
DISTRICT OF COLUMBIA 
OFFICE OF THE STATE SUPERINTENDENT OF EDUCATION 

Office of Dispute Resolution 
810 First Street, N.E., 2nd Floor 

Washington, DC 20002 
 

STUDENT,1     ) 
through the GUARDIAN,   ) Hearing Officer:  NaKeisha Sylver Blount  

Petitioner,    ) 
      )  Case No:  2017-0149 
v.      ) 
                                            ) Date Issued: August 13, 2017 

District of Columbia Public Schools  ) 
 Respondent.    )  
 

 
Hearing Officer Determination 

  
SUBJECT MATTER JURISDICTION 

Subject matter jurisdiction is conferred pursuant to the Individuals with Disabilities 
Education Act (“IDEA”), as modified by the Individuals with Disabilities Education 
Improvement Act of 2004, 20 U.S.C. Section 1400 et. seq.; the implementing regulations for the 
IDEA, 34 Code of Federal Regulations (“C.F.R.”) Part 300; Title V, Chapter E-30, of the District 
of Columbia Municipal Regulations (“D.C.M.R.”); and D.C. Code 38-2561.02(a). 
  

PROCEDURAL BACKGROUND 
This is a due process complaint (“DPC”) proceeding pursuant to the Individuals with 

Disabilities Education Act (“IDEA”), as amended, 20 U.S.C. §§1400 et seq.  
  

The DPC was filed on May 30, 2017 by Petitioner (Student’s guardian who relates to 
Student as  parent, and holds the legal right to make educational decisions on  behalf), a 
resident of the District of Columbia, against Respondent, District of Columbia Public Schools 
(“DCPS”).  On June 6, 2017, Respondent filed its timely Response, denying that Respondent 
denied Student a free appropriate public education (“FAPE”).   
 

The parties convened a Resolution Session Meeting (“RSM”) in this matter on June 12, 
2017.  The parties did not reach an agreement during the RSM; however, they agreed to keep the 
resolution process open for the entire 30-day resolution period.  Accordingly, the parties agree 
that the 45-day timeline for the Hearing Officer’s Determination (“HOD”) in this matter began to 
run on June 30, 2017 and concludes on August 13, 2017. 

 
The undersigned Impartial Hearing Officer (“IHO” or “Hearing Officer”) convened a 

Pre-hearing Conference (“PHC”) on June 20, 2017, during which the parties discussed and 

                                                 
1 Personal identification information is provided in Appendix A. 
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clarified the issues and the requested relief.  The PHC was summarized in the Pre-Hearing 
Conference Summary and Order (the “PHO”) issued on June 20, 2017, which ordered that five-
day disclosures would be filed by July 17, 2017 and that the DPH would be held on July 24, 
2017, July 25, 2017 and August 1, 2017.   
 

The DPH was held on July 24, 2017 and August 1, 2017 at the Office of Dispute 
Resolution, 810 First Street, NE, Room 2006 and 2003.  Petitioner elected for the hearing to be 
closed.  Petitioner was represented by [PETITIONER’S COUNSEL], Esq.  DPCS was 
represented by [RESPONDENT’S COUNSEL], Esq.  
 

At the DPH, Petitioner’s exhibits P-1 through P-21 were admitted without objection and 
P-22 and P-23 were admitted over Respondent’s objection.  Respondent’s exhibits R-1 through 
R-57 and R-59 were admitted into evidence without objection.  A portion of Respondent’s 
exhibit R-58 was admitted without objection, and the remainder of the exhibit was not admitted. 

  
On July 9, 2016,2 an HOD was issued regarding Student (“June 2016 HOD”) and on 

February 9, 20173 an HOD was issued regarding Student (“February 2017 HOD”).  To the extent 
that the undersigned deems them relevant, the undersigned will adopt findings from the June 
2016 HOD and/or the February 2017 HOD. 

   
Petitioner called the following witnesses at the DPH:  
(a) Parent  
(b) Educational Advocate4 
 
Respondent called the following witness at the DPH:  
(a) Programming Director5 

 
Petitioner and Respondent gave oral closing arguments. 

 
ISSUE 

As discussed at the PHC and reflected in the PHO, and as narrowed and re-worded prior 
to the DPH, the following issue was presented for determination at the DPH: 

 
(a) Whether DCPS denied Student a FAPE by failing to develop appropriate IEPs for 

the 2016-17 school year by: failing to provide sign language communication 
support as part of the educational programming, failing to provide a dedicated 
aide, failing to develop appropriate goals, and by developing an IEP that is too 
restrictive. 

