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 SPECIAL EDUCATION CITIZEN COMPLAINT (SECC) NO. 16-65 

PROCEDURAL HISTORY 

On August 31, 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 Central Kitsap 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 September 1, 2016, OSPI acknowledged receipt of this complaint and forwarded a 
copy of it to the District Superintendent on the same day.  The District was asked to 
respond to the allegations made in the complaint. 

On September 23, 2016, OSPI received the District’s response to the complaint and 
forwarded it to the Parent on September 26, 2016.  The Parent was invited to reply with 
any information she had that was inconsistent with the District’s information. 

On October 6, 2016, OSPI received the Parent’s reply.  The information was forwarded 
to the District on October 7, 2016. 

On October 12, 2016, OSPI requested additional information from the District.  On 
October 12, 2016, OSPI received additional information from the District and the 
information was forwarded to the Parents on October 13, 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 a District elementary school 
and was eligible to receive special education services under the category of autism.  
The Student’s individualized education program (IEP) included annual goals in several 
areas, including reading, writing, math, and adaptive behavior.  In December 2015, the 
Parent expressed concern about the Student’s progress in school, and about the 
curriculum being used with the Student.  In response, the Student’s IEP team met to 
discuss the Parent’s concerns.  In March 2016, the IEP team developed the Student’s 
annual IEP, but the IEP did not include services in the area of adaptive behavior.  At the 
meeting, the Parent requested that the Student’s teacher use a specific reading 
curriculum, and the IEP team reportedly agreed to use the curriculum.  The Parent also 
requested that the Student receive extended school year (ESY) services, but the IEP 
team did not agree to ESY services at that time.  In May, the Parent again requested 
ESY services, and in response, an IEP meeting was scheduled.  The IEP team then 
amended the Student’s IEP to reflect the ESY services, and the Student began 
attending the ESY program in July 2016.  The Parent then expressed concern that the 
specific reading curriculum she preferred to be used during the school year was not 
being used in the ESY program. 
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The Parent alleged that the District failed to follow procedures for implementing the 
Student’s IEPs, and failed to follow procedures for developing and/or amending the 
Student’s IEP.  The District denied that it failed to implement the Student’s IEP, but 
admitted that it failed to follow procedures for developing and amending the Student’s 
IEP.  The District proposed corrective actions to address the violations. 

SCOPE OF INVESTIGATION 

This decision references events which occurred prior to the investigation time period, 
which began on September 1, 2015.  These references are included to add context to 
the issues under investigation and are not intended to identify additional issues or 
potential violations, which occurred prior to the investigation time period.  

ISSUES 

1. Did the District follow procedures for implementing the Student’s individualized 
education programs (IEPs) in place from September 1, 2015 through August 31, 
2016? 

2. Did the District follow procedures for developing and/or amending the Student’s IEP 
during the time period between September 1, 2015 and August 31, 2016? 

LEGAL STANDARDS 

Provision of FAPE: An IEP is required to be “reasonably calculated to enable the child to 
receive educational benefit.”  It does not require the absolute best or potential-
maximizing education for that child.  Rather, the district is obliged to provide a basic 
floor of opportunity through a program that is individually designed to provide 
educational benefit to the handicapped child.  The basic floor of opportunity provided by 
the IDEA consists of access to specialized instruction and related services.  Hendrick 
Hudson District Board of Education v. Rowley, 458 U.S. 176, 102 S.Ct. 3034 (1982).    
A free appropriate public education (FAPE) has been provided if, taking into 
consideration the student’s unique characteristics, it may be fairly said that the student 
has derived more than minimal or trivial progress in the student’s educational 
placement.  Florence County School District v. Carter, 950 F.2d 156, 160 (4th Cir. 1991); 
Ojai Unified School District v. Jackson, 4 F.3d 1467, 20 IDELR 354 (9th Cir. 1993), cert. 
denied, 115 S. Ct. 90 (1994). 

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.  34 CFR § 300.323(a); WAC 392-
172A-03105.  A school district must develop a student’s IEP in compliance with the 
procedural requirements of the IDEA and state regulations.  34 CFR §§300.320 through 
300.328; WAC 392-172A-03090 through 392-172A-03115.  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 initial 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, 
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and any other service provider who is responsible for its implementation.  34 CFR 
§300.323; WAC 392-172A-03105. 

IEP Definition: An IEP must contain a statement of: (a) the student’s present levels of 
academic achievement and functional performance; (b) measurable annual academic 
and functional goals designed to meet the student’s needs resulting from their disability; 
(c) how the district will measure and report the student’s progress toward their annual 
IEP goals; (d) the special education services, related services, and supplementary aids 
to be provided to the student; (e) the extent to which the student will not participate with 
nondisabled students in the general education classroom and extracurricular or 
nonacademic activities; (f) any individual modifications necessary to measure the 
student’s academic achievement and functional performance on state or district-wide 
assessments; (g) ESY services, if necessary for the student to receive FAPE; (h) 
behavioral intervention plan, if necessary for the student to receive FAPE; (i) emergency 
response protocols, if necessary for the student to receive FAPE and the parent 
provides consent as defined in WAC 392-172A-01040; (j) the projected date when the 
services and program modifications will begin, and the anticipated frequency, location, 
and duration of those services and modifications; (k) beginning no later than the first 
IEP to be in effect when the student turns 16, appropriate, measurable postsecondary 
goals related to training, education, employment, and independent living skills; and 
transition services including courses of study needed to assist the student in reaching 
those goals; and (l) beginning no later than one year before the student reaches the age 
of majority (18), a statement that the student has been informed of the rights which will 
transfer to him or her on reaching the age of majority, and (m) the district's procedures 
for notifying a parent regarding the use of isolation, restraint, or a restraint device as 
required by RCW 28A.155.210.  34 CFR §300.320; WAC 392-172A-03090 (effective 
January 29, 2016). 

IEP Amendments: After the annual IEP team meeting for a school year, the parent of a 
student eligible for special education and the school district may agree not to convene 
an IEP team meeting for the purposes of making changes to the IEP, and instead may 
develop a written document to amend or modify the student's current IEP. If changes 
are made to the student's IEP the school district must ensure that the student's IEP 
team is informed of those changes and that other providers responsible for 
implementing the IEP are informed of any changes that affect their responsibility to the 
student.  34 CFR §300.324(a)(4); WAC 392-172A-03110(1)(c).  Changes to the IEP 
may be made either by the entire IEP team at an IEP team meeting, or as provided in 
(c) of this subsection, by amending the IEP rather than by redrafting the entire IEP. 
Upon request, a parent must be provided with a revised copy of the IEP with the 
amendments incorporated.  34 CFR §300.324(a)(4); WAC 392-172A-03110(1)(d). 

