
1   Personal identification information is provided in Appendix A.
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DISTRICT OF COLUMBIA
OFFICE OF THE STATE SUPERINTENDENT OF EDUCATION

Office of Dispute Resolution
810 First Street, NE,  2nd Floor

Washington, DC  20002

PETITIONER,
 on behalf of STUDENT,1

Petitioner,

v.

PUBLIC CHARTER SCHOOL,

Respondent.

Date Issued: June 15, 2017

Hearing Officer: Peter B. Vaden

Case No: 2017-0065

Hearing Date: May 31 and June 1, 2017 

Office of Dispute Resolution, Room 2004
Washington, D.C.

HEARING OFFICER DETERMINATION

INTRODUCTION AND PROCEDURAL HISTORY

This matter came to be heard upon the Administrative Due Process Complaint

Notice filed by Petitioner (the Petitioner or MOTHER), under the Individuals with

Disabilities Education Act, as amended (the IDEA), 20 U.S.C. § 1400, et seq., and Title

5-E, Chapter 5-E30 of the District of Columbia Municipal Regulations (“D.C. Regs.”).  In

her due process complaint, Petitioner alleges that Respondent Public Charter School

(PCS) denied Student a free appropriate public education (FAPE) by not ensuring that

 was timely identified as a student with a disability and by not timely conducting a

functional behavioral assessment (FBA) requested by the parent in May 2016.

Student, an AGE youth, is a resident of the District of Columbia.  Petitioner’s Due

Process Complaint, filed on March 3, 2017, named PCS as respondent.  The undersigned

O
S

S
E

 
O

ffi
ce

 o
f D

is
pu

te
 R

es
ol

ut
io

n 
Ju

ne
 1

5,
 2

01
7



2

hearing officer was appointed on March 6, 2017.  On March 13, 2017, PCS filed a Notice

of Insufficiency.  By order issued March 20, 2017, I determined that the due process

complaint was sufficient.  Also, on March 13, 2017, PCS filed a motion to dismiss the due

process complaint, which I denied by order issued March 22, 2017.  The parties met for

a resolution session on March 23, 2017 and were unable to reach an agreement.  On

April 6, 2017, I convened a telephone prehearing conference with counsel to discuss the

hearing date, issues to be determined and other matters.  The due process hearing was

scheduled for May 31 and June 1, 2017.  My final decision in this case was originally due

by May 17, 2017.  On May 17, 2017, I granted the Petitioner’s unopposed request for a 30

calendar extension of the final decision due date to June 16, 2017.  

 The due process hearing was held before the undersigned impartial hearing

officer on May 31 and June 1, 2017 at the Office of Dispute Resolution in Washington,

D.C.  The hearing, which was closed to the public, was recorded on an electronic audio

recording device.  The Petitioner, MOTHER, appeared in person and was represented by

PETITIONER’S COUNSEL.  Respondent PCS was represented by PCS’ COUNSEL and

SPECIAL EDUCATION DIRECTOR.

The Petitioner testified and called EDUCATIONAL ADVOCATE 1,

EDUCATIONAL ADVOCATE 2 and INDEPENDENT PSYCHOLOGIST as an additional

witnesses.  PCS called as witnesses SPECIAL EDUCATION COORDINATOR (SEC),

CASE MANAGER and Special Education Director (SED).  Petitioner’s Exhibits P-1

through P-66 and PCS’ Exhibits R-1 through R-23 were admitted into evidence without

objection.  Counsel for the respective parties made opening and closing statements. 

Neither party requested leave to file a written closing.



2 Petitioner originally alleged two additional issues:

–   Whether PCS denied Student a FAPE by failing to convene a meeting to review
and revise Student’s IEP following requests by the parent’s representatives in
December 2016 and January 2017 and

–   Whether PCS violated the IDEA by failing to afford the parent’s
representatives access to all of the student’s education records, first requested by
Petitioner’s counsel on or about October 4, 2016.

On the first day of the hearing, Petitioner’s Counsel confirmed on the record that
Petitioner wished to withdraw these issues.
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JURISDICTION

The hearing officer has jurisdiction under 20 U.S.C. § 1415(f) and D.C. Regs. tit.

5-E, § 3029.