  
 
 

                                                 
2 The June 9, 2016 HOD was entered into the evidentiary record as P-1. 
3 The February 9, 2017 HOD was entered into the evidentiary record as P-4 and R-1. 
4 Qualified, without objection, as an expert in special education programming and IEP development. 
5 Qualified, without objection, as an expert in special education programming. 
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RELIEF REQUESTED 
 Petitioner requested the following relief:  

(a)  a finding that Student has been denied a FAPE; 
(b)  an Order that DCPS provide a dedicated aide (at least part of the school day) and 

a person to assist Student with sign-supported communication through the school 
day; 

(c) an Order that DCPS develop within ten days an IEP placing Student in a least 
restrictive environment providing Student academic instruction in special 
education classes with sign-supported spoken communication and non-academic 
classes with sign-supported spoken communication and a dedicated aide; 

(d) an Order awarding as compensatory education for Student 100 hours of one-on-
one sign language supported communication for Student by an individual who 
will work with Parent to expose Student to activities in the community.   

 
FINDINGS OF FACT 

1.  Student is [AGE] years old and is in the [GRADE] grade.  Student resides in 
Washington, D.C. with Parent.6 
 
 2. Student has Downs Syndrome, resulting in an intellectual disability.   also 
suffers from bilateral hearing loss and impaired speech.7  Student communicates primarily 
through oral English language, along with hand/body gestures and some American Sign 
Language (“ASL”), supported by picture/communication boards in the school setting.  Beyond 
two to four word phrases, Student’s speech is unintelligible.8  Student is not fluent in either ASL 
or English, though  first academic language for four years was ASL.9 
 
 3. Though comprehensive cognitive evaluative data is not currently available for 
Student,  cognitive ability is likely quite low.   requires a great deal of repetition and visual 
clues, due to the difficulty  experiences retaining information10   
 
 4. Student can perform many classroom skills independently, such as pulling out and 
pushing in chairs, turning the pages of a book, and picking up crayons.   can carry  own 
lunch tray, but needs assistance with lunch related tasks such as cutting fruit so that  can eat it; 
fully opening bags of chips, milk cartons and ketchup and syrup packets; and fully maneuvering 
the buttons, belt and zippers on  clothing.11 
 
 5. Student can perform basic toileting care on  own.  However,  cannot yet 
adequately take care of  own toileting needs when  has a bowel movement.  Student will 
sometimes refuse to have a bowel movement at school even if  needs to do so, for fear that  
will soil  clothes, be unable to wipe  sufficiently clean, or be unable to adequately 

                                                 
6 Testimony of Parent. 
7 June 2016 HOD, Finding 2. 
8 February 2017 HOD, Finding 1; June 2016 HOD, Finding 2. 
9 Testimony of Educational Advocate. 
10 Testimony of Programming Director; testimony of Educational Advocate; R-16-1. 
11 Testimony of Parent; testimony of Educational Advocate; testimony of Programming Director. 
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clean  hands and fingernails after using the facilities such that  does not carry a lingering 
fecal smell with  throughout the day.  On at least one occasion, Student has come home with 
an upset stomach from deferring bathroom use while at school.  Parent informed District School 
of this challenge for Student at various points throughout the school year.12 
 
 6. If a team determines that a student needs one, it can put in place a toileting 
protocol that can involve a gloved staff member assisting the student with proper wiping and 
handwashing.  Student did not have a toileting protocol during the 2016-2017 school year.13 

 
 7. Outside of school, Student interacts mostly with nondisabled peers.  For example, 

 attends church and birthday parties with nondisabled peers, and participates in Special 
Olympics with disabled and non-disabled peers.  Student is highly sociable, and is popular with 

 non-disabled peers outside of school.   also learns from them, as  attempts to imitate 
their behavior.14  Student is less mature than the typical non-disabled student  age.15   is 
highly inquisitive and easily intrigued; therefore,  has a tendency to wander off in the 
community if not closely supervised.16   
 