Prior Written Notice: Prior written notice ensures that the parent is aware of the 
decisions a district has made regarding evaluation and other matters affecting 
placement or implementation of the IEP.  It documents that full consideration has been 
given to input provided regarding the student’s educational needs, and it clarifies that a 
decision has been made.  The prior written notice should document any disagreement 
with the parent, and should clearly describe what the district proposes or refuses to 
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initiate.  It also includes a statement that the parent has procedural safeguards so that if 
they wish to do so, they can follow procedures to resolve the conflict.  Prior written 
notice is not an invitation to a meeting.  Prior written notice must be given to the parent 
within a reasonable time before the district initiates or refuses to initiate a proposed 
change to the student’s identification, evaluation, educational placement or the provision 
of a free appropriate public education.  It must explain why the district proposes or 
refuses to take action.  It must describe any other options the district considered, and it 
must explain its reasons for rejecting those options.  34 CFR 300.503; WAC 392-172A-
05010. 

FINDINGS OF FACT 

Background Facts 

1. During the 2014-2015 school year, the Student attended a District elementary school 
and was eligible to receive special education under the category of autism. 

2. On March 18, 2015, the Student’s individualized education program (IEP) team met 
to develop the Student’s annual IEP.  The March 2015 IEP included annual goals in 
the areas of reading, writing, math, adaptive behavior, communication, fine motor, 
and gross motor.  The Student’s goals included: 

• Reading – The Student will demonstrate effective comprehension strategies from 
reading single words and circling the correct picture to answering comprehension 
questions with 80% accuracy on 3 data days. 

• Reading – The Student will understand phonological awareness and phonemic 
awareness from stating 20 phonemes to stating 40 phonemes, 20 times. 

• Writing – The Student will write simple sentences from known words from being 
unable to write a complete sentence to writing simple sentences (3 words minimum) 
from known words in 4 out of 5 trials. 

• Math – The Student will demonstrate effective money skills from being unable to 
identify coins, to being able to identify all coins, 100% accuracy on 6 data days. 

• Math – The Student will understand the meaning of addition and subtraction from 
being able to add and subtract single digits with 80% accuracy to adding and 
subtracting double digits with 80% accuracy. 

• Adaptive Behavior – The Student will demonstrate self-care skills from being unable 
to put on and tie his shoes independently, 0/5 opportunities, to being able to put on 
and ties shoes independently in 5/5 opportunities. 

The IEP provided for a total of 1,535 minutes of specially designed instruction and 
related services in a special education setting, in the following areas: 

• Motor – 30 minutes per week 
• Communication – 40 minutes per week 
• Adaptive PE – 60 minutes per week 
• Adaptive Behavior – 150 minutes per week 
• Reading – 480 minutes per week 
• Written Language – 325 minutes per week 
• Math – 450 minutes per week 
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The IEP also provided for 150 minutes per week of adaptive behavior in a general 
education setting, and 400 minutes per week of paraeducator support in all general 
education settings.  Additionally, the IEP stated that the “scope of curriculum is 
changed in these areas: review skills daily due to long-term memory problems, 
repeat/review/drill, short, frequent and repeated practice sessions and introduce one 
new concept at a time.” 

3. On June 17, 2015, the District completed progress reporting toward the Student’s 
annual IEP goals.  The progress reporting stated: 

• Reading – The Student “has answered comprehension questions with 80% accuracy 
on 1 data day.” 

• Reading – The Student “is now able to state 27 phonemes, 20 times.” 
• Writing – The Student “has now written a simple sentence (3 words), in 2 out of 5 

trials.  Way to go [Student]!” 
• Math – The Student “is able to identify the penny, 100% accuracy, 2 data days.” 
• Math – The Student “is now adding double digits with 80% accuracy, on 4 data days.  

We have not started double digit subtraction yet.” 
• Adaptive Behavior – The Student “is now able to put his shoes on independently in 

4/5 opportunities.  He struggles with the heel occasionally.” 

Timeline for Complaint Begins on September 1, 2015 

4. The District’s 2015-2016 school year began on September 2, 2015.  At that time, the 
Student’s March 2015 IEP continued to be in place. 

5. Based on the District’s website, the Student’s elementary school operates for 1,785 
minutes per week.  Students attend a shortened school day on Thursdays from 9:10 
am – 1:55 pm. 

6. On November 25, 2015, the District completed progress reporting toward the 
Student’s annual goals.  The progress reporting stated: 

• Reading – The Student “is working in a number of different reading programs that 
emphasize letter sounds and blends.  He is able to circle the correct picture with 80% 
accuracy on one data day.” 

• Reading – The Student “is still working on being able to state phonemes 
independently.” 

• Writing – The Student can “verbalize a sentence and can, with assistance, write 
simple sentences on 3/5 trials.  We are working to get [the Student] to be able to 
write independently.” 

• Math – The Student “has been working on number identification and counting.  This 
goal has not yet been a focus, so no data is available.” 

• Math – The Student “is working on being able to add single and double digits with 
80% accuracy independently.” 

• Adaptive Behavior – “Completed”.  The Student “is able to dress himself completely 
and independently when the class swims on Mondays.  This includes being able to 
put his shoes on by himself.” 

7. On December 3, 2015, the Parent emailed the Student’s special education teacher, 
asking that the teacher send math and reading homework to her via the Student.   
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The Parent stated that she wanted to see what the Student was working on in 
school, and to try working with him more at home. 

8. On December 4, 2015, the Parent and the parent of another student met with the 
District special education coordinator (District coordinator).  Based on the District 
coordinator’s meeting notes, the Parent expressed concern that the Student was 
regressing in the area of math, as he had previously been able to add double and 
triple digit numbers, but was not currently working at that level.  The Parent also 
stated that the “touch point” math strategy worked for the Student.  The Parent and 
the District coordinator also discussed that the Student’s special education teacher 
was using a “Reading Milestones” curriculum with the Student. 

