into his dry clothes as quickly as 
possible, with as much privacy as possible, and the backpack also had a bag for the 
Student’s wet clothes. 

4. On November 26, 2014, the Student’s IEP team developed a BIP for the Student.  The 
BIP identified two target behaviors: (1) the Student fastened his seat belt too tightly 
on the bus home from school, which left bruises and occurred daily; and (2) the 
Student exposed himself one time on the bus.  The Student’s BIP included social 
stories about bus riding behaviors, to be read to the Student “in different domains of 
his life”.  The BIP also included a list of bus rules, supported by visual cues, and a 
school bus data tracking sheet, to be used by the bus aide.  The Student’s BIP stated 
that a bus aide would be present on the 4pm bus, and the aide would support the 
Student with keeping the bus rules. 

5. According to the District, in August 2015, the District transportation department held 
a training for all bus drivers and bus aides before the start of the 2015-2016 school 
year.  In preparation for the training, the transportation department collected 
information regarding students’ medical, behavioral, and other safety needs, and 
entered that information into the transportation department’s database.  At the August 
2015 training, the District transportation department provided each bus driver with a 
route book, consisting of route sheets for individual students who have medical, 
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behavioral, or other safety needs.  According to information that the District submitted 
from the District’s transportation department, anytime student records are updated, 
the transportation department printed new route sheets with updated information for 
bus drivers.  The District’s documentation included a route sheet for the Student, 
describing different types of seizures, listing five different medications, and detailing 
the steps to take if a seizure occurred.  Additionally, the Student’s route sheet included 
the information from the “critical transportation information” sheet incorporated into the 
Student’s October 2014 IEP, regarding what to do if the Student fell asleep on the bus 
and had a seizure. 

6. September 9, 2015 was the first day of the 2015-2016 school year and the Student 
began attending twelfth grade at the community based transition program.  The 
Student’s first semester, Monday through Thursday schedule consisted of attending 
his worksite until 2pm, participating in transition activities, and participating in classes 
in a small self-contained classroom setting until 4pm.  Additionally, the Student 
participated in community outings on Fridays. 

7. According to the District, at the start of the 2015-2016 school year, the District provided 
classroom staff at the community based transition program with paper copies of the 
IEPs and BIPs of all of the students in the classroom.  Additionally, each student’s 
special education case manager prepared “IEP at glance” sheets for each student on 
their caseload.  The IEP at a glance sheets are based on students’ IEPs, and are 
intended to be easily available to staff throughout the school year. 

8. According to one of the special education teachers assigned to the Student’s 
community based transition program classroom, at the end of each school day, staff 
in the Student’s classroom read social stories to the Student about how to wear his 
bus seatbelt and how to behave on the bus.  After accompanying the Student to his 
school bus and allowing him to board the bus, staff from the Student’s classroom 
(either a special education teacher or a classroom aide) would then board the bus to 
check that the Student had chosen a seat toward the front of the bus, had fastened 
his seatbelt correctly, and was sitting across from an appropriate peer.  Also according 
to one of the special education teachers assigned to the Student’s community based 
transition program classroom, staff did “in-the-moment coaching” with bus staff, 
including modeling using specific phrases, such as, “Are you ready to make good 
choices on the ride home?” and, “What can you get out of your backpack to keep busy 
and help you make good choices?” 

9. On September 25, 2015, the Student had a behavioral incident at his Friday 
community outing.  According to the incident report, the Student had been agitated at 
home, became escalated when speaking with another student at lunch, and was 
triggered when the school bus was not ready on time to take him home.1 

                                                           
1 This decision does not consider or address any issues already considered or addressed in SECC 15-84.  
However, this decision does include some overlapping information which is relevant to the issue here. 
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10. On September 28, 2015, the District emergency expelled the Student as a result of 
his behavior on September 25, 2015. 

11. On September 29, 2015, the Student’s IEP team, including the Parent, amended the 
Student’s October 2014 IEP.  As amended, the Student’s IEP no longer provided the 
Student with any services in the general education setting, and provided all of the 
Student’s specially designed instruction in the special education setting.  Additionally, 
the Student’s amended IEP provided the Student with 1:1 paraeducator support during 
his special education classes.  The amendments to the Student’s IEP did not change 
the provision for special transportation, or state that the Student would have a bus 
aide. 