 8. During the 2013-2014 school year, Student attended a DCPS separate special 
education school, where special education students have no interaction with non-disabled peers.  
In May 2014, Student’s IEP team agreed that  “would benefit from a lesser restrictive 
environment” (“LRE”) and made the decision to “begin the LRE process immediately.” 
Ultimately, however, DCPS did not make any change to Student’s LRE because Parent enrolled 

 with a local education agency (“LEA”) other than DCPS for the 2014-2015 and 2015-2016 
school years.17 
     
 9. The non-DCPS LEA Student attended during the 2014-2015 and 2015-2016 
school years is a general education school, where Student was educated for most of the school 
year in a self-contained special education classroom led by a special education teacher.18  A 
dedicated aide proficient in ASL assisted Student from the start of the 2014-2015 school year 
through February 2016, communicating with Student in ASL.19 
 
 10. The dedicated aide often removed Student from the self-contained classroom to a 
special education suite away from  fourteen classmates, all of whom were classified with 
disabilities, because of the chaotic and sometimes violent behavior of some of the other students 
in the classroom.  While in the self-contained classroom, Student often seemed confused and 

                                                 
12 Testimony of Parent; testimony of Educational Advocate. 
13 Testimony of Programming Director. 
14 Testimony of Parent; testimony of Educational Advocate. 
15 Testimony of Programming Director. 
16 Testimony of Parent; testimony of Educational Advocate. 
17 June 2016 HOD, Finding 5. 
18 June 2016 HOD, Findings 6 and 10. 
19 June 2016 HOD, Finding 8. 
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inattentive due to the distractions from other students, and  was often afraid.   was not able 
to communicate or interact with  classmates, and would become agitated as a result.20 
 
 11. Though the dedicated aide was not a special education teacher, the dedicated aide 
followed the format of lessons plans provided by the special education teacher, as modified by 
lesson plans the dedicated aide searched out online for Student.  Building on the foundation 
Student developed with DCPS of being able to sign the alphabet, the dedicated aide provided 
instruction to Student and Student made some academic progress.21   
 
 12. Petitioner began requesting in May 2015 that Student be placed in general 
education with one-to-one support, in part so that Student could be surrounded by a diverse 
group of general education student and learn from them.  Near the end of the 2014-2015 school 
year, the non-DCPS LEA agreed that Student would spend part of the school day in the general 
education classroom.22 
 
 13. Though at the time Student’s IEP prescribed an outside the general education 
setting for each of Student’s 27.5 hours of instruction per week, at Petitioner’s insistence, the 
non-DCPS LEA developed a schedule for Student for the 2015-2016 school year that resulted in 
Student participating in general education classes for 7.5 hours of the school week, with the 
support of a dedicated aide for all 32 hours of the school week.23   
 
 14. When in the general education classroom during the 2015-2016 school year, 
Student’s progress dramatically improved.  For example, Student demonstrated significant 
reading progress through attempting to read books and sing songs.24  Student made progress in 
the special education classroom with the dedicated aide’s assistance, but made more progress in 
the general education classroom, with its fewer distractions.25 
 
 15. Student had an IEP dated September 1, 2016, which included goals in 
mathematics, reading, written expression, communications/speech and language and 
health/physical, motor skills/physical development (including goals for improving self-help skill 
such as opening packages and milk containers; manipulating snaps, buttons, zippers, belt 
buckles).  Toileting goals were not included.  The September 2016 IEP provides Student 27.75 
hours of specialized instruction per week outside the general education setting, 120 minutes per 
month of adaptive physical education, one hours per month of audiology outside the general 
education setting, four hours per month of occupational therapy outside the general education 
setting, six hours per month of speech-language pathology outside the general education setting, 
thirty minutes per week of behavioral support services inside the general education setting, and 
30 minutes per month of consultative physical therapy.  The IEP did not include toileting goals.26 

                                                 
20 June 2016 HOD, Findings 10, 11 and 12. 
21 June 2016 HOD, Finding 9. 
22 June 2016 HOD, Findings 16 and 17. 
23 June 2016 HOD, Findings 18 and 20. 
24 June 2016 HOD, Finding 21. 
25 June 2016 HOD, Finding 25. 
26 P-2.  A draft amended IEP from April 2017 was submitted as R-37. 
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 16. From the end of September 2016 through the remainder of the 2016-2017 school 
year, Student attended District School, a DCPS school.  At District School, Student was placed 
in a full-time outside the general education setting classroom called an “Independence and 
Learning Support” (“ILS”) classroom with a total of five students, taught by a special education 
teacher and a paraprofessional. 27 
 
