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This can be the tough time of the year. The “first day of school” excitement is long gone, the holidays are over, and it 
feels like a very long time until summer. I hope you are planning something fun for your Spring Break. Even a weekend 
away or getting together with friends you don’t often see can help break up the time and gives you something to look 
forward to. 
 
We need changes to break up the monotony; however, change is hard, too.  In my district this year, we began using a 
new online program for evaluations and IEPs. Unfortunately, we had to start doing our work within this system with 
very little training.  I remember how much we disliked IEPonline when we started using it. After a while we developed 
our systems for using it, and it worked pretty well.   Now, we are learning how to use the new program.  It’s a process 
and it takes time to learn the new way, but that’s ok. 
 
At the WSASP conference in October, I found myself feeling overwhelmed when I listened to talks about MTSS and 
how we might qualify students for special education using the MTSS process. My district is just starting to use MTSS, 
and my building is taking baby steps in implementing it.  I believe in MTSS in that I really want to see more interven-
tions for all students in general education, so they do not have to be labeled as “disabled” in order to get additional sup-
ports.  However, I know this will mean a big change in how I do my job.   While I get frustrated at times with the num-
ber of evaluations I need to do and the demands for FBA’s and out-of-cycle evaluations, I know how to do this work. I 
like working 1:1 with students on evaluations, consulting with their teachers, and working with teams. I am pretty good 
at it now. Learning a whole new way of working does not feel very appealing.                                (Continued on next page) 
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President’s Message 
 

Attention Members: Elections are just around the corner!  Notification of positions will be coming out in 

the PWN.  

Laurie Engelbeck, Ph.D., NCSP 

WSASP President 

Issaquah School District 
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Continued: President’s Message  

I know that other states are way ahead of us in using MTSS. I hear that other districts in our own state are using MTSS 
and are feeling good about the work they are doing with students. We all know about data-based decision making. We 
will still be using data to make decisions, but it will be different data and different decisions. I need to keep telling my-
self that I can be flexible and adjust to change. 
 
If I was having to make changes on my own, without colleagues to consult with and experts who know how new sys-
tems work, I would be feeling really lost and unsure how to proceed. However, I can rely on my colleagues to share 
what they have learned and how they figured out new systems. If they don’t know, we probably can find someone who 
does know. 
 
That’s why WSASP is here, so that we can learn from colleagues. Our Fall Conference, Summer Summit, and Spring 
Lecture Series are designed to bring experts, faculty from our school psychology training programs, and school psy-
chologists in the field together to share what we have learned.   MTSS has been and will continue to be an area of fo-
cus. Articles in the SCOPE have presented stories from the field about how we can do this work. We can learn from 
each other, so we don’t all have to make the same mistakes.  
 
Please remember, when you are feeling over-loaded, overworked, and underappreciated, we are doing valuable work. 
Others may not understand what we do, or how we will be involved in the changing systems of supporting struggling 
students, but our fellow school psychologists understand. We can connect with each other, support each other, and de-
velop better ways of helping all students succeed. 
 
WE ARE BETTER TOGETHER! 
 
Laurie Engelbeck, Ph.D., NCSP 
WSASP President 
Issaquah School District 
 

Area Represented Name Email 

1 A Aliina Crandell & Liz Jones Area1A@wsasp.org 

1B Michael Pletan & Cassandra Mulivrana Area1B@wsasp.org 

1C Jessica Kesseler & Mikael Olson Area1C@wsasp.org 

1D Elizabeth Gibson-Myers & Jessica Chandler Area1D@wsasp.org 

2 Danielle Howell-Hansen Area2@wsasp.org 

3 Nathan Cattarin  Area3@wsasp.org 

4 Jill Davidson & Donna  Guise  Area4@wsasp.org 

5 Sherri Bentley & Cecilia Hernandez Area5@wsasp.org 

6 Danna Williams & Carrie Bishop Area6@wsasp.org 

7 Laree Foster Area7@wsasp.org 

8 Katherine Blair & Rachelle Mattingly-Gore Area 8@wsasp.org 

9 Michael Kirlin & Karen Harper Area9@wsasp.org 

10 Valerie Herron & Lore’K Garofola Area10@wsasp.org 

How To Contact Your Area Representative 
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WSASP Fall 2019 Conference  WSASP Awards 

School Psychologist of the Year: ALEX FRANKS-THOMAS,  Ed.S, NCSP   North Thurston School District 

Alex was nominated by both school psychologist colleagues and a special education teacher she has 

worked with.     

She has been instrumental advocate, resource, and partner developing a program for students Autism 

and Developmental Delays in an inclusive environment and ensuring the students are receiving appro-

priate services.  

She has also demonstrated outstanding advocacy for her fellow school psychologists, special educa-

tion teachers, and families. She actively informs colleagues of the support she and other school psy-

chologists can provide, partners with teachers to improve their own understanding of students using 

research and data and is involved in union activities to support educational support staff. 

She served on the WSASP Government and Public Relations committee, advocating for our profession 

and our students.   She has met with elected officials and provided high quality professional development to members of WSASP 

on the topic of Advocacy. In delivering these presentations she has gone out of her own comfort zone in order to grow the skills 

of school psychologists across the state.   Her primary focus has been advocating at the local (building and district) levels and 

helping other school psychologists do the same.  She pushes for big league action at the state and national level, as well as find-

ing time to focus on grassroots advocacy. 

Alex also serves as the WSASP Communications Committee Chair.  In this role, she has brought new ideas for communications, re

-organized our Prior Written Notice newsletter into a biweekly notification system, and is working on updating social media and 

website communications.  She serves on the Communications Committee for NASP as well. 