9. On December 7, 2015, the District coordinator emailed the Parent, stating that she 
had relayed the Parent’s concerns to the principal of the Student’s elementary 
school and that the principal would call the Parent the next day to follow up with her.  
The District coordinator also asked the Parent to let her know if there was anything 
else she could do to help, and stated that she was also available to attend IEP 
meetings. 

10. On December 8, 2015, the elementary school principal contacted the Parent to 
discuss her concerns.  According to the Parent’s complaint, the Parent requested 
that the Student be transferred to another teacher at that time.  However, after 
speaking further with the principal, the Parent agreed to keep the Student in his 
current class, but requested that an IEP meeting be scheduled, and that she be 
allowed to observe the Student’s class. 

11. On December 16, 2015, the elementary school principal emailed the Student’s 
special education teacher, stating that she had spoken with the Parent, and needed 
the teacher to set up an IEP meeting in January 2016, preferably the week of 
January 18th.  The principal stated that the Parent wanted everyone who worked with 
the Student to meet so the Parent could get a clear understanding of how the 
Student was doing, and what he was working on in school.  The principal also stated 
that after the IEP meeting date was set, she wanted to see if the District coordinator 
or another special education administrator could come in prior to the IEP meeting to 
review the Student’s present levels of performance and programming/curriculum 
with the special education teacher. 

12. On December 21, 2015 through January 1, 2016, the District was on break. 

13. On December 26, 2015, the Student’s special education teacher emailed the Parent 
to schedule an IEP meeting.  The teacher asked what dates and times the Parent 
was available to meet during the week of January 18th. 

14. On January 5, 2016, the Student’s special education teacher called the Parent and 
then sent a follow email, asking if the Parent had decided on a day and time for the 
upcoming IEP meeting.  The Parent and the teacher then exchanged additional 
emails and the IEP meeting was scheduled for January 20, 2016. 
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15. On January 8, 2016, the Parent contacted the District special education office and 
requested that she be allowed to observe the Student’s classroom prior to the 
January 20 IEP meeting.  In response, the District coordinator emailed the Parent 
and proposed scheduling the observation in the afternoon on January 19.  On 
January 12, 2016, the Parent replied that she wanted to observe both the Student’s 
reading and math class, and that the reading class met at 9:45 am and the math 
class met at 2:20 pm.  The District coordinator then responded that she was 
available to accompany the Parent to the afternoon math class, but was not 
available on the morning of January 19.  The coordinator asked if the Parent wanted 
to choose another day to observe the reading class. 

16. On January 15, 2016, the Parent emailed the elementary school principal with a list 
of concerns the Parent wanted to address at the IEP meeting.  The Parent stated 
that she was concerned the Student was “going backward” since the start of the 
school year and that he had not been in an extended school year (ESY) program 
during the summer of 2015.  The Parent then listed additional concerns, which 
included: 

• The Student’s June 2015 progress reporting1 stated that the Student had 
independently written a simple, three-word sentence in two out of five trials, but the 
Student’s November 2015 progress reporting stated that the Student could write a 
simple sentence, with assistance, on three out a five trials. 

• The Parent had not seen any evidence of the Student doing writing assignments 
except some cursive worksheets. 

• The Student’s June 2015 progress reporting stated that the Student was able to state 
27 phonemes, 20 times, but his November 2015 progress did not say how many he 
could now state. 

• During the 2014-2015 school year, the Student used a “Reading Mastery” 
curriculum, but this year he was using a number of different reading programs. 

• The Student’s June 2015 progress reporting stated that the Student was adding 
double digits with 80% accuracy on 4 data days, but the Student had not yet started 
doing double digit subtraction.  The November 2015 progress reporting stated that 
the Student was working on being able to add single and double digits with 80% 
accuracy. 

• The Parent had not seen any evidence of double digit addition that school year. 
• Last school year, the Student could count from 1-100, but this school year all the 

Parent had seen was a focus on counting from 1-10. 
• The Parent had requested homework be sent home in November or December, and 

all of the reading and math homework that was provided focused on things the 
Student had worked on in kindergarten.  The Parent felt that the Student should not 
have to do the homework, because it was not teaching him anything. 

• At home, the Parent was working with the Student on double and triple digit addition 
using “Touch Point Math” and helping him read using “Bob Books”.  The Parent 
wanted the Student to do more advanced work that reflected his skills, use a 
“Reading Mastery” curriculum, and use “Touch Point Math”. 

The Parent also stated that the Student “doesn’t have a cursive writing goal; it would 
be good for him to learn it so he can sign his name on documents when he gets 

                                                           
1 See Findings of Fact no. 3 
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older.  He could use his time differently now, maybe.”  The Parent also stated that 
she felt that the Student’s current goals were “fine”, but that some “adjustments with 
curriculum and teaching” were needed.  The Parent also asked that the Student 
receive “relevant homework”, and that the Student receive ESY services during the 
summer of 2016.  In response, the principal thanked the Parent for sharing the 
concerns so the IEP team could plan for the meeting. 

17. On January 19, 2016, the Parent emailed the Student’s special education teacher, 
stating that the District coordinator could not accompany her to observe the reading 
class later that morning, and asked if she could observe the reading class without 
the coordinator.  In response, the special education teacher stated that it was District 
policy that a coordinator accompany a parent.  The District coordinator who had 
been copied on the email, then responded that she was available to accompany the 
Parent to observe the reading class the next morning, and the Parent agreed to 
observe the reading class at that time. 

18. Also on January 19, 2016, the Parent observed the Student’s special education 
math class.  According to the Parent’s complaint, she observed that the students 
worked in small groups with either the special education teacher or a paraeducator 
leading the group.  The Student’s group worked on a curriculum that was similar to 
what the teacher had previously sent home as homework.  Another group worked on 
a more “advanced” curriculum. 

19. On January 20, 2016, the Parent observed the Student’s special education reading 
class.  According to the Parent’s complaint, she observed that the students worked 
in small groups with either the special education teacher or a paraeducator leading 
the group.  The Student was assigned to a group led by a paraeducator.  The 
Student’s group worked on reading curriculum called “Reading Milestones” which 
focused on learning letter sounds, reading “simple” sentences, and answering 
questions about the sentences.  The Parent observed that the Student sometimes 
answered the questions, and sometimes “just sat there and said nothing” when the 
paraeducator would move on to the next page. 