 17. During the 2016-2017 school year, Student received extremely limited, if any 
ASL support in school.   2016-2017 school year classroom teacher knows a few basic signs, 
and used those limited signs, along with visual cues, oral cues and gesturing to communicate 
with Student.28  Student’s ASL signing ability regressed during the 2016-2017 school year.29 
 
 18. Parent had requested that Student be provided a dedicated aide during the 2016-
2017 school year, and as a result, Programming Director observed Student at City School over 
the course of two days in October 2016.  Programming Director issued a written report 
describing her observation and recommending that Student did not require a dedicated aide, due 
to the low student-teacher ratio in the ILS classroom, and on the basis that Student is very 
independent and did not require extra support.30  Student was not provided a dedicated aide 
during the first part of the 2016-2017 school year; however,  was provided a dedicated aide 
following, and as a result of, the February 2017 HOD.31   
 
 19. Student had at least three injuries during the 2016-2017 school year, including a 
bump  sustained to  head as  attempted to tie  shoe.  As a result of Parent’s concerns 
about the injuries, the school nurse now does a full body check for Student when  arrives for 
the school day, as well as before  leaves the building for the day.32  
 
 20. Student’s IEP should reflect  need for ASL supported communication 
throughout the school.  The ASL support should run parallel with spoken English support.33 

 
21. To the extent that general education time is built into Student’s schedule, starting 

with a limited amount of time in the general education setting that is gradually increased by the 
team would be more effective for  than assigning  to general education for a large portion 
of the school week, all at once.34 

 
22.  Student would not necessarily require a dedicated aide in  ILS classroom, due 

to its small size and the fact that it is staffed by a special education teacher as well as an 

                                                 
27 Testimony of Programming Director; February 2017 HOD, Finding 14. 
28 Testimony of Programming Director. 
29 Testimony of Parent. 
30 February 2017 HOD, Finding 15. 
31 Testimony of Programming Director; February 2017 HOD, Finding 16. 
32 Testimony of Programming Director. 
33 Stipulation of the parties. 
34 Testimony of Programming Director. 
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instructional aide.35  However, Student requires ASL and spoken English support throughout the 
school day.36   also needs appropriate toileting support for throughout the school day when  
has bowel movements.   

CONCLUSIONS OF LAW 
“Based solely upon evidence presented at the hearing, an impartial hearing officer shall 

determine whether the party seeking relief presented sufficient evidence to meet the burden of 
proof that the action and/or inaction or proposed placement is inadequate or adequate to provide 
Student with a FAPE.”  5 D.C.M.R. E-3030.3.  The burden of proof in an administrative hearing 
is properly placed upon the party seeking relief, except that once Petitioner has established a 
prima facie case, Respondent shall carry the burden of persuasion on issues regarding the 
appropriateness of an IEP or placement (Respondent bears the burden of persuasion on the issue 
alleged in this matter). The burden of persuasion shall be met by a preponderance of the 
evidence.  Schaffer v. Weast, 546 U.S. 49 (2005).  Through documentary evidence and witness 
testimony, the party with the burden of persuasion must persuade the impartial hearing officer by 
a preponderance of the evidence. DCMR 5-E3022.16; see also, N.G. v. District of Columbia, 556 
F.Supp.2d 11, 17 n.3 (D.D.C. 2008). 

 
A hearing officer’s determination of whether a child received a FAPE must be based on 

substantive grounds.  In matters alleging a procedural violation, a hearing officer may find that a 
child did not receive a FAPE only if the procedural inadequacies (i) impeded the student’s right 
to a FAPE; (ii) significantly impeded the parent’s opportunity to participate in the decision-
making process regarding the provision of a FAPE to the parent’s child; or (iii) caused a 
deprivation of educational benefit.  34 C.F.R. 300.513(a). 

 
(a) Whether DCPS denied Student a FAPE by failing to develop appropriate 

IEPs for the 2016-17 school year (1) by failing to provide sign language 
communication support as part of the educational programming; (2) by 
failing to provide a dedicated aide; and (3) by failing to develop appropriate 
goals and by developing an IEP that is too restrictive. 