Alex is now President Elect of WSASP and she demonstrates her tireless energy, enthusiasm, and organization skills in that role. 

Congratulations Alex for the amazing work you do! 

 

President’s Award: CURT BLAIR:  WSASP OFFICE MANAGER 

The WSASP President gives this award to someone who makes a difference to the Associa-

tion. 

The Association would not be able to function without Curt’s dedication to the details of 

managing the Association business, tracking new members and conference registrations, 

and dealing with constant questions.  He seems to respond to emails 24/7 and always is 

friendly and helpful. 

Curt keeps the President organized.   He seemed concerned that the President didn’t ask 

him to order a plaque for the President’s award this year.   It is hard to keep something  

secret from someone who knows how the Association ‘s business runs, but we did it! 

   As always you are truly wonderful Curt! 

Alex Franks-Thomas  

Curt Blair 
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WSASP Fall 2019 Conference  WSASP Awards 

School Psychology Services Award:  SNOHOMISH SCHOOL DISTRICT AND THE SCHOOL PSYCHOLOGIST/  

SPECIAL EDUCATION DEPARTMENTS 

The School Psychologists in Snohomish are proud of 

their relationships with their District Administrators 

and enjoy the District’s support and encouragement 

of their work as school psychologists. 

Administrators do not set policies and procedures in 

a “top down” fashion, but rather recognize that that 

the school psychologists are the experts in the field 

and allow them to work as a team to set policies 

based on best practices and what is best for kids.    

The district supports the school psychologist group 

through proactive hiring of interns and availability of assessments.   Their budget provides a variety of assessment kits, 

online administration and scoring, and the purchase of iPads for administration of assessments and even simple things like 

the purchase of office supplies. 

They also have a dynamic group of school psychologists who recognize the unique strengths and skills they each bring to 

the team.   The team comes together regularly to provide consultation and collaboration in a safe environment. Despite 

being a small group, the psychologist group is represented by their Union, bargaining team and in their contracts. 

Snohomish School District Special Education Department’s truly amazing collaboration with the school psychologists!

Best Practices:  Education and Supervision: KATHERINE BLAIR, Ed.S., NCSP, Deer Park School District 

Katherine lectures at the college level, she volunteers to be a mentor for new school psycholo-

gists, she supervises interns and practicum students and she is constantly offering guidance in 

other ways. 

She has a way of bestowing upon her mentees a deep knowledge of the School Psychology pro-

fession and Best Practices with kindness, genuineness, open-mindedness, and a consistent pas-

sion that comes from the heart. She loves sharing with others her vast knowledge and is always 

quick to help answer a question.  One of her former interns reports that she not only helped the 

intern to gain the knowledge necessary to be successful in this field but helped them to develop 

healthy coping mechanisms.   She provided gentle feedback that allowed them to make progress 

and feel safe. 

She has worked with another psychologist to implement and train her district in threat assess-

ment procedures and created forms that are utilized throughout our district. She provides trainings to district staff and 

building level staff on numerous topics related to disability and trauma. 

Katherine you are truly inspirational! 

Katherine Blair 

Ashley Maphis, Cassie Mulivrana, Rich Cota, & Anna Mages 
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WSASP Fall 2019 Conference  WSASP Awards  

This year, two awards were given in the category of Best Practices:  Education and Supervi-

sion. 

Best Practices:  Assessment:  CHRISTINA THAIN    Ed.S., NCSP, Deer Park School District 

Christina ensures that her evaluations are comprehensive and allow for students to develop 

appropriate transition plans and to access adult services. She works diligently to make sure 

that students have the necessary evaluations required to access adult services. 

 

She is knowledgeable and skilled at administering assessments. She participates in profes-

sional development to improve her skills and to improve district procedures. She has helped 

create forms and policies in the district regarding assessment procedures. She has also par-

ticipated in district teams that make decisions regarding district-wide assessments. 

She looks at both schoolwide and individual data to make intervention decisions through student support teams and 

evaluation team meetings. 

 

She is also the co-coordinator of her district threat assessment team. As a coordinator, she leads the team through 

the threat assessment protocol. She uses her knowledge to provide insight into this assessment process and she pro-

vides support to help students who have been identified as being at-risk for violence. 

Christina your knowledge and skills are inspirational! 

Best Practices:  Education and Supervision: NICOLE PRESTON  MS, MA, NCSP, Moses Lake School District 

Nicole has been recognized by her colleagues for training, mentoring, supervising, and lead-

ing their team in order to better their professional development and support best practic-

es.   She mentors a group of graduate students with regular meetings to consult and prob-

lem-solve around assessments and working within the school system.   She offers  opportu-

nities to  practice skills in a supportive environment that embod-

ies the NASP practice model for supervision and mentoring.   

One of her mentees reported that her knowledge of district 

practices and procedures was reliable, but it was her  skill in 

walking through critical thinking steps made her a truly remarka-

ble mentor. Her patience and flexibility of thinking encourage 

problem-solving and “sense-making” on a deeper level than 

could be achieved by saying “this is what you should do.”   

Nicole you are truly dedicated and skilled! 