20. Later on January 20, 2016, the Student’s IEP team met to discuss the Parent’s 
concerns.  Neither the District’s nor the Parent’s documentation includes meeting 
notes from the January 20 meeting.  In the Parent’s complaint, she stated that during 
the meeting, she requested that the Student’s reading curriculum be changed to the 
“Reading Mastery” curriculum, but the District members of the IEP refused the 
request because they believed that the current “Reading Milestones” curriculum was 
a better program.  The IEP team also discussed the Parent’s concern that the 
Student was not being challenged in the area of math.  The Student’s special 
education teacher reportedly did not feel that the Student should do more complex 
math, but the other members of the IEP team agreed more challenging work would 
be provided.  The District’s documentation does not include a prior written notice 
regarding the decisions made at the IEP meeting. 
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21. On January 21, 2016, the Parent emailed the Student’s special education teacher, 
asking how the Student did in his math class that day.  The teacher responded that 
they did not have math that day because it was an early release day, but that the 
Student had math homework.  The teacher also stated that the Student did well on 
his morning work that day, and did “great” during reasoning and writing.  The Parent 
later replied that the Student had already completed his math homework, which took 
less than five minutes. 

22. On March 2, 2016, the Student’s special education teacher emailed the elementary 
school principal, stating that the Parent may contact the principal.  The teacher then 
relayed that the prior afternoon, the Student had broken down crying because he did 
not want to take home his cursive homework.  In response, the teacher tried to 
redirect the Student’s attention, but the Student continued to be upset.  The Student 
then reportedly expressed concern that the Parent might throw the homework away, 
and the teacher responded that this was the homework that the Parent had 
requested for the Student.  The Student then stopped crying and got on the school 
bus.  Later that same day, the special education teacher sent the principal a second 
email, stating that the Student had reported that the Parent would not let him do his 
cursive homework.  The teacher stated that the Parent had specifically mentioned 
wanting the Student to do cursive writing in a prior email, and asked if she should 
continue to send cursive homework. 

23. Also on March 2, 2016, the Student’s special education teacher emailed the Parent, 
stating that in previous conversations, the Parent had mentioned wanting the 
Student to learn cursive writing.  The teacher stated that the Student’s class was 
currently doing cursive for about 15 minutes each day, and that the Student was 
“very good at it.”  The teacher also stated that she had started sending home cursive 
homework for extra practice, and that the class goal was to know all of the letters 
and be able to see a word in print and write it in cursive.  The teacher stated that 
there were not IEP goals on cursive, but the class was working on it every day.  The 
teacher would send home cursive homework Monday through Thursday. 

24. Also on March 2, 2016, the Parent emailed the District director of special services 
(District director).  The Parent stated that she had had several meetings with the 
Student’s special education teacher that school year to address her concerns, but 
had gotten “no where”.  The Parent had then contacted the District coordinator who 
agreed to set up a meeting to discuss the Parent’s concerns.  At that meeting, the 
Parent “had to argue and show proof of things [the Student had] done in past years, 
to try and get the school to continue teaching him” as the Parent believed the 
Student had “gone backwards in all areas since last year.”  The Parent stated that 
she did not feel that the meeting had gone well, as the Student was still in the same 
reading program.  The Parent stated that staff had agreed to change the Student’s 
math curriculum.  The Parent said that she had also requested the Student be 
enrolled in summer school, and felt that it was “sad” that the Student had to go to 
summer school due to the school’s failure to teach him.  Additionally, the Parent 
stated that since the meeting, the Student’s special education teacher had been 
sending home appropriate math homework, but the Parent had not “seen anything 
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new in months.”  The Parent did not “feel like” the Student was learning anything 
new that school year.  The Parent stated that she was letting the Student finish out 
the school year, but was demanding that the Student be transferred to a different 
teacher/school during the 2016-2017 school year.  The Parent asked that the District 
director contact her to discuss a new location for the Student during the 2016-2017 
school year. 

25. On March 4, 2016, the District completed progress reporting towards the Student’s 
annual goals.  The progress reporting stated: 

• Reading – The Student “has completed his reading goal of accurately answering 
comprehension questions with 80 percent accuracy.  After hearing the details of the 
story several times, he is able to answer simple comprehension questions regarding 
major plot themes and character details accurately more than 80 percent of the time 
over three data days as recorded during class read aloud, reading group, and 
reasoning and writing. 

• Reading – The Student “was able to identify 27 out of 44 phonemes with the use of 
flashcards.  When he is reading, he is able to accurately use his decoding skills to 
read familiar words.” 

• Writing – The Student “is able to accurately read and copy simple sentences with 
100 percent accuracy.  When a sentence is dictated to him, he is able to 
independently write 30 percent of sight words accurately on 3/5 trials.  This is an 
emerging skill.” 

• Math – The Student “is able to accurately identify the penny 100 percent of the time 
and can identify the nickel, dime, and quarter 60 percent of the time over six data 
days.” 

• Math – The Student “has completed his math goal of being able to add and subtract 
single digits with 80 percent accuracy and adding and subtracting double digits with 
80 percent accuracy.” 

• Adaptive behavior – “Completed”2 

26. On March 10, 2016, the Parent emailed the District director, stating that she had not 
yet heard back from the director regarding her March 2, 2016 email.  The Parent 
stated that she wanted the Student to be transferred to a different school during the 
2016-2017 school year and wanted to know what the options were. 

27. Also on March 10, 2016, the Parent responded to the special education teacher’s 
March 2 email regarding cursive writing.  The Parent stated that at that time, she felt 
that cursive writing was a waste of time for the Student, and that his time would be 
better spent working on reading, math, and writing sentences in print form.  The 
Parent stated that with cursive, the Student was copying a picture on the page, as 
he did not understand cursive because he could not read what he was writing.  The 
Parent also stated that she was not going to have the Student do cursive homework 
any longer, and that the only reason the Student had been completing it was 
because he had expressed concern that he would not be able to attend recess if he 
did not complete it.  The Parent was unsure if this was true, and expressed 

                                                           
2 According to information provided by the Parent, the Student does not know how to tie shoes, and did 
not wear shoes that tied during the 2015-2016 school year.  Instead, the Student wore shoes that had 
Velcro. 
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disagreement with that type of recess policy.  The Parent wanted to discuss this 
issue at the next IEP meeting.  Additionally, the Parent stated that the Student 
needed to learn how to read, and to write sentences he understood.  The Parent 
also stated that since her last conversation with the teacher about assigning harder, 
more challenging math work, the teacher had sent home double digit addition and 
subtraction, which was good, but the Parent was now not seeing anything new.  The 
Parent stated that the Student already knew how to do this kind of math, and wanted 
the teacher to teach the Student something new, such as multiplication.  The Parent 
further stated that the Student needed to learn things that were going to help him be 
more independent in the future, so one day he may be able to live on his own and 
get a job.  The Parent felt that so far that school year, the Student had not learned 
anything new, and that school had been a waste of time.  As a result, the Parent had 
requested that the Student attend summer school, and that he be transferred to a 
different school or teacher during the 2016-2017 school year. 