 
An “IEP must, at a minimum, ‘provide personalized instruction with sufficient support 

services to permit the child to benefit educationally from that instruction.’” Reid ex rel. Reid v. 
District of Columbia, 401 F.3d 516, 519 (D.C.Cir.2005), quoting Bd. of Educ. of the Hendrick 
Hudson Cent. Sch. Dist., Westchester County v. Rowley, 458 U.S. 176, 203, 102 S.Ct. 3034, 73 
L.Ed.2d 690 (1982).  While an LEA is not required to maximize a student’s educational 
potential, it also cannot “discharge its duty under the [IDEA] by providing a program that 
produces some minimal academic advancement, no matter how trivial.” Hall ex rel. Hall v. 
Vance County Bd. of Educ., 774 F.2d 629, 636 (4th Cir.1985). 
 

In order for an IEP to be appropriate, (1) the LEA must have complied with IDEA’s 
administrative procedures and (2) the IEP must be reasonably calculated to provide some 
educational benefit to Student.  See N.T. v. District of Columbia, 839 F.Supp.2d 29, 33 
(D.D.C.2012), quoting Loren F. v. Atlanta Indep. Sch. Sys., 349 F.3d 1309, 1312 (11th 

                                                 
35 Testimony of Programming Director. 
36 Testimony of Educational Advocate. 
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Cir.2003); J.N. v. District of Columbia, 677 F.Supp.2d 314, 322 (D.D.C. 2010).  The                                                           
appropriateness of an IEP must be assessed as of the time the IEP was developed.  S.S. ex rel. 
Shank v. Howard Road Academy, 585 F.Supp.2d 56, 66 (D.D.C. 2008), quoting Thompson R2-J 
Sch. Dist. v. Luke P., 540 F.3d 1143, 1149 (10th Cir.2008) (“Because the question . . . is not 
whether the IEP will guarantee some educational benefit, but whether it is reasonably calculated 
to do so, . . . the measure and adequacy of an IEP can only be determined as of the time it is 
offered to the student. . . . Neither the [IDEA] nor reason countenance ‘Monday Morning 
Quarterbacking’ in evaluating the appropriateness of a child’s placement.”)  Petitioner does not 
assert that the LEA failed to comply with the administrative procedures attendant to developing 
Student’s IEP.  Rather, Petitioner claims that Student’s IEP is not reasonably calculated to 
provide Student educational benefit. 

 
“Each public agency must ensure that to the maximum extent appropriate, children with 

disabilities . . . are educated with children who are nondisabled; and special classes separate 
schooling, or other removal of children with disabilities from the regular educational 
environment occurs only if the nature or severity of disability is such that education in regular 
classes with the use of supplementary aids and services cannot be achieved satisfactorily.”  34 
C.F.R. §300.114(a).  Student presents with (presumably) significantly impaired cognitive ability, 
yet historically  is socially strong, particularly when  is in the presence of nondisabled peers.  
Student has demonstrated this reality in the community through  church and social activities 
with  nondisabled peers, as well as in the academic environment, where  flourished, 
including in reading growth, while studying alongside  nondisabled peers at the non-DCPS 
LEA  attended during the 2014-2015 and 2015-2016 school years.   

 
Though, as  May 2014 DCPS IEP team agreed at that time, Student is a good 

candidate for exposure during the school day to nondisabled peers,  cannot safely participate in 
such interactions without close adult supervision, due to risks that  may injure  or get 
lost, in addition to  need for self-care and communications support.  Student, who is not yet 
fluent in either ASL or English, requires instruction and communication throughout the day in 
both languages as of now, so that  can strengthen  ability to communicate.  Without ASL 
supported communication throughout the school day,  likely missed out on the ability to be 
able to express  to the fullest extent possible to  teachers and peers.  Additionally, the 
undersigned credits Parent’s testimony that  ASL skills regressed during the 2016-2017 school 
year without the consistent ASL support.  Moreover, Student, who has many self-care strengths, 
has not yet been able to fully master toileting in a hygienic manner when  has a bowel 
movement.  Therefore, toileting goals would have been important to include on  IEP, as  
reticence to have a bowel movement without the necessary cleaning support at school results in 

 avoiding bathroom use when  needs it at school, which is highly likely to be distracting 
 from the learning environment.   