Christina Thain 

Nicole Preston 

Nicole and Laurie 

Engelbeck 
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WSASP Fall 2019 Conference  WSASP Awards  

Best Practices: Consultation: ASHLEY MAPHIS Ed.S., NCSP, Snohomish School District 

Ashley serves as a consultant to not only her building colleagues, but to her fellow psycholo-

gists within her district. She is always available to consult with others and is diligent about 

prioritizing what is best for students in her consultation.  She is an incredibly passionate 

school psychologist.   She attends every PLC meeting in her district and is frequently called 

upon for consultation and collaboration within the district team. She recognizes the unique 

strengths of every member of the team and will seek consultation from others whom she 

knows will help to enrich her practice.  She is well regarded as an expert by all of her build-

ings and presents herself in an authoritative yet approachable manner. She knows her 

strengths and her limitations and has been an incredibly important part of all the teams in 

which she participates. 

 Ashley your extraordinary service is truly appreciated! 

 

Diversity Scholarship Award:  DE ANDRE WILLIAMS  Eastern Washington University 

This student is willing to ask difficult questions and has intellectual curiosity regarding the profession (both challenges 

and strengths) of school psychology. He is  an individual who has great capacity to lead others. He has worked with a 

variety of ages and populations and has strong ideas about how we can better serve children and youth 

During his undergraduate program at the University of Washington, he was active in volunteer and research activities 

involving children and youth. He was a mentor through the Dream Project and was a research assistant for the DBT 

data team where he handled sensitive client information 

Following his studies at UW, he worked as a Montessori preschool teacher for two years.  He was described as 

“passionate about learning” and “highly organized.  He also worked as a paraprofessional in a special education class-

room and describes his experience as tremendously challenging. It was there that he decided to pursue a career in 

school psychology. He identified one of the special education teachers as a mentor for him but also observed a num-

ber of professional practices in special education that were concerning to him. 

This summer, he completed the Intro to School Psychology course and reflected on his concerns; he identified inter-

ests in preventive work and direct services to students and questions whether he will be able to assume such a role. 

He was able to connect with a school psychologist in Seattle this summer who works with a specific program with 

prescriptive teaching and high leverage practices. This provided an opportunity for this student to see pathways avail-

able that might be less traditional than typical “test and place” models.  He is looking to find pathways to positively 

impact students, families, and the profession.  

 De Andre you have chosen an exciting time to enter the field, your motivation and dedication are remarkable!  

 Welcome to the field! 

Ashley Maphis 
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Washington State Specific Learning Disability Eligibility Leadership Cadre 
Laurie Engelbeck, Ph.D., NCSP, WSASP President, Communication Co-Chair 

Issaquah School District 

A cadre of practicing school psychologists, OSPI representatives, and University faculty are working to re-define the cri-
teria for Specific Learning Disability eligibility.  Speakers from this cadre at the WSASP conference were: Liz Stewart 
from OSPI, Steve Hirsch, school psychologist in the Shoreline School District, Susan Ruby, faculty at Eastern Washington 
University, Jo Callaghan, Director of School Psychology for the Edmonds School District, Lee Collyer from OPSI, and 
Jeffrey Niess from ESD 112.   Other members of this cadre include Steve Gill, school psychologist in the Sumner School 
District,  Joe Engler, faculty at Gonzaga University, Ashli Tyre, faculty at Seattle University, and Zac Carpenter, school 
psychologist with ESD 123. 

Most school districts in Washington state continue to utilize the discrepancy method to identify students suspected of 
having specific learning disabilities (SLD). OSPI recently convened a cadre to explore an consider more progressive and 
research based approaches to identifying and evaluating students period in this session, members of the SLD cadre pro-
vide an overview of their work to date, make recommendations,  and provide opportunities for questions and answers.  

Liz Stewart spoke about the OSPI position: 

OSPI Vision: All students prepared for post-secondary pathways, careers, and civic engagement.  

OSPI Mission: Transform K–12 education to a system that is centered on closing opportunity gaps and is characterized 
by high expectations for all students and educators. We achieve this by developing equity-based policies and supports 
that empower educators, families, and communities. 

OSPI Values: • Ensuring Equity • Collaboration and Service • Achieving Excellence through Continuous Improvement • 
Focus on the Whole Child  

OSPI Equity Statement: Each student, family, and community possess strengths and cultural knowledge that benefit 
their peers, educators, and schools.  

Ensuring educational equity: 

• Goes beyond equality; it requires education leaders to examine the ways current policies and practices result in dis-
parate outcomes for our students of color, students living in poverty, students receiving special education  and English 
Learner services, students who identify as LGBTQ+, and highly mobile student populations.  

• Requires education leaders to develop an understanding of historical contexts; engage students, families, and com-
munity representatives as partners in decision-making; and actively dismantle systemic barriers, replacing them with 
policies and practices that ensure all students have access to the instruction and support they need to succeed in our 
schools.  

IDEA 2004: Models of Evaluation • IDEA 2004 • Eliminates the requirement for a student to show a severe discrepancy 
between intellectual ability and academic achievement in order to be identified as having an SLD • Includes require-
ment for processes designed to determine if a student responds to scientific, research-based intervention (RtI) • In-
cludes, as an additional alternative, provisions for processes designed to explore patterns of strengths and weaknesses 
in achievement, academic performance, and/or intellectual development (PSW). 

In 2018, 130,488 students, age 6-21 were identified as students with disabilities.   Of those, 36.5% were qualified under 
the category of Specific Learning Disability.  The next largest category was Health Impairment, with 20.9% of students 
with disabilities. 

Students are disproportionately categorized as having a learning disability.  Students who are English Language Learn-
ers are more likely to be in the category of Specific Learning Disability than other categories. 