28. Also on March 10, 2016, the Parent sent the Student’s special education teacher a 
second email, stating that the teacher had not sent home any of the Student’s 
completed homework that school year.  The Parent wanted to know what the 
teacher did with the Student’s completed homework, and suggested the completed 
homework be sent home to her so the Parent knew it had been turned in.  The 
Parent also stated that she could save the homework as “proof” of what the Student 
was able to do, which could be given to future teachers. 

29. On March 14, 2016, the Student’s IEP team, including the Parent, met to develop 
the Student’s annual IEP.3  The March 2016 IEP included annual goals in reading, 
math, writing, communication, fine motor, and gross motor.  The IEP did not include 
any goals in the area of adaptive behavior or provide for specially designed 
instruction in that area.  The IEP provided for a total of 1,375 minutes of specially 
designed instruction and related services in a special education setting, in the 
following areas: 

• Motor – 30 minutes per week 
• Communication – 30 minutes per week 
• Adaptive PE – 60 minutes per week 
• Reading – 480 minutes per week 
• Written Language – 325 minutes per week 
• Math – 450 minutes per week 

The IEP also provided for 400 minutes per week of paraeducator support in all 
general education locations.  The March 2016 IEP stated that the Student was not 
eligible to receive extended school year (ESY) services.  Additionally, the IEP stated 
that the “scope of curriculum is changed in these areas: review skills daily due to 
long-term memory problems, repeat/review/drill, short, frequent and repeated 
practice sessions and introduce one new concept at a time.” 

                                                           
3 The District’s documentation includes two different meeting invitations, dated March 22, 2016, which 
both state that an IEP meeting would occur on March 21, 2016.  However, the District’s other 
documentation shows the IEP meeting occurred on March 14, 2016. 
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According to information provided by the Parent, the Parent requested at the IEP 
meeting that the Student receive ESY services.  In response, the District director 
stated that the Student could not “just be signed up for ESY”, but that there had to 
be data showing that the Student regressed in school in order to attend ESY.  The 
director then reportedly asked the special education teacher if the Student would be 
a candidate for ESY services and the teacher reportedly stated “yes”.  The director 
then replied “ok”.  Also during the meeting, the IEP team discussed that the Parent 
wanted the Student to use the “Reading Mastery” curriculum, and the IEP team 
reportedly agreed the curriculum would be used. 

30. On March 15, 2016, the Parent emailed the District director regarding the March 14 
IEP meeting, stating that she felt that the IEP meeting had gone well, and that staff 
had listened to her concerns.  The Parent stated that if the current plan was 
followed, then she would not mind the Student continuing to attend the elementary 
school, but that time would tell.  The Parent also stated that she had previously 
voiced concerns to staff, but the only thing that had changed in past months was the 
Student’s math program, which the special education teacher had been reluctant to 
change.  In response to the change in math, the Student had “proved” that he was 
capable of more advanced work.  The Parent stated that the Student was “lazy” and 
had to be pushed “sometimes in order for him to do what you want.”  The Student 
might initially protest, but with a “little redirection” he was capable of more than what 
he was currently doing in school.  The Parent wanted to see the Student being 
pushed a “little more” than he currently was, and that he was capable of doing more 
in the area of reading.  The Parent then stated that she was happy with the goals 
that were discussed at the IEP meeting, and could not “wait to see things put into 
motion.”  The Parent wanted the Student to keep moving forward and learning new 
things, not to go backward, and hoped that the Student could one day get a job, and 
maybe live on his own.  The Parent also stated that she wanted to see completed 
work coming home from school with the Student, as she had not received any of his 
completed work since the beginning of the school year.  The Student’s teacher had 
stated that she would start sending home the work, but this had not occurred.  The 
Parent then expressed additional concerns about the Student’s curriculum at the 
beginning of the year and lack of progress, but stated that she felt the Student was 
finally starting to make some slow progress.  The Parent also stated that she hoped 
that the IEP team could all work together in the future, and that she would update 
the District director in the next month about how things were going. 

31. Also on March 15, 2016, the Student’s special education teacher, who had been 
forwarded a copy of the Parent’s email, responded to the District director and the 
school principal, stating that staff had been sending work home with the Student 
every Friday. 

32. On March 22, 2016, the District completed prior written notice regarding the March 
14, 2016 IEP meeting.  The notice stated that the District proposed to “implement 
the IEP developed and finalized on” and that “the purpose of this letter is to 
summarize the decision(s) made at the recent IEP meting on March 14, 2016.”  The 
notice did not include any additional information about the Student’s March 14 IEP or 
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other decisions made by the IEP team.  The prior written notice also stated that “you 
have been previously provided a copy of the procedural safeguards.  Please review 
them in conjunction with the notice.”4 

33. On March 24, 2016, the Parent emailed the Student’s special education teacher, 
asking that the teacher send math homework with the Student.  The Parent stated 
that the Student had not brought home any math homework that week.  The Parent 
also stated that the Student could read the book the teacher had sent home without 
any assistance.  The Parent then asked that the teacher resend the papers the 
Student had in his folder the prior Friday, as the Student had mistakenly put them 
back in his backpack after showing them to the Parent, and had not brought them 
home again.  The Parent also stated that she had checked with the Student’s bus 
driver about whether the Student had ever left any papers on the bus or threw them 
away, and the bus driver had responded that he had not observed that happening.  
The Parent stated that the Student rode the same bus to school and back, and that 
she had never had a problem with the Student bringing home papers the past five 
years.  Additionally, the Parent asked if the teacher had begun using the “Reading 
Mastery” program with the Student as they had discussed at the IEP meeting, or if 
the teacher was using another reading program.  The Parent stated that she was 
hoping to see things coming home daily. 