12. Also on September 29, 2015, the Student’s IEP team developed a new BIP for the 
Student.  The Student’s BIP identified three target behaviors: physical aggression 
toward staff, swearing, and touching staff inappropriately.2  The intervention strategies 
in the Student’s BIP included shortening the Student’s school schedule, structuring all 
down time, providing 1:1 supervision, and developing new social stories.  The BIP 
stated that being told “no” or hearing a negatively phrased directive (e.g. “no touching 
that”) was a trigger for the Student’s aggression.  The BIP also stated that staff would 
model identifying emotions (e.g. “You look frustrated”), provide the Student with limited 
choices for alternate activities (e.g. “The bus isn’t ready yet, would you like to wait on 
the bench or stand under the tree?”), provide “first/then” directions, and suggest taking 
a break if the Student was not escalated.  The de-escalation plan included remaining 
calm, not reacting, providing redirection, offering choices, removing others, and trying 
to disengage.  The BIP identified special education staff, supervised by the Student’s 
special education teacher, as being responsible for the strategies and plans in the 
Student’s BIP. 

13. Also on September 29, 2015, the District converted the Student’s emergency 
expulsion to a four-day suspension. 

14. On October 1, 2015, the Student’s special education case manager, the assistant 
school principal, the Parent, and a District behavioral specialist completed an FBA for 
the Student.  The FBA identified three target behaviors: physical aggression toward 
staff; using swear words; and touching staff inappropriately (poking, light pushing).  
The FBA recommended strategies corresponding to the BIP, and also added that staff 
should reword their statements to the Student, such that the word “no” was not 
included. 

15. On October 9, 2015, staff at the District community based transition program held their 
regular staff meeting.  According to the meeting notes, staff discussed the Student’s 
September 25, 2015 behavioral incident, and noted that the Student was doing well 
with the implementation of the new social stories and 1:1 support.  The meeting notes 
further stated that the Student’s special education case manager was documenting 

                                                           
2 As written, the BIP identifies six target behaviors, listing physical aggression toward staff, swearing, and 
inappropriately touching staff twice.  However, the listing of each target behavior twice appears to be 
unintentional, and the BIP includes only three separate behaviors. 
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the Student’s transportation issues, and staff should notify both the transportation 
department and the Student’s special education case manager if the Student had any 
difficulties associated with his transportation.  The meeting notes stated that if the 
Student’s bus arrived early, staff should wait until the scheduled time to help those 
students off the bus, and staff should not leave the bus area until the scheduled time. 

16. On October 15, 2015, the District again amended the Student’s IEP, increasing the 
Student’s school day by adding time for vocational skills in the general education 
setting.  Additionally, as amended, the service matrix increased the provision for 1:1 
paraeducator support for the Student, to reflect the increased time that the Student 
was at school. 

17. On October 29, 2015, the Student’s IEP team, including the Parent, developed the 
Student’s annual IEP.  The Student’s IEP included annual goals in the areas of 
mathematics, reading, written expression, daily living/adaptive skills, social/emotional 
skills, and vocational skills, and provided the following specially designed instruction 
in a special education setting, delivered by special education staff: 

• Daily Living/Adaptive – 120 minutes per week 
• Social/Emotional Skills – 60 minutes per week 
• Mathematics – 30 minutes per week 
• Reading – 60 minutes per week 
• Written Expression – 30 minutes per week 
• Vocational Skills – 240 minutes per week 

The IEP also included 1:1 paraeducator support for the Student’s entire school day, 
special transportation, and a bus aide. 

18. Also on October 29, 2015, the Student’s IEP team developed a new BIP for the 
Student.  The Student’s new BIP continued to identify the three target behaviors:  
physical aggression toward staff, swearing, and touching staff inappropriately.  The 
BIP stated that a contributing factor to the Student’s targeted behaviors was a negative 
reaction or negatively phrased directive from staff, such as “Stop that”.  The 
intervention strategies included teaching the Student to express his disappointment or 
frustration, teaching the Student to request a break, structuring all down time, 
shortening his schedule, assignment 1:1 staff, and developing new social stories for 
responding to answers he does not like or unexpected changes.  The Student’s BIP 
stated that staff would use short directions, provide choices, and if available, a female 
staff member would respond to initial escalation.  The de-escalation plan continued to 
include remaining calm, not reacting, providing redirection, offering choices, removing 
others, and trying to disengage, and also added avoiding negatively phrased 
directives.  The BIP identified special education staff, supervised by the Student’s 
special education teacher, as being responsible for the strategies and plans in the 
Student’s BIP. 