 
The undersigned concludes that Student’s IEP during the 2016-2017 school year should 

have provided ASL communication support as part of  educational programming, should have 
provided time for  to participate among  general education peers with the assistance of a 
dedicated aide, and should have included toileting goals.  These IEP deficits impeded Student’s 
right to a FAPE and caused a deprivation of educational benefit.  Respondent did not meet the 
burden of proof on this issue.   
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Request for Compensatory Education 

 The IDEA gives hearing officers “broad discretion” to award compensatory education as 
an “equitable remedy” for students who have been denied a FAPE. See Reid, supra, 401 F.3d at 
522-23.  The award must “provide the educational benefits that likely would have accrued from 
special education services” that the school district “should have supplied in the first place.” Id. at 
524.  A compensatory education award must “rely on individualized assessments” after a “fact 
specific” inquiry. Id. “In formulating a new compensatory education award, the hearing officer 
must determine ‘what services [the student] needs to elevate him to the position he would have 
occupied absent the school district’s failures.’” Stanton v. Dist. of D.C., 680 F.Supp.2d 201, 206 
(D.D.C. 2010), quoting Anthony v. District of Columbia, 463 F.Supp.2d 37, 44 (D.D.C. 2006); 
Reid, 401 F.3d at 527.  See also, e.g., Turner v. District of Columbia, 2013 WL 3324358, 10-11 
(D.D.C. July 2, 2013). 
 
 The undersigned has found that Student was harmed by not having an IEP during the 
2016-2017 school year that provided: ASL communication support as part of  educational 
programming, time for  to participate among  general education peers with the assistance 
of a dedicated aide, and toileting goals.  Each of these deficits has impaired  ability to interact 
with and grow alongside  nondisabled peers in line with the mandates of the IDEA.  
Moreover,  lack of ASL communication support during the school year has resulted in an 
erosion of  ASL skills.  To restore  to the approximate place  would have been but for 
the denial of FAPE, the undersigned concludes that 100 hours Parent can utilize to obtain one-
on-one sign language supported communication for Student and/or herself37 (to strengthen her 
ability to sign with Student and reinforce  sign language communication ability at home) is 
appropriate. 
 
  ORDER 

Based on the Findings of Fact and Conclusion of Law above, it is hereby ORDERED that: 
 

A. Within 10 business days of this Order, DCPS shall amend Student’s IEP to reflect 
Student’s need for American Sign Language supported communication, running 
parallel with spoken English support, throughout the school day.   

B. Within 10 business days of this Order, DCPS shall amend Student’s IEP to allow 
Student to participate with general education peers for at least the morning 
meeting portion of the day, physical education class and lunch.  

C. Within 10 business days of this Order, DCPS shall amend Student’s IEP to 
provide for a dedicated aide38 for Student during portions of the school day when 
Student is participating in the general education setting, and appropriate toileting 
support for Student when  needs to have a bowel movement. 

                                                 
37 Programming Director testified that, to the extent that any compensatory education was awarded, sign 
language communication for Parent would be a more appropriate remedy than the specific compensatory 
education remedy Petitioner requested. 
38 Respondent is not prohibited from utilizing the same person who provides ASL services to Student as 
the dedicated aide, as appropriate. 
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D. Within 30 school days of this Order, Student’s team shall convene to assess 
Student’s progress with a less restrictive environment, and to increase (or 
decrease) time outside the general education setting if appropriate; 

E. Within 10 school days of this Order, DCPS shall fund as compensatory education 
for Student 100 hours Parent can utilize to obtain one-on-one sign language 
supported communication for Student and/or herself.39 

  
All other relief Petitioner requested in the complaint is DENIED. 

 
 IT IS SO ORDERED. 
 

Date: August 13, 2017     /s/ NaKeisha Sylver Blount 
        Impartial Hearing Officer 
 
Copies to: 
Petitioner (by U.S. mail) 
Petitioner’s Attorney (electronically) 
Respondent’s Attorney (electronically) 
OSSE-SPED (electronically) 
ODR (electronically) 
 
 

NOTICE OF RIGHT TO APPEAL 
 This is the final administrative decision in this matter.  Any party aggrieved by this 
Hearing Officer Determination may bring a civil action in any state court of competent 
jurisdiction or in a District Court of the United States without regard to the amount in 
controversy within ninety (90) days from the date of the Hearing Officer Determination, in 
accordance with 20 U.S.C. §1415(i). 

                                                 
39 The sign language support services shall be funded at the OSSE rate.  Parent is permitted to choose the 
provider, including a provider willing to work with her and/or Student in the community. 