34. Also on March 25, 2016, the Student’s special education teacher responded to the 
Parent’s email, stating that she was sorry that the Parent continued to feel frustrated, 
and that based on the March 14 IEP meeting, the teacher was under the impression 
that the Parent only wanted the Student to receive reading homework.5  Due to this, 
the teacher had stopped sending math homework.  The teacher stated that she was 
happy to send home math and reading homework if the Parent felt that she had time 
to help the Student with it.  The teacher also stated that the Student was working on 
“touch point” multiplication, and that she could send home work so he could have 
extra practice.  The teacher would send the homework on Monday, as she did not 
assign homework over the weekend.  Additionally, the teacher stated that as far as 
the Student’s missing papers went, she was as confused as the Parent.  When the 
Student brought back the papers on Monday, the staff had worked with the Student 
to role play taking them home and giving them to the Parent, and the papers should 
had made it home with the Student that evening.  The papers had not been in the 
Student’s backpack when he arrived on Tuesday, so staff had assumed the Parent 
received them.  The teacher then stated that starting that day, staff could give the 
Student’s backpack to the bus driver, who could then give it to the Parent to ensure 
the papers being sent home reached the Parent.  The teacher asked if the Parent 
had other ideas about this issue.  In regard to the “Reading Mastery” program, the 

                                                           
4 The Parent has stated in her reply to the District’s response to this complaint that she was not provided 
a copy of the procedural safeguards during the 2015-2016 school year.  The Parent did not raise this 
issue in her original complaint. 

5 According to the District’s documentation, at the March 14, 2016 IEP meeting, the Parent had expressed 
that she was overwhelmed with the homework from all of her children, and the IEP team agreed that the 
Student would only receive homework in the area of reading, in the form of a reading text. 
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teacher stated that she understood the program was important to the Parent, and 
the teacher planned to reach out to the Student’s previous special education teacher 
that day to discuss the program.  The Student’s teacher stated that the prior special 
education teacher had been ill, so there had been a delay in moving forward with the 
Parent’s request.  The Student’s teacher also stated she would “work hard” to get 
“Reading Mastery” homework coming home with the Student the following week, 
and would include it in his morning routine at school. 

35. On March 29, 2016, the Student’s special education teacher emailed the Parent, 
asking if the Parent had received the “Reading Mastery” homework the teacher had 
sent home with the Student the day before.  In response, the Parent stated that she 
had received it, but forgot to put it in the Student’s backpack to return to school.   
The Parent stated that she would make sure the Student brought it to school the 
next day. 

36. On March 30, 2016, the Parent emailed the Student’s special education teacher and 
the District director, stating that the Student had not come home with any homework 
during the prior week, and that she had sent an email asking that homework be sent 
home daily.  The Parent stated that so far that week, the Student had come home 
with daily reading homework, but the Parent had not seen any math homework since 
the IEP meeting on March 14, 2016.  The Parent asked that the teacher start 
sending math homework along with the reading homework. 

37. On March 31, 2016, the Parent emailed the Student’s special education teacher, 
stating that she had not been able to help the Student with his homework that 
evening due to a death in the family.  The Parent and the teacher then exchanged 
additional emails and the teacher offered to discuss the loss with the Student. 

38. The District was on break April 4-8, 2016. 

39. On May 12, 2016, the Student’s special education teacher emailed the District 
director, the District coordinator, and the elementary school principal, stating that the 
Parent had contacted a District SLP to request information about ESY services.   
The special education teacher also stated that at the March 14 IEP meeting, the 
Parent had mentioned that she wanted the Student to receive ESY services due to 
his regression in skills since the prior school year.  In response, the District director 
had stated that ESY services were an IEP team decision that had to be supported by 
data, and after that, the discussion “was kind of dropped”.  The special education 
teacher stated that the Student’s current IEP did not reflect ESY services, and that 
she was uncertain about next steps.  The District director then replied that the 
special education teacher should review data, and if the Student showed regression 
over the District’s winter break or spring break, then the Student should receive ESY 
services.  If the Student did not show regression, then the District would inform the 
Parent that the data did not support the Student’s need for ESY services. 

40. On May 13, 2016, the Student’s special education teacher emailed the District 
director and the District coordinator, stating that based on information from the 
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Student’s prior teacher, the special education teacher believed that regression over 
the summer was an issue for the Student.  The Student’s prior teacher had indicated 
that during the 2014-2015 school year, the Student was reading four and five letter 
words.  However, at the beginning of the 2015-2016 school year, the Student was 
reading two and three letter words, and struggling to do so.  The special education 
teacher also stated that when the Student returned from winter break and spring 
break, he struggled to get back into the “groove” and had to work harder to regain 
some skills he had lost.  The special education teacher then recommended the 
Student receive ESY services. 

41. Also on May 13, 2016, the Parent spoke with the office manager at the elementary 
school and requested that a meeting be scheduled with the District coordinator, 
District director, the Student’s special education teacher, and the elementary school 
principal to discuss the Student’s IEP. 

42. Also on May 13, 2016, the Parent emailed the District director and the District 
coordinator, asking if they had figured out which school the Student would be 
attending the following school year.  The Parent stated that she did not want the 
Student to have the same special education teacher during the 2016-2017 school 
year. 

43. On May 16, 2016, the Student’s special education teacher emailed the Parent to 
schedule an IEP meeting to discuss ESY services for the Student.  The IEP meeting 
was later scheduled for May 19, 2016. 

44. On May 17, 2016, the Parent again emailed the District director and District 
coordinator regarding the Student being assigned to a new school during the 2016-
2017 school year.  The Parent stated that she had sent several emails in March 
2016 requesting a school transfer, spoke with the District director in April 2016, and 
had sent an email on May 13, but still had not been given a response.  The Parent 
stated that she wanted the Student to have a different teacher or different school for 
the 2016-2017 school year, and would drive the Student to the new school if 
necessary.  In response, the District director stated that she made decisions about 
classroom assignments, and that she was in the process of finalizing those 
decisions, which included considering the Parent’s request to move the Student.  
The District director stated that she needed to consider space in other classrooms 
as well as transportation when making that decision, and would do her very best to 
grant the Parent’s request.  The director also stated that if she was able to make a 
decision by the upcoming IEP meeting, she would inform the Parent at the meeting. 

45. On May 19, 2016, the Student’s IEP team, including the Parent, met to discuss ESY 
services for the Student, and the IEP team agreed to amend the Student’s IEP to 
include ESY services. 