(Continued on next page) 
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Washington State Specific Learning Disability Eligibility Leadership Cadre 

Problem of Practice • Washington State currently allows for the use of Discrepancy, RtI, Discrepancy+PSW, or 
RtI+PSW methods for evaluation and identification of a specific learning disability (SLD). • Although policies allow for 
the use of a variety of evaluation models, the discrepancy model continues to be the primary method of evaluation 
and identification of SLD in Washington. • State data shows a consistent incline in SLD identification since the reau-
thorization of IDEA 2004. • State data shows a significant overrepresentation of English language learners identified 
as having SLD. 

The Conference Panel discussed 3 questions: 

1. Discuss the criticisms and supports regarding the discrepancy model, as documented in the research and from 
the lens of practitioners and stakeholders. 

Steve Hirsch:  Discrepancy is subjective.  One-point difference in IQ score and you won’t qualify. 
Susan Ruby:  Discrepancy is inequitable.   Cognitive scores are lower among ELL students and students in 

poverty.  Teams use Professional Judgement which is subjective and not reliable.  It is a Wait to Fail 
model. 

Jo Callaghan:  Special education is not the solution for general education problems, according to Sam 
Ortiz.  The school psychologists’ power is in testing, but it is not real.  Testing does not get to the 
cause of the problem.  It is Inequitable. 

Lee Collyer:  Discrepancy was used to prevent fully funding IDEA. 
Jeffrey Niess:  Specific Learning Disability is a lie.  Cowardice.  We’re only teaching kids who have poten-

tial.  You have to ask What’s Next? 

2. Considering current policies, state performance data related to SLD identification and eligibility, and strengths 
and weaknesses of the Discrepancy method, what would a more equitable evaluation method look like 

Steve Hirsch:  Spend more time at referral.  Look at the data we have.  We spend too much time evalu-
ating students who don’t qualify. 

Susan Ruby:  There is a gap between classrooms and evaluation.  Teachers want evaluation to explain 
underachievement.  School psychologists should be in the classroom to see what is going on.  Do di-
rect assessment, not standardized assessment.  Look at the constructs related to reading.  Look at 
data systematically. 

Jo Callaghan:  Understand what causes dyslexia and dysgraphia.  Get involved early. 
Lee Collyer:  This state is not based on equity.  We need to give kids what they need. 
Jeffrey Neiss:  Use MTSS, then do a comprehensive evaluation.  Look for the root cause of the problem if 

the student is not successful with interventions.  The school psychologist helps provide information 
on how and why the student cannot learn. 

3. As Washington State considers elimination of the Discrepancy Model for evaluation and identification of specific 
learning disabilities, what systems changes/supports are needed? What are some possible unintended  
consequences? 

Jeffrey Niess:  The Cadre is still meeting.  Now what?  We will turn it over to general education colleagues 
and provide them with professional development.  The Cadre will check with other states.  We can’t wait 
until MTSS works to evaluate students. 

Lee Collyer:  We need strong Tier 1 for Behavior and Academics.  Then need Tier 2 interventions. 
Jo Callaghan:  We have to persevere:  We are all general educators.  We are not in a silo.  All students need 

quality instruction that meets them where they are. 
 

 

(continued on next page) 
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Washington State Specific Learning Disability Eligibility Leadership Cadre 

Susan Ruby:  We are watching other states.  Special education rates have not plummeted.  Achievement will 
go up if we have strong Tier 1 and Tier 2.  Tier 2 needs to be connected to the core instruction to address 
challenges in the core and needs to be evidence based.                                                                

Steve Hirsch:  If there is no longer the discrepancy model to establish eligibility, then we will have MTSS, or 
PSW, or a combination.  None of these are perfect.   If we have MTSS only, then school psychologists 
might be invited if teams see school psychs only as testers.   If we use PSW to qualify students, then we 
will need much more training.   Portland said it took 5 years to get all of the their psychologists ready.  If 
there is a combination model, then we will have to do lots more testing and reports. 

 
Background on the Cadre’s Timeline:    Glenna Gallo (Director of Special Education for OSPI), asked for the Cadre to 
explore the elimination of the discrepancy model.   From Spring 2019 to Fall 2020, the group is collecting data from 
other states.   They thought it would be easy but found lots of cautions and reasons to slow down and learn from the 
mistakes of others.   The group will be looking at legal issues.  The Cadre is pulling information and formulating rec-
ommendations.  Then they will come back to parents, school psychologists, and school directors before final recom-
mendations are presented to Director Glenna Gallo. 

Phase 4 in Spring 2021, the recommendations will be submitted to the state legislature.  

Susan Ruby:  We unanimously said we need to leave the discrepancy model.  All agreed we need RTI as part of a com-
prehensive evaluation, but there is no agreement about PSW.   

Questions from the audience concerned the need for both strong MTSS and PSW.  There was a suggestion about ex-
perimental interventions in order to figure out what approach works best for the student before they are referred, 
then provide strong instruction in general education.   Concerns included getting buy-in and fidelity of RTI across dis-
tricts and that it can take years to get RTI in place.  Some are concerned that if RTI “fails” because interventions were 
not good, then students are referred for evaluation.  There is also a concern about Childfind obligations.  If a parent 
complains that their student was not evaluated for special education, there could be legal ramifications. 

Carrie Suchy, from Franklin Pierce School District, where they have a strong RTI program, said that psychologists are 
not comfortable with discrepancy, but OK with PSW.  However, cognitive testing does not provide information about 
interventions.  We need to do experimental analysis to see what intervention works.   She is concerned about admin-
istrators who cut school psychologists out of the process and do not do MTSS with fidelity. 

The Association of School Principals will have their own MTSS Fest to learn about MTSS.   

Jeffrey Niess:  We know that just getting rid of discrepancy won’t work.  Teachers are interested in MTSS.  The MTSS 

Fest sells out.  General education needs to step up.  We can’t “bail out” teachers by bringing students into special 

education. 