19. On November 17, 2015, the Student’s special education case manager emailed the 
District director for secondary student services, asking for authorization for one of the 
Student’s 1:1 paraeducators to be paid for additional time so that the Student’s 1:1 
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paraeducator could receive training, and information for supporting the Student from 
the Student’s special education case manager.  The District director for secondary 
student services responded, approving the extra paid time so the Student’s 1:1 
paraeducator could receive the training. 

20. On December 15, 2015, the Student’s IEP team, including the Parent, again amended 
the Student’s IEP, increasing his school day to 1200 minutes per week.  As amended, 
the Student’s IEP continued to provide him with 1:1 support in the classroom and a 
bus aide.  The District provided prior written notice, stating that the Student would 
resume participating in Friday community outings on an individualized schedule, and 
the District would provide transportation for the outings. 

21. The District’s winter vacation was December 21, 2015 to January 1, 2016, with 
January 4, 2016 being the first day back to school. 

22. On January 25, 2016, the Student’s IEP case manager requested specialized 
transportation from the District transportation department for the Student’s Friday 
outings.  The request form included a space to provide information about the Student’s 
communication and/or behavioral difficulties.  On the Student’s form, the Student’s 
IEP case manager wrote: 

• Avoid direct “no” answers. 
• Better to say “not right now” or “maybe later”. 
• Often has cards or a book in his backpack if he needs something to do on the ride. 

23. February 8, 2016 was the first day of the second semester of the 2015-2016 school 
year.  The Student’s second semester, Monday through Thursday schedule consisted 
of attending his worksite until 2pm, participating in transition activities, and attending 
classes in his self-contained classroom setting until 4pm.  Additionally, the Student 
often participated in community outings on Fridays. 

24. On February 25, 2016, the Student’s IEP team again amended the Student’s IEP to 
increase the Student’s school day to 1470 minutes per week.  The Parent attended 
the IEP meeting via telephone.  As amended, the Student’s IEP continued to provide 
him with 1:1 support in the classroom and a bus aide. 

25. On May 16, 2016, the Student’s IEP team again amended the Student’s IEP to 
increase his school day to 1500 minutes per week.  The District invited the Parent, but 
the Parent choose not to attend an IEP meeting.  As amended, the Student’s IEP 
continued to provide him with 1:1 support in the classroom and a bus aide. 

26. On May 19, 2016, the Student had a behavioral incident on the school bus.3  
According to the incident report filed by the school bus driver, the Student swore and 
shouted at both his bus aide and the school bus driver because he wanted to move to 
a seat at the back of the bus.  The Student then moved to the back of the bus, 
continued to shout, and told the school bus driver he would “suck his blood” as the 

                                                           
3 The District did not take any disciplinary action against the Student based on the Student’s behavior on 
the school bus. 
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Student left the school bus.  According to the Parent, the school bus driver telephoned 
the Parent to report the Student’s behavior that day, and also told the Parent that the 
Student had behaved similarly during late fall 2015 or early winter 2016. 

27. On May 24, 2016, the Parent emailed the Student’s special education case manager, 
requesting an IEP team meeting to develop a plan for the Student to ride the bus 
safely.  The Parent requested that the Student’s IEP case manager, a District special 
education coordinator, the District director of secondary services, and the District 
transportation director attend the meeting.  The Parent noted that after the Student’s 
May 19, 2016 behavioral incident, they had discussed the Student’s behavior on the 
school bus, and stated the Parent would continue to retrieve the Student from school 
and drive him home.  The Parent stated he wanted to discuss what strategies staff 
were using with the Student on the bus, whether they should amend the Student’s 
BIP, who was implementing the Student’s BIP on the bus, and whether staff needed 
additional training regarding the Student’s BIP. 

28. On May 27, 2016, the Parent again emailed the Student’s special education case 
manager, stating he was available all day to meet and discuss the Student’s behavior 
on the bus, and whether additional supports were necessary. 