ISSUES AND RELIEF SOUGHT

The following issues for determination were certified in the April 6, 2017

Prehearing Order:

A. Whether PCS failed in its child-find obligations under the Individuals with
Disabilities Education Act (IDEA) by not identifying the student as a child with
disability and providing  with an Individualized Education Program (IEP) no
later than January 2016;

B.   Whether PCS has failed in its obligation to comprehensively evaluate Student
by not timely conducting a functional behavioral assessment (FBA) after the
parent signed a consent to evaluate in May 2016 and by not developing a
behavior intervention plan (BIP) for the student.2

For relief, Petitioner originally requested that PCS be ordered to ensure that

Student’s IEP was reviewed and revised as appropriate, to include a full-time special

education placement, as warranted.  On March 1, 2017, PCS arranged Student’s

placement at NONPUBLIC SCHOOL, which the parent and PCS agree is a suitable

educational placement.  At this juncture, Petitioner requests that the hearing officer

order PCS to convene a meeting to consider Student’s FBA and to review and revise
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Student’s IEP as appropriate.  The Petitioner also seeks an award of compensatory

education award for the denials of FAPE alleged in her complaint.

FINDINGS OF FACT 

After considering all of the evidence, as well as the argument of counsel, this

hearing officer’s Findings of Fact are as follows:

1. Student an AGE youth resides in the District of Columbia with Mother. 

Testimony of Mother.  Student is eligible for special education under the IDEA disability

classification Other Health Impairment, Attention Deficit or Hyperactivity Disorder

(OHI-ADHD).  Exhibit R-6.   initial eligibility determination was made at PCS on

August 15, 2016.  Exhibit P-13.

2. Public Charter School is a District of Columbia public charter school that

serves as its own local education agency (LEA).  It has an enrollment of less than 250

students, of whom some 60 students receive special education services.  Testimony of

Special Education Director.

3. Student began attending PCS at the beginning of the 2014-2015 school

year.  Due to receiving failing grades, Student was retained in GRADE for both the 2015-

2016 and 2016-2017 school years.  Testimony of Mother, Exhibit P-15.

4. After failing for the 2014-2015 school year, Student became a focus of the

PCS Student Support Team (SST).  The practice at PCS is that teacher-level

interventions are attempted first.  It these interventions are not effective, then a student

may be referred for special education assessments.  For the 2015-2016 school year,

Student was taking a mixture of Grade and NEXT GRADE classes.  Student was placed

in classes co-taught by a special education teacher, although Student was not yet

identified as a special education student.  Student’s school work was presented in
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“chunking” to be less overwhelming.  Frayer Model graphic organizers were used. 

Student’s class attendance was a concern.   went to school, but did not show up for

class.  School behavior support teams made “sweeps” of halls and bathrooms. 

Testimony of SED.

5. During the 2015-2016 school year, Student’s behavior had become more

explosive.  Testimony of Educational Advocate 1.  On April 28, 2016, FORMER

COUNSEL wrote PCS to request that Student be evaluated for special education. 

Exhibit P-62.  On May 12, 2016, a meeting was convened at PCS.  The main concerns

were Student’s behavior and educational problems.  There was discussion at the meeting

about educational modifications already tried for Student, including modifying

instruction, chunking of presentation and the use of the Frazier Model organizer. 

Educational Advocate 1 requested that PCS conduct a comprehensive psychological

evaluation and a functional behavioral assessment (FBA) of Student.  At the meeting,

the committee members discussed that Student’s “behavioral aspect” had very much

picked up over the school year, that things were “more explosive,” that in Student’s

reading classroom, when  got angry,  had to be removed from the classroom, that in

biology class, any time Student was corrected,  would immediately shut down.  

School staff said that Student had been under the radar [sic] for a while to see how they

could curb his behaviors.  At the May 12, 2016 meeting, the committee agreed to

conduct an FBA and Mother signed a consent for the evaluation.  Testimony of

Educational Advocate 1, Exhibit P-14.   PCS agreed to assess Student, including to

conduct an FBA.  Testimony of SED.