46. The District’s documentation includes an amended IEP, dated June 3, 2016, which 
stated that a “revision meeting” occurred on June 3, 2016.  It is assumed that the 
amended IEP mistakenly states that the IEP “revision meeting” occurred on June 3, 
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2016, and should instead reflect a date of May 19, 2016.  The amended IEP 
indicated that the Student was eligible for ESY services and stated that the Student 
experienced significant delays in emerging skills and regression/recoupment or self-
sufficiency after breaks in instruction.  The amended IEP also provided additional 
information regarding the Student’s regression in the areas of reading and writing.  
The amended IEP was not signed by the IEP team at the May 19 meeting, but 
instead included a signature sheet from the March 14, 2016 IEP meeting. 

47. The District’s documentation also includes a prior written notice, dated May 31, 
2016, which stated that the District proposed to amend the Student’s IEP to add 
ESY services as agreed upon by the Student’s IEP team on May 19, 2016.  The 
prior written notice did not include any another information about the IEP team’s 
discussion/decisions at the May 19 meeting. 

48. On June 9, 2016, the Parent emailed the District director and the District coordinator, 
stating that she still had not heard from the coordinator about observing the 
Student’s classroom and about holding an IEP meeting to discuss the Student’s IEP.  
Because the Parent had not heard back, she was now “giving up” on that, and stated 
that there was “no point now” as there was little time left in the school year.  The 
Parent stated that she guessed she would address the issues in the fall.  In 
response, the District coordinator apologized for the miscommunication about the 
observation, and stated that she would call the Parent the next day.  The Parent 
then replied that she did not understand what the miscommunication could be, other 
than the coordinator forgetting about it.  The Parent stated that she had requested 
the observation and IEP meeting when she met with the coordinator to discuss 
scheduling an IEP meeting regarding ESY services.  The Parent had asked to 
schedule the observation before the ESY meeting, but the coordinator reportedly 
stated that it could take up to a week to schedule an observation, and that the ESY 
meeting needed to occur first due to the “time limits” to get the Student signed up.  
The coordinator also reportedly stated that the ESY meeting would occur first, and 
then another IEP meeting could be scheduled to review the IEP.  The Parent had 
agreed to this, but had not heard anything since that time.  The Parent stated that “it 
wouldn’t pay to do anything now”, but expressed that she wanted to file a citizen 
complaint regarding the issues that had occurred during the school year. 

49. On June 10, 2016, the Parent met with the District coordinator to discuss the 
Parent’s concerns.  Based on the coordinator’s meeting notes, the Parent and the 
coordinator discussed that the Parent had wanted to observe the Student’s special 
education classroom to see if the “Reading Mastery” curriculum was being used.   
The Parent also asked questions about the reading comprehension goal in the 
Student’s March 2016 IEP.  The Parent and the coordinator also discussed the new 
elementary school/special education program that the Student would attend during 
the 2016-2017 school year and agreed that a meeting would be scheduled during 
the first week of the new school year. 

50. The District’s 2015-2016 school year ended on June 15, 2016. 
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51. Also on June 15, 2016, the District completed progress reporting regarding the 
Student’s March 2016 IEP goals. 

52. The District’s ESY program began on July 5, 2016. 

53. On July 7, 2016, the Parent spoke with the District director of student services and 
expressed concern that the ESY teacher was not using the “Reading Mastery” 
curriculum with the Student, but was instead using another reading curriculum.  The 
Parent reportedly stated that she would not bring the Student to the ESY program 
until the reading curriculum was changed. 

54. On July 8, 2016, the new District director of special services contacted the Parent 
and discussed her concerns about the reading curriculum. 

55. The Student continued to attend the District’s ESY program until the program 
concluded on July 28, 2016. 

56. In August 2016, the Parent came to the District special services office and 
expressed concerns about the upcoming 2016-2017 school year.  The new District 
director and the Parent then agreed to hold an IEP meeting on August 31, 2016, so 
the Parent could meet the Student’s new special education teacher and principal, 
discuss curriculum, and the Parent’s other concerns. 

57. On August 31, 2016, the Parent met with the other members of the Student’s IEP 
team at his new elementary school.  Based on the District’s September 1, 2016 prior 
written notice, the IEP team reviewed the Student’s IEP and discussed appropriate 
curriculum and instruction.  The IEP team also agreed to convene an IEP meeting in 
early October to develop a new IEP, and that progress data from the Student’s ESY 
program would be provided to his new special education teacher.  The notice stated 
that the IEP team had considered revising the Student’s IEP at the August 31 
meeting, but instead agreed to gather benchmark/baseline data over the course of 
the first few weeks of school and then meet in October.  The notice stated that a 
copy of the procedural safeguards was attached to the notice. 

58. Also on August 31, 2016, the Parent filed this citizen complaint. 

CONCLUSIONS 

Issue 1: IEP Implementation – In the Parent’s complaint, the Parent alleged that the 
District denied the Student a free appropriate public education (FAPE) by failing to 
provide the Student with instruction in the areas of reading, writing, and math that was 
at the Student’s ability level.  The Parent points to the Student’s June 2015 progress 
reporting toward his IEP goals as evidence that the Student was capable of completing 
more difficult assignments than were being provided during the 2015-2016 school year.  
A district has provided FAPE, if taking into consideration the student’s unique learning 
characteristics, it may be fairly said that the student has derived more than minimal or 
trivial progress in the student’s educational placement.  Here, the Student’s June 2015 
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progress reporting shows that the Student made some progress toward meeting his 
reading, writing, and math IEP goals, but had not yet met any of the goals.  The 
November 2015 progress reporting also indicates that the Student made some progress 
toward these same goals, with the exception of one math goal in which the Student did 
not receive instruction in the fall of 2015.  However, the information provided in the 
November 2015 progress reporting is in some cases not very specific, and shows that 
progress for some of the goals was measured in a different manner than progress 
toward the same goals was measured in June 2015.  The lack of specific information 
and the discrepancies in how the progress was measured make it difficult to determine 
the actual amount of progress the Student made from June 2015 to November 2015. 
However, the November 2015 progress report indicates that in most cases, the Student 
was either maintaining the progress he made in the spring of 2015, or had made 
additional progress toward his goals.  Given the Student’s long-term memory lapses, as 
noted in his IEP, and the evidence of regression after the summer break, it is not 
surprising that the Student did not make significant progress toward his IEP goals in the 
first trimester of the school year.  However, the Student’s March 2016 progress 
reporting regarding the same goals shows that after several more weeks in school, the 
Student met one of his reading goals and one of his math goals, and made further 
progress toward his other reading, writing, and math goals.  The District has 
substantiated that the Student made more than minimal or trivial progress toward his 
March 2015 IEP goals.  However, the District is reminded that it cannot unilaterally 
determine that a student will not receive instruction toward an IEP goal, and that it must 
provide instruction toward all goals stated in an IEP, unless the IEP team determines 
that instruction will only be provided at specified times.  The District is also reminded 
that IEP goals should be written in a manner that clearly indicates the specific skill to be 
measured, and the standard by which it will be measured. 