29. Also on May 27, 2016, the school assistant principal telephoned the Parent to clarify 
his concerns about the Student riding the bus, and to ask if the Parent would allow her 
to look into his concerns before determining whether an IEP team meeting was 
necessary.  Shortly thereafter, the Student’s special education case manager provided 
a District transportation trainer with written information, detailing the strategies, bus 
rules, and social stories developed for the Student.4 

30. On May 31, 2016, a District transportation trainer provided the Student’s school bus 
driver and bus aide with a copy of written information, detailing the strategies, bus 
rules, and social stories, developed for the Student.5  The school bus driver and bus 
aide each signed a copy of the Student’s strategies, bus rules, and social stories, 
affirming that they had read that information. 

31. On June 3, 2016, the Student’s special education case manager emailed the Parent, 
stating she understood that the school assistant principal had contacted the Parent to 
discuss the Student’s transportation support.  The Student’s case manager stated that 
earlier in the week, she had sent information to the District’s transportation 
department, and she had personally trained the bus aide assigned for the afternoon 
bus on how to use the Student’s visual supports.  The Student’s special education 
case manager asked the Parent if he still wanted to hold an IEP team meeting to 
discuss the Student’s behavior on the bus, stating if he did, she would arrange a 

                                                           
4 The documentation does not specify the date, but states that the Student’s case manager provided 
information to the transportation department in response to the Parent’s concerns. 

5 Although this information is identical to the information in the Student’s BIP, it is not a copy of the BIP. 
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meeting.  The Student’s special education case manager also asked if she could do 
anything else to help the Student successfully finish his last school year. 

32. On June 6, 2016, the Parent emailed the Student’s special education case manager, 
stating he was concerned that the Student’s BIP had not been shared with the 
transportation department when the Student’s BIP was developed, and he wanted to 
be sure that the staff who worked with the Student had access to the Student’s 
information.  The Parent stated that he was willing to meet with the Student’s special 
education case manager to discuss his concerns.  The Student’s special education 
case manager responded, stating that her last day at the District was June 10, 2016, 
and she would leave instructions with another special education teacher at the 
community based transition program to be sure that if there were any staffing changes, 
the Student’s bus aide would be familiar with the Student’s needs.  The Student’s 
special education case manager further stated that she had not shared the Student’s 
October 2015 BIP with the District’s transportation department because the Student’s 
BIP was a confidential document, to be shared on a need-to-know basis, and certain 
information in the BIP was not appropriate for the transportation department.  The 
Student’s special education case manager also stated that she and the Student’s 
paraeducators had been using class time, just before the Student boarded the school 
bus in the afternoons, to read the Student’s social stories with him, and to review the 
bus rules checklist with the Student.  The Student’s special education case manager 
added that in retrospect, these tasks could have been delegated to the bus aide, along 
with a conversation about the importance of approaching the Student positively. 

33. On June 13, 2016, the Parent filed this complaint with OSPI. 

CONCLUSION 

1. The documentation substantiates that the District ensured that the Student’s IEP and 
BIP were accessible to the Student’s providers.  The Student’s providers reviewed a 
paper copy of the Student’s IEP and BIP at the beginning of the school year, had easy 
access to the Student’s “IEP at a glance” throughout the year, and received ongoing 
information and training on the strategies to be used with the Student.  Although the 
Parent was concerned that the District did not provide a copy of the Student’s IEP and 
BIP to the school bus driver and bus aide, the bus driver and bus aide were never 
intended to provide the Student’s specially designed instruction for social/emotional 
skills, nor were they designated as being responsible for the strategies and plans in 
the Student’s BIP.  Instead, the District provided the transportation department with a 
“critical transportation information” sheet when it developed the Student’s IEP.  
Although the documentation does not indicate that the District provided the 
transportation department with an updated “critical transportation information” sheet 
after developing a new BIP for the Student in October 2015, the District did update 
that information in February 2016, when it requested additional transportation for the 
Student.  Additionally, the Student’s special education providers verbally updated 
transportation staff regarding the Student’s needs on a daily basis as the Student 
boarded the bus.  In its response to this complaint, the District states that bus drivers 
and bus aides frequently have substitutes, and the District is sensitive to the 
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confidentiality of students’ educational records.  The District states that it provided 
school bus drivers and bus aides with “need to know” student information, and the 
best method for sharing that information was through daily, direct communication from 
special education staff. 

CORRECTIVE ACTION 

STUDENT SPECIFIC: None. 

DISTRICT SPECIFIC: None. 

Dated this ____ day of August, 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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