SCOPE EDITOR WANTED:     WSASP is looking for an editor for our SCOPE newsletter starting in June 2020. 

The editor is responsible for final review of articles to be published, then publishing the newsletter using software such as Microsoft Publisher. 

Currently the SCOPE is published 4 times per year, but that could be changed.   The content comes from practicing school psychologists in the 

field.   Our Communication Committee reviews and edits each article prior to it coming to the SCOPE Editor.   We are looking for someone 

with strong communication skills, editing skills, collaboration skills, and general technology skills as well as willingness to learn.    For more 

information, please contact Laurie Harrison, the current SCOPE editor at SCOPE@wsasp.org 

(A training with interested peers will begin the 2nd week in February) 

mailto:SCOPE@wsasp.org
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Legal Update: Cases and Trends Affecting School Psychologists  

Lynette Baisch  

Porter Foster Rorick LLP        

WSASP Fall Conference October 17, 2019  

Dyslexia 

W.V. v. Copperas Cove ISD, 74 IDELR 277 (5th Cir. 2019)  
Lower court decision: 73 IDELR 181  

What happened 

Parent requested that her fourth grade student be evaluated to determine whether he had a specific learning disability. The 

school district declined, but agreed to screen him for dyslexia. The screening “confirmed that W.V. had dyslexia” and the school 

began providing interventions. When the district eventually conducted an evaluation that looked at the possibility of eligibility 

under the SLD category, it resulted in a determination that the student was not eligible for special education because he did not 

have a specific learning disability.  

Parents requested a due process hearing, and the school district prevailed. Parents appealed that decision, and the court re-

versed the hearing officer’s decision. The court reasoned that the IDEA’s definition of “specific learning disorder” explicitly in-

cludes dyslexia as an SLD, and therefore, because the district “diagnosed W.V. with dyslexia,” the district erred in finding that 

W.V. did not qualify as a student with an SLD.  

 (A) In general. The term “specific learning disability” means a disorder in 1 or more of the basic psychological processes 

 involved in understanding or in using language, spoken or written, which disorder may manifest itself in the imperfect 

 ability to listen, think, speak, read, write, spell, or do mathematical calculations.     

    

 (B) Disorders included. Such term includes such conditions as perceptual disabilities, brain injury, minimal brain  

 dysfunction, dyslexia, and developmental aphasia.  

 20 U.S.C. § 1401.  

The District appealed this determination to the Fifth Circuit.  

What the court decided  

The Fifth Circuit determined that the District Court incorrectly applied the IDEA’s test for determining whether a student qualifies 

for special education under the IDEA’s definition of a “child with a disability”:  

 

A child qualifies as a “child with a disability” under the IDEA if the child (1) has an intellectual disability, specific learning disability, 

or other health impairment and, (2) “by reason thereof, needs special education and related services.” 34 C.F.R. § 300.8(a)(1). The 

district court concluded that the plaintiffs' son meets the definition simply because dyslexia qualifies as a specific learning disabil-

ity. It failed to engage with the second part of the test—namely, whether the plaintiffs' son needs special education.  

(emphasis added.) The appellate court vacated the lower court’s decision and remanded the case to the lower court for the 

judge to apply the correct standard.  

 

It should be noted that the court misleadingly summarized the IDEA’s definition of “child with a disability.” The legal definition 

lists all of the IDEA’s eligibility categories, but the court’s decision leaves out most of them. The court may have assumed that all 

of the categories it skipped could be combined under the umbrella term “other health impairment.” Since other health impair-

ment has its own specific definition under the IDEA, this assumption would not be legally accurate.          
(Continued on next page) 
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Legal Updates 

School psychologist takeaway  

As dyslexia screening becomes mandatory in Washington outside of the child find process, schools will need to be thoughtful 

about ensuring that students are referred for evaluation when there is a suspicion they may be eligible for special education, even 

if they are already receiving interventions specific to dyslexia. When a student is evaluated for eligibility under the SLD category, a 

diagnosis of dyslexia or previous services based on a dyslexia screening are not in and of themselves enough to establish eligibil-

ity. Evaluation groups still need to determine whether the student is in need of specially designed instruction.  

 RCW 28A.320.260 – Dyslexia interventions.  

(1) Beginning in the 2021-22 school year, and as provided in this section, each school district must use multitiered systems of 

support to provide interventions to students in kindergarten through second grade who display indications of, or areas of 

weakness associated with, dyslexia. In order to provide school districts with the opportunity to intervene before a student's 

performance falls significantly below grade level, school districts must screen students in kindergarten through second grade 

for indications of, or areas associated with, dyslexia as provided in this section.  

(2) (a) School districts must use screening tools and resources that exemplify best practices, as described under RCW 

28A.300.700.  

        (b) School districts may use the screening tools and resources identified by the superintendent of public instruction in  

         accordance with RCW 28A.300.700.  

(3)   (a) If a student shows indications of below grade level literacy development or  

         indications of, or areas of weakness associated with, dyslexia, the school district must provide interventions using evidence 

         -based multitiered systems of support, consistent with the recommendations of the dyslexia advisory council under RCW                     

        28A.300.710 and as required under this subsection (3).  

        (b) The interventions must be evidence-based multisensory structured literacy interventions and must be provided by an   

         educator trained in instructional methods specifically targeting students' areas of weakness.  