Although not raised as an issue in her original complaint, the Parent asserted in her 
reply to the District’s response to this complaint, that the Student’s class schedule does 
not match the services outlined in his IEP in the areas of reading, writing, and math.  
The District’s documentation shows that the Student’s March 2015 IEP incorrectly 
states the amount of time the Student spends in a general education setting, as the IEP 
does not appear to take into account the time the Student spends at recess, or in other 
general education activities.  The failure to correctly calculate the amount of time spent 
in the general education setting makes it difficult to determine how much time the 
Student could have actually participated in reading, writing, and math.  However, the 
Student’s schedule does show that the Student was regularly scheduled to receive 
instruction in the areas of reading, writing, and math throughout his school day.  The 
District will review the Student’s current March 2016 IEP and his current schedule at his 
new elementary school to ensure that the March 2016 IEP correctly takes into account 
the amount of time the Student spends in the general education setting, and that the 
Student is scheduled to receive his special education services. 

Issue 2: Procedures for Developing/Amending IEPs – 
March 2015 IEP – The Student’s March 2015 IEP was developed prior to the timeline 
for this complaint, which began on September 1, 2015.  Therefore, any potential issues 
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associated with the development of the March 2015 IEP will not be addressed in this 
decision. 

March 2016 IEP – 
Extended School Year (ESY) Services – In the Parent’s complaint, the Parent alleged 
that the District failed to include ESY services in the Student’s March 2016 IEP.  Based 
on the documentation in this complaint, at the March 14, 2016 IEP meeting, the Parent 
requested that the Student receive ESY services, and in response, the Student’s IEP 
team discussed the services, but did not make a decision regarding whether the 
Student should receive ESY services.  When a parent requests that a student receive 
services, a school district must provide the parent with prior written notice documenting 
the reason the district is either agreeing to or denying the request.  Here, the District 
should have documented the Parent’s request in a prior written notice and stated the 
reason it was not including ESY services in the Student’s March 2016 IEP.  However, 
despite the failure to follow procedures at the March 2016 meeting, the District later held 
another IEP meeting in May 2016, where the IEP team reviewed data regarding the 
Student’s need for ESY services, and agreed to amend his IEP to include the ESY 
services.  It is noted that the District admitted in its response to this complaint that it 
failed to complete prior written notices that met the requirements of WAC 392-172A-
05010, and has proposed corrective actions to address the violation. 

Reading Curriculum – In the Parent’s complaint, the Parent alleged that at the March 
14, 2016 IEP meeting, the IEP team agreed that the Student’s reading curriculum would 
be changed to a “Reading Mastery” curriculum, but that the District continued to use 
other reading curricula with the Student.  Generally, school districts have the discretion 
to choose curricula, and are not required to use curricula proposed by parents.  
However, if an IEP team agrees that a specific curriculum should be used with a 
student, then the district must implement the curriculum.  As discussed above, the 
District failed to document the decisions made by the IEP team in a prior written notice, 
so it is unclear what decisions were made in regard to the Student’s reading curriculum.   
The District’s documentation does show that the Student’s special education teacher 
agreed to provide homework from the “Reading Mastery” curriculum and include the 
curriculum in the Student’s morning routine at school, but it is unclear if the District also 
agreed that it would no longer use the other reading curricula with the Student. 

Adaptive Behavior Services – The District’s documentation also shows that the 
District failed to include services in the area of adaptive behavior in the Student’s March 
2016 IEP, which is inconsistent with the services recommended in the Student’s March 
2015 evaluation report.  While the Student’s March 2016 IEP states that the Student 
met his goal of tying his shoes, which the Parent disputes, the IEP does not include any 
other information to explain why the Student would no longer receive services in this 
area.  If the IEP team believed the Student no longer needed adaptive behavior 
services, then the District should have conducted a reevaluation to determine that the 
services were no longer needed.  The fact that a student has met an annual goal, is not 
in itself, a reason to remove an area of service from a student’s IEP.  The District will 
hold an IEP meeting to discuss whether the Student continues to need services in the 
area of adaptive behavior. 
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CORRECTIVE ACTIONS 

On November 18, 2016, December 9, 2016, and January 16, 2017, the District will 
provide documentation to OSPI that the following corrective actions have been 
completed. 

STUDENT SPECIFIC: 
By December 2, 2016, the District will hold an IEP meeting to determine if the Student 
continues to need services in the area of adaptive behavior.  If the IEP team determines 
adaptive behavior services are needed, the IEP team will amend the Student’s IEP to 
include the services and develop annual goals.  The IEP team will also review the 
service matrix in the Student’s IEP and his daily schedule to ensure they align.  If the 
IEP team determines that there are discrepancies between the Student’s schedule and 
the services stated in the IEP, the IEP team will either amend the IEP or amend the 
Student’s schedule to address the discrepancies.  By December 9, 2016, the District 
will submit 1) a copy of the meeting invitations; 2) a copy of any amended IEP; 3) a 
copy of the Student’s class schedule; 4) a copy of the prior written notice; and, 5) a copy 
of any other related documentation. 

DISTRICT SPECIFIC: 
In its response to this complaint, the District admitted that it failed to provide the Parent 
with prior written notice consistent with the requirements of WAC 392-172A-05010, and 
proposed providing training for the Student’s former special education teacher to 
address the violation.  The District will also expand the training regarding prior written 
notice to include all special education certificated staff, including educational staff 
associates (ESAs), and administrators at the Student’s former elementary school.  By 
November 18, 2016, the District will submit a draft of the training materials to OSPI for 
review.  OSPI will approve the materials or provide comments by December 2, 2016 
and additional dates for review, if needed.  By January 16, 2017, 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 October, 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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