6. Beginning May 26, 2016, SCHOOL PSYCHOLOGIST conducted a

psychoeducational evaluation of Student to identify any academic, social or emotional
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concerns that were hindering Student’s academic performance.  Student was very

reluctant to complete academic achievement portions of the assessment.  This resulted

in delayed completion of the evaluation and delivery of the evaluation report on August

1, 2016.  Student’s scores on the cognitive measures indicated that  overall thinking

and reasoning abilities exceed those of approximately 14% of individuals  age –

falling in the low average range.  Student’s scores on education achievement testing fell

in the average range in Broad Reading and Broad Written Language and in the low

average range in the Broad Math cluster.  Responses to the Conners-3 Rating Scale were

determined clinically significant by two or more raters for the scales, Inattention,

Hyperactivity/Impulsivity, Aggression, Hyperactive/Impulsive, ADHD-Conduct

Disorder, and Oppositional Defiant Disorder.  School Psychologist recommended that

Student be further assessed by a psychiatrist to rule out diagnoses of ADHD, Conduct

Disorder and Oppositional Defiant Disorder.  Exhibit P-10.

7. PCS convened an eligibility committee meeting for Student on August 15,

2016.  Mother and Educational Advocate 2 attended the meeting.  School Psychologist

presented her August 1, 2016 psychological evaluation report on Student.  She stated

that Student had been demonstrating defiant/noncompliant behaviors and that grief

counseling had been recommended due to the death of Student’s grandfather.  School

Psychologist also recommended at the meeting that Student see a psychiatrist to rule

out ADHD.  In the eligibility discussion, the committee, including Mother, agreed that

Student should be determined eligible for special education and related services under

the OHI-ADHD classification.  Mother stated that she did not think that Student was

emotionally disturbed.  Educational Advocate 2 asked when the FBA of Student would

be completed and was told that the school hoped to complete the FBA by the time the
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team reconvened to develop Student’s initial IEP or by September 22, 2017.  Exhibit P-

13.

8. The initial IEP meeting was rescheduled for September 22, 2016 at 1:00

p.m.  Exhibit P-60.  On that day, SED learned that VICE PRINCIPAL had scheduled an

earlier meeting for Student at or around 9:00 a.m.  Student had been suspended from

school and this was a mandatory “reentry” meeting.  SED contacted Vice Principal and

was told Student’s father (whom she later learned was Student’s stepfather) was there

for the meeting.  Believing that Mother would not be available for a second meeting for

Student that afternoon, SED gathered the school IEP team members and joined the

early meeting.  Mother was on the meeting room telephone.  SED asked Mother if she

wanted to continue with the IEP meeting without counsel.  Mother responded that they

could continue with the IEP meeting, but that she had to get back to her job.  Mother

said if was OK to hold the IEP meeting with the stepfather participating.  The IEP team

proceeded to review the draft IEP and finalized the IEP.  Testimony of SED.  In her

testimony, Mother recalled being on the telephone call the day of the meeting, but

denies consenting to holding the meeting without her.  Special Education Teacher

generally confirmed, in his testimony, SED’s version of how the IEP meeting occurred.  I

find by the preponderance of the evidence that on the morning of the meeting, Mother

gave oral consent for the meeting to proceed with the stepfather there, and without her

being present.

9. The September 22, 2016 IEP identified Mathematics, Reading, Written

Expression and Emotional, Social and Behavioral Development as areas of concern for

Student.  For services, the IEP provided for Student to receive 7 hours per week of

Specialized Instruction and 120 minutes per month of Behavioral Support Services in
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the general education setting.  Exhibit R-6.

10. Educational Advocate 2 spoke with SED by telephone on September 22,

2016. They discussed that the initial IEP meeting had occurred and Educational

Advocate 2 was not objecting that the meeting had taken place.  He requested SED to

provide all documentation produced at the meeting by the end of that day and indicated

that if necessary, he would be requesting another IEP meeting to address any concerns

that the parent had.  Exhibit P-59, Testimony of Educational Advocate 2.

11. SED did not provide a copy of the initial IEP to Educational Advocate 2. 

She recalls providing a copy to mother in an envelope of documents provided to her at a

school meeting.  Mother recalled receiving an envelope of documents, but did not know

whether it included the IEP.  Testimony of SED, Testimony of Mother.  On December 9,

2016, at Mother’s request, SED sent a copy of the IEP to her by email.  Mother

forwarded the IEP to her attorneys on December 14, 2016.  Exhibit P-54.