        (c) Whenever possible, a school district must begin by providing student supports in the general education classroom. If   

        screening tools and resources indicate that, after receiving the initial tier of student support, a student requires  

        interventions, the school district may provide the interventions in either the general education classroom or a learning  

        assistance program setting. If after receiving interventions, further screening tools and resources indicate that a student  

        continues to have indications of, or areas of weakness associated with, dyslexia, the school district must recommend to the  

        student's parents and family that the student be evaluated for dyslexia or a specific learning disability.  

----------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------- -----------------------------------------------

Social/Emotional/Behavioral Issues 

District of Columbia Pub. Schs., 73 IDELR 107 (D.C. SEA 2018)  

What happened  

The student’s parent requested an evaluation after a history of issues with attention and behavior, and an email from one of the 

student’s teachers stating that the student was off-task, distracted, not taking notes, and not doing work. Three days later, the 

school district finished an initial evaluation of the student based on existing academic data. The district concluded that the stu-

dent was above grade level in reading and slightly below grade level in math, and therefore not eligible for special education ser-

vices.  

What the hearing officer decided  

The hearing officer found that the district denied the student FAPE by not conducting a thorough and comprehensive assessment 

with “more than a passing look at the Student’s social and emotional issues.” Although the school district argued that it was not 

on notice that the student had behavior issues, the court noted that a number of teachers had complained about the student’s 

inattentive and disruptive behaviors in class, and that tardiness and disappearing into the bathroom for lengthy periods of time 

were also known issues. The hearing officer stated that the educational needs of a child with a disability include nonacademic as 

well as academic areas, and that educational performance means more than academic standards.           (Continued on next page) 
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School psychologist takeaway  

If staff have noticed behavior problems, your evaluation should include information about those issues and their effects on the 

student’s ability to benefit from their education.  

----------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------- ----------------------------------------------- 

Pocono Mt. Sch. Dist., 72 IDELR 186 (M.D. Penn. 2018) 

 

What happened  

Following an incident in which he was touched inappropriately by another student, an elementary school student began exhib-

iting behavioral and social issues, including conflict with other students, disrespectful behavior toward his teacher, and frequent 

nurse visits that caused him to miss class time. His parents obtained an outside evaluation, which diagnosed the student with 

conversion disorder and anxiety disorder. The school district agreed to conduct an initial evaluation, and determined that the 

student was not eligible for special education because he maintained consistent passing grades. At a due process hearing chal-

lenging this decision, the hearing officer agreed with the school district, citing the student’s strong grades as evidence that he did 

not need specially designed instruction.  

 

What the court decided  
 

The court overruled the hearing officer’s decision. The court disagreed with the school district’s position that academic progress 

negates eligibility for special education, noting that “‘special education and related services’ not only includes academic instruc-

tion, but also services that address the behavioral and emotional needs of the student.” The student’s recurring behavior issues 

resulted in significant missed class time and required him to make up work. The court therefore found that he was eligible for 

special education. (It should be noted that the court’s decision did not specify what sort of specially designed instruction it felt 

the student was in need of, and may have erroneously conflated special education and related services.)  

School psychologist takeaway  

Students with strong grades may be eligible for special education if behavior is nevertheless interfering with their receipt of edu-

cational benefit.  

_________________________________________________________________________________________________________  

Attendance Problems 

ISD No. 283 v. E.M.D.H., 74 IDELR 19 (D. Minn. 2019)  

What happened  

A student who had always excelled academically, but who had had attendance problems since elementary school, stopped 

attending school entirely in the spring of her eighth grade year. School staff were aware that the student had been diagnosed 

with generalized anxiety disorder, school phobia, OCD, autism spectrum disorder, panic disorder with agoraphobia, ADHD, and 

severe recurrent major depressive disorder. When she stopped attending school, staff discussed and decided not to initiate the 

child find process because her grades had always been excellent when she was attending school.  

Her attendance problems continued in ninth grade. The school district unenrolled her and again did not refer her for a special 

education evaluation. In tenth grade, the school district adopted a 504 plan. Staff discussed special education with the parent, 

but communicated that specially designed instruction would be delivered in a separate setting, and did not explain that the stu-

dent could be eligible for special education and still remain in the gifted and talented program. The parents referred the student 

for evaluation in the spring of her sophomore year, and shortly thereafter requested a due process hearing.  

(Continued on next page) 
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At the start of the student’s junior year, she took online classes and participated in an alternative learning setting with a teacher 

and a social worker. She soon stopped attending school again. In October, the special education evaluation was completed, and 

the team determined the student was not eligible. The school district reasoned that the student did not meet the criteria for the 

EBD category because she did not “exhibit a specific emotional or behavioral response that adversely affects educational perfor-

mance.” The district also concluded that the student's “intrapersonal impairment did not severely interfere with her educational 

performance because, in part, it has not manifested in the classroom.” The district also determined that the student was not eligi-

ble under the other health impairment category because “neither her ADHD nor her anxiety adversely affects her ability to com-

plete educational tasks within routine timelines, and that her ADHD and anxiety have not resulted in a pattern of unsatisfactory 

educational progress.”  

What the court decided  

The district court upheld the administrative law judge’s conclusion that the student was eligible for special education under either 

the EBD or OHI categories because her mental health issues directly impacted her attendance at school and therefore her pro-

gress in the general education curriculum. The court also ruled that the school was aware of the student’s mental health diagno-

ses, and should have initiated the child find process when she stopped attending school due to her anxiety. The remedies ordered 

by the court included reimbursement to the parents for past and future private placement expenses.  

School psychologist takeaway  

Students may be eligible for special education if mental health issues directly impact their attendance. Initiate the child find pro-

cess if there is any reason to suspect that a student’s absences may be related to a disability. 