12. In the first quarter of the 2016-2017 school year until about Thanksgiving,

Student was on track.  Except for F’s in biology and Introduction to Construction, 

grades were acceptable.  Testimony of SED, Testimony of Special Education Teacher,

Exhibit R-1.  After the first quarter, Student’s behavior worsened, including cutting

classes, running in the halls, play-fighting in the halls.  This had a negative impact on 

grades, which were mostly F’s for the second quarter.  Testimony of Special Education

Teacher.

13. The PCS incidents log shows that in the fall of the 2016-2017 school year,

Student was written up for profanity, repeated tardiness, disrespecting the teacher,

yelling in the hallway, walking out of class, disrespecting the security officer, disrupting

class and roughhousing.  Exhibit P-20. 
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14. Around the end of January 2017, Mother discussed withdrawing Student

from PCS.  After speaking to the Head of School, SED proposed placing Student at

Nonpublic School as soon as possible.  Testimony of SED.  Nonpublic School is a

therapeutic day school in suburban   Student was admitted in late February

2017 and began attending the private school in March.  At Nonpublic School, full-time

therapeutic behavior interventions are built into the program.  At Nonpublic School,

Student also has access to social workers and psychologists and is provided individual

and group counseling.  Testimony of Nonpublic School SEC.

15. On February 28, 2017, SED, with Mother’s consent effected an IEP

amendment, without an IEP team meeting, to revise Student’s IEP to provide for full

time special education outside general education and to add transportation services to

Nonpublic School.  Exhibits P-4, P-5, Testimony of SED.  PCS is paying the costs for

Student to attend Nonpublic School until it can secure payment by the D.C. Office of the

State Superintendent of Education.  Testimony of SED. 

16. As of the due process hearing date, Student was attending Nonpublic

School.  The parties, by counsel, stipulated at the due process hearing that Nonpublic

School is an appropriate placement for Student.  Stipulation of Counsel.

17. SCHOOL COUNSELOR completed Student’s FBA in January 2017, after

conducting formal classroom observations in early September 2016.  Exhibit R-10.  PCS

developed a Behavior Intervention Plan for Student on January 19, 2017.  Exhibit R-9.  

CONCLUSIONS OF LAW

Based upon the above findings of fact and argument of counsel, as well as this

hearing officer’s own legal research, the conclusions of law of this hearing officer are as

follows:
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Burden of Proof

As provided in the  D.C. Special Education Student Rights Act of 2014, the party

who filed for the due process hearing, the Petitioner in this case, shall bear the burden of

production and the burden of persuasion, except that where there is a dispute about the

appropriateness of the student’s IEP or placement, or of the program or placement

proposed by PCS, PCS shall hold the burden of persuasion on the appropriateness of the

existing or proposed program or placement; provided that the Petitioner shall retain the

burden of production and shall establish a prima facie case before the burden of

persuasion falls on PCS. The burden of persuasion shall be met by a preponderance of

the evidence.  See D.C. Code § 38-2571.03(6).

Analysis

A.

Did PCS fail in its child-find obligations under the IDEA by not identifying
Student as a child with disability and providing  with an IEP no later
than January 2016?

Student enrolled in PCS at the beginning of the 2014-2015 school year.  In late

April 2016, when Former Counsel requested that Student be evaluated for special

education eligibility, PCS moved promptly to conduct the evaluation and completed

Student’s eligibility determination in early August 2016.  This was within the 120 day

period for conducting the initial evaluation and making an eligibility determination

specified in the D.C. Code.  See D.C. Code § 38–2561.02(a).

Student was not promoted to Next Grade at the end of the 2014-2015 school year

and  continued to receive failing grades in the first half of the 2015-2016 school year. 

Petitioner’s Counsel argues that on the basis of  failing grades, by January 2016, PCS

had cause to suspect that Student was a child with a disability and to initiate a special
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education evaluation.  PCS’ Counsel responds that PCS did provide intervention support

after Student was not promoted to Next Grade and that Student’s failing grades were not

enough to trigger a duty to evaluate for special education eligibility.  Petitioner has the

burden of persuasion on this claim.

Under the IDEA’s child find mandate, “[s]chool districts may not ignore disabled

students' needs, nor may they await parental demands before providing special

instruction.” Reid v. District of Columbia, 401 F.3d 516, 518 (D.C.Cir. 2005). “Instead,

the IDEA imposes an affirmative obligation on school systems to ‘ensure that all

children with disabilities residing in the State . . . regardless of the severity of their

disabilities, and who are in need of special education and related services, are identified,

located, and evaluated.’ Reid. at 519 (internal quotations omitted); 20 U.S.C. §

1412(a)(3)(A). 

SED explained in her hearing testimony that after Student failed in  first year

at PCS, school staff decided “to keep an eye on ” and put in place general education

interventions for the 2015-2016 school year, including placing  in a co-taught

classroom, “chunking”  work and implementing graphic organizers.  Petitioner

offered no competent evidence that these general education accommodations were not

appropriate at the time for Student, or that Student’s poor grades sufficed to put PCS on

notice that Student was likely to have an IDEA defined disability.  See D.K. v. Abington

Sch. Dist., 696 F.3d 233 (3d Cir. 2012). (Child Find mandate requires that LEAs identify

disabled children “within a reasonable time after school officials are on notice of

behavior that is likely to indicate a disability.”  Id. at 250.)  I find that Petitioner has not

met her burden of persuasion that prior to receiving the parent’s evaluation request in

April 2016, PCS was on notice of indications of a likely IDEA disability or that PCS failed
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in its child find obligations to evaluate Student for special education.

B.

Did PCS fail in its obligation to comprehensively evaluate Student by not
timely conducting a functional behavioral assessment (FBA) after the
parent signed a consent to evaluate in May 2016 and by not developing a
behavior intervention plan (BIP) for the student?

The only other issue raised by Petitioner in this case is whether PCS denied

Student a FAPE by not timely conducting an FBA and developing a BIP for ,

following a referral meeting in May 2016, after the parent requested that Student be

evaluated.  Despite repeated requests from Mother’s educational advocates, the FBA was

not completed and the BIP was not developed until January 2017.

The IDEA requires, in the case of a student whose behavior impedes the student’s

learning or that of others, that the IEP team consider the use of positive behavioral

interventions and supports, and other strategies, to address that behavior.  See 34 CFR §

300.324(a)(2)(i).  An FBA is “essential to addressing a child’s behavioral difficulties,

and, as such, it plays an integral role in the development of an IEP.”  Harris v. District

of Columbia, 561 F.Supp.2d 63, 68 (D.D.C.2008).  An LEA’s failure to complete an FBA

and BIP, when warranted, will constitute a denial of a FAPE.  See, e.g., Long v. District

of Columbia,  780 F.Supp.2d 49, 61 (D.D.C.2011).

At the evaluation referral meeting on May 12, 2016, Educational Advocate 1

requested that an FBA of Student be conducted.  The committee members discussed

that Student’s “behavioral aspect” had very much picked up over the school year, that

things were “more explosive,” that in Student’s reading classroom, when  got angry,

 had to be removed from the classroom, that in biology class, any time Student was

corrected,  would immediately shut down.   School staff said that Student had been
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under the radar for a while to see how they could curb  behaviors.  At the May 12,

2016 meeting, the committee agreed to conduct an FBA and Mother signed a consent for

the evaluation.

At the eligibility committee meeting on August 15, 2016, Educational Advocate 2

asked how soon the FBA would be completed and was told that the school hoped to have

it completed by September 22, 2017 (or earlier had the initial IEP been completed

sooner.)  School Counselor conducted classroom observations for the FBA in early

September 2016.  However, the FBA was not completed until January 2017.  In her

hearing testimony, SED tried to justify this delay with the excuse that Student’s behavior

was improved in fall 2016.  However, the FBA, Exhibit R-10, shows that Student’s

behaviors were impeding  learning.  For example, the biology teacher stated that

Student’s’ behavior fluctuated from responsive and self-reflective to defiant and

disrespectful.  The negative attributes tended to manifest themselves when Student

perceived that  was not able to do as  chose or felt as though  was being handled

unfairly.  The PCS incidents log shows that in the fall of the 2016-2017 school year,

Student was written up for profanity, repeated tardiness, disrespecting the teacher,

yelling in the hallway, walking out of class, disrespecting the security officer, disrupting

class and roughhousing.  Considering that in May 2016, the referral committee agreed to

Mother’s request to conduct an FBA and that Student’s behavior issues continued

throughout the fall of 2016, I find that Mother has met her burden of persuasion that

timely completion of Student’s FBA and BIP, after the start if the 2016-2017 school year,

was warranted.