----------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------- ---------------------------------------------- 

M.S. v. Randolph Bd. of Educ., 119 LRP 37700 (D.N.J. 2019)  

What happened  

In sixth grade, the student was diagnosed with an anxiety disorder, which was triggered by his school performance and associated 

with school phobia. The school put a Section 504 plan in place, with accommodations that included attendance at homework club 

and extended time to complete assignments. His anxiety continued in the years that followed, and sometimes resulted in school 

refusal behavior.  

In tenth grade, the school team recommended that the student be placed in B level classes, but his parents waived him into high-

er A level classes. The student’s anxiety reemerged. The school  district began to provide him with home instruction, but the stu-

dent refused to participate. His parents placed him in a residential treatment center. After his discharge, the school district fol-

lowed recommendations to gradually transition him back to school, but his pattern of anxiety and school refusal returned. His 

private therapist told the school district that it was futile for him to continue treatment because he refused to follow any recom-

mendations. The student completed tenth grade, having received no grade lower than a C+ over the previous four school years.  

In the fall of eleventh grade, the school again recommended B level classes. The student insisted on A level classes, and threat-

ened to stop attending school if he was not put in those classes. The parents waived him into the A level classes. The parents re-

ferred the student for a special education evaluation. The school psychologist concluded that he performed well on in-class as-

signments, but struggled with attendance and homework completion, as well as interacting with peers.  

Shortly after completion of the evaluation, the student turned 17, the age at which the school district could no longer compel his 

attendance under truancy laws. He stopped attending school, accruing significantly more absences than during previous periods 

of school refusal. The school district refused a request for home instruction on the grounds that it had no information the student 

was medically unable to attend school.  

The school district proposed multiple school options, including an independent study option which would enable the student to 

complete his credits for graduation. The student and parents refused all options. The family’s private providers recommended 

home instruction, and then residential school.                                                                                             (Continued on next page) 
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The family then placed the student unilaterally in a residential school and sought reimbursement from the school district. The ALJ 

denied this request, ruling that the accommodations proposed by the school district were appropriate.  

What the court decided  

Although the court acknowledged that good grades were not conclusive as to whether a student is able to access their education, 

the court noted that when a student’s academics do not decline, that consistency generally signals that their disability does not 

adversely affect their educational performance or ability to access their education. The student received nearly all A’s and B’s 

from sixth through tenth grade, and did not have excessive absences during that time. Instead, his attendance had only declined 

once he was no longer required by law to attend school. Therefore, the ALJ concluded that anxiety was not the cause of the stu-

dent’s absences.  

The court also found that the student did not require specially designed instruction. It relied on the evidence that the student’s 

parents consistently chose to waive him into higher level classes, demonstrating that they did not believe he required adapted 

content to access the curriculum. His above-average grades and test scores were further evidence that he did not require adapta-

tions in methodology or delivery of instruction to meet general education standards.  

School psychologist takeaway  

Use data to demonstrate that absences are not caused by a disability.  

_________________________________________________________________________________________________________  

Appropriateness of Evaluation 

A.H. v. Colonial Sch. Dist., 74 IDELR 219 (3rd Cir. 2019)  

Lower court decision: 72 IDELR 156  

What happened  

A student was evaluated in second grade and determined to qualify for special education as a student with an emotional disturb-

ance. The data gathered by the school psychologist included:  

 1. Information from the parent regarding the student’s family life  

 2. Information regarding classroom behavior and performance  

 3. Teacher observations  

 4. An occupational therapy assessment  

 5. Interviews with the student, parents, and teacher  

 6. Observation by the school psychologist  

 7. Review of records  

 8. Assessment by the school psychologist: Stanford-Binet Intelligence Scales, 5th Edition (SBV); Kaufman Test of  

 Educational Achievement, 2nd edition (KTEA-II); Behavior Assessment Scale for Children -- 2nd Edition (BASC-2);  

 Gilliam Asperger's Disorder Scale (GADS)  

The parent requested an independent educational evaluation at public expense, and the school district requested a due process 

hearing to defend the appropriateness of its evaluation. The parent argued that additional assessments should have been con-

ducted, including a neuropsychological assessment, additional occupational therapy assessment, psychiatric assessment, and a 

functional behavior assessment. The hearing officer concluded that the evaluation was appropriate.  

What the court decided  

The district court, and ultimately the court of appeals, affirmed the hearing officer’s decision. The court first noted that the school 

district evaluated the student in all suspected areas of disability, used a variety of assessment tools and strategies, did not rely on 

any single measure or criterion when determining continued eligibility, and used technically sound instruments.  
                                                                                                                                                                                               (Continued on next page) 
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The parent relied on the testimony of a private psychologist who testified that she would have conducted different or additional 

assessments. The judge noted that although there are always additional tests that could have been chosen, that fact alone does 

not support the conclusion that the evaluation was not appropriate.  

The judge gave more weight to the opinions of school staff who worked with the student. Although the parent’s expert claimed 

that a neuropsychological assessment was necessary to further examine working memory and executive function, the judge cred-

ited staff testimony that this was not necessary to properly evaluate the student because the team already had information about 

her behavior in the classroom.  

Parent’s expert also argued that the district’s cognitive assessment was incomplete because results showed a discrepancy be-

tween the student’s working memory and other cognitive domain scores, and therefore further assessment should have been 

conducted. The court noted that the district’s evaluation included information about this discrepancy and how it might affect the 

student educationally, so the assessment conducted met the IDEA’s statutory requirements.  