The IDEA does not set a timeline for completing FBA’s.  In an analogous context,

the U.S. District Court for the District of Columbia determined that IDEA reevaluations
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must be completed without undue delay.  See Herbin ex rel. Herbin v. District of

Columbia, 362 F.Supp.2d 254, 259 (D.D.C.2005).  (“Reevaluations should be conducted

in a ‘reasonable period of time,’ or ‘without undue delay,’ as determined in each

individual case.” Id. (quoting Office of Special Education Programs Policy Letter in

Response to Inquiry from Jerry Saperstone, 21 IDELR 1127, 1129 (1995)).  I find that

PCS’ FBA of Student should certainly have been completed within the first month of the

2016-2017 school year.  I conclude that PCS’ not completing the FBA and BIP until

January 2017 constituted undue delay and was a denial of FAPE.

Remedy

Shortly before the due process complaint was filed in this case, PCS placed

Student at Nonpublic School, which Mother and PCS stipulate is an appropriate

placement.  Following that change in placement, Petitioner requested that the hearing

officer order PCS to convene a meeting to consider Student’s FBA and to review and

revise Student’s IEP as appropriate.  This remedy is not appropriate or warranted,

because at Nonpublic School, full-time therapeutic behavior interventions are built into

the program.  At Nonpublic School, Student also has access to social workers and

psychologists and is provided individual and group counseling.

The Petitioner also seeks an award of compensatory education for the denial of

FAPE which I have found in this decision, namely that PCS failed to ensure Student’s

FBA and BIP were timely completed.   Where the parent has established a denial of the

education guaranteed by the IDEA, the hearing officer must undertake “a fact-specific

exercise of discretion” designed to identify those compensatory services that will

compensate the student for that denial.  The proper amount of compensatory education,

if any, depends upon how much more progress a student might have shown if he had
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received the required special education services and the type and amount of services

that would place the student in the same position he would have occupied but for the

school district’s violations of the IDEA.  See Walker v. District of Columbia, 786

F.Supp.2d 232, 238-239 (D.D.C.2011) (citing Reid ex rel. Reid v. District of Columbia,

401 F.3d 516, 519 (D.C.Cir.2005).

In this decision, I have concluded that PCS unduly delayed completing Student’s

FBA from the end of September 2016 to January 2017,  a period of some three months. 

As a result, the development of Student’s BIP was delayed for a comparable period. 

Deducing how much more progress Student might have shown if a BIP had been timely

implemented is necessarily speculative.  Mother’s expert, Independent Psychologist,

produced a compensatory education plan.  However, her plan provides no help because

it is based on the erroneous premise that Student did not have an IEP until January

2017.

In Lee v. District of Columbia, 2017 WL 44288 (D.D.C. Jan. 3, 2017), the U.S.

District Court pronounced that a hearing officer cannot deny a compensatory education

award simply because she is left wanting for more evidence.  In that spirit, I will award

Student nominal compensatory education for the three month delay in developing 

BIP in this case.  Student’s September 22, 2016 IEP team determined that  required

120 minutes per month of behavioral support counseling as part of  program.  I will

use this measure as a guide and, as compensatory education, I will order PCS to fund or

provide 120 additional minutes of behavioral support counseling for each of the three

months that PCS delayed implementing a BIP for Student (6 hours total).  Since Student

is already being provided counseling at Nonpublic School, I will recommend, but not

require, that the additional six hours of counseling services be supplied during the 2017
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summer vacation.

ORDER

Based upon the above Findings of Fact and Conclusions of Law, it is hereby

ORDERED:

1. As compensatory education for the denial of FAPE in this case, PCS shall
provide funding for Student to receive 6 hours of individual behavioral
support counseling by a qualified social worker or psychologist.  These
services may be provided over the 2017 summer vacation; and

2. All other relief requested by the Petitioner herein is denied. 

Date:       June 15, 2017              s/ Peter B. Vaden                      
Peter B. Vaden, Hearing Officer

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).

cc: Counsel of Record
Office of Dispute Resolution
OSSE Division of Specialized Education
PCS Resolution Team