The parent also argued that a psychiatric assessment should have been done to determine how the student’s mental health is-

sues impacted her at school, because the BASC-2 and the GADS are general measures only. The school psychologist testified that 

a psychiatric assessment was not necessary as part of a complete evaluation because it was not necessary to determine the func-

tion of the student’s behavior, and interventions would not be based on a psychiatric diagnosis. The court found that the school 

psychologist had two years of experience working with the student, and was therefore in the best position to determine appropri-

ate assessments.  

School psychologist takeaway  

An evaluation does not have to include every assessment parents might desire, so long as it includes information sufficient to 

identify the educational impact of the student’s disabilities. The more familiar staff are with the student, the more credible they 

will be when explaining the evaluation plan.  

----------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------- ---------------------------------------------- 

Lisa M. v. Leander Indep. Sch. Dist., 119 LRP 19755 (5th Cir. 2019)  

Lower court decision: 72 IDELR 25  

What happened  

In January 2016, the school district conducted an initial evaluation and determined the student was eligible for special education 

as a student with a specific learning disability. The team at the evaluation feedback meeting discussed his low scores on bench-

mark exams, weaknesses in processing speed and academic performance, and the importance of formal and informal accommo-

dations in enabling him to achieve satisfactory grades.  

The school district developed an IEP with reading and writing goals. The parent wanted to speak with her husband before making 

decisions about the IEP, and a follow-up meeting was scheduled in February 2016 to discuss her concerns. Before that meeting, 

the parents communicated that they disagreed with both the evaluation and IEP.  

The school canceled the scheduled IEP meeting. Instead, they held a private staff meeting with the school district’s attorney, at 

which it was determined that the student was not eligible for special education. The team informed the parents of that decision 

at a follow-up meeting held later in February. The parents requested a due process hearing to challenge that decision and the 

procedures associated with it.  

What the court decided  

The hearing officer, the district court, and the appellate court all agreed that the school district’s reversal of its decision regarding 

eligibility was not credible. The district was ordered to reinstate its first eligibility decision.  

School psychologist takeaway  
Don’t exit a student without new data.                                    (Continued on next page) 
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Least Restrictive Environment 

Solorio v. Clovis Unified Sch. Dist. (9th Cir. 2019)  

Lower court decision: 70 IDELR 118  

What happened  

This case involves a disagreement between the school district and the parents of a middle school student with Down syndrome 

who wanted her to spend more time in general education. During the student’s seventh grade year, she participated in general 

education with a 1:1 aide for PE, history, science, and an elective. She was in a special education setting for math and language 

arts. The school members of the IEP team observed her becoming frustrated and withdrawn in general education, putting her 

head down on her desk and refusing to engage with the material. She received modifications in history and science to deliver the 

curriculum at the kindergarten and first grade levels, but still did not earn passing grades. She was heavily reliant on prompting by 

her 1:1 aide even in a special education setting. She did not engage with peers in her academic classes in a general education 

setting, but participated and appeared happy and engaged in elective classes. The team proposed changing the student’s place-

ment to a special education setting for all academic classes, while continuing her participation in general education for two elec-

tives and PE.  

The parent argued that the student enjoyed school and was listening and engaging with the material even though it appeared she 

was not learning. She felt that general education staff were not appropriately modifying work and that the student should be 

better supported in general education.  

What the court decided  

The ALJ, the district court, and the appellate court all determined that the school district’s proposed placement offered the stu-

dent FAPE. The Ninth Circuit endorsed the lower court’s use of the Rachel H. factors, the Ninth Circuit’s longstanding test for de-

termining compliance with the IDEA’s least restrictive environment requirement. Courts balance four factors as part of this test: 

 1. The educational benefits of placement full-time in regular classes  

 2. The non-academic benefits of such placement  

 3. The effect the disabled student has on the teacher and children in the regular class  

 4. The costs of mainstreaming  

The district court determined that the student was not receiving academic benefit from her participation in general education. It 

cited the specific testimony from teachers that the student could not participate in their classes, could not understand the texts, 

did not have the necessary vocabulary, and frequently withdrew and put her head down on her desk. It also noted that any pro-

gress was not the result of her presence in the general education classroom, but the constant interaction with her 1:1 aide, as 

well as the supports provided by her parent outside of school. Evidence also established that the student was not receiving non-

academic benefit.  

Although the lack of any detrimental effect on others in the classroom supported mainstreaming, two of the first three Rachel H. 

factors weighed against mainstreaming, and the court found cost to be irrelevant. Therefore, the district court found that these 

factors supported the District’s offer of academic classes in a special education setting as the student’s LRE. The Ninth Circuit 

affirmed the district court’s conclusions, confirming the ongoing validity of the Rachel H. factors.  

School psychologist takeaway  

Specific data regarding the lack of benefit a student is receiving in general education is important to support an offer of place-

ment in a more restrictive setting.  

 

 

(Continued on next page) 
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Manifestation Review 

Boutelle v. Bd. of Educ. of Las Cruces Pub. Schs., 74 IDELR 130 (D.N.M. 2019)  

What happened  

This case involves a sixth grade student newly diagnosed with ADHD, disruptive mood dysregulation disorder, and post-traumatic 

stress disorder, among other problems. While the school district was in the midst of evaluating the student for special education 

eligibility, the student was walking to the bus after school and threw several rocks at other students. He struck one student with 

four rocks, and then, after making a statement along the lines of, “Do you think I can hit him with a rock?”, struck another student 

from behind in the head/neck area with a rock.  

A week later, the school completed the initial evaluation and determined that the student qualified for special education. At the 

same time, the team conducted a manifestation review and concluded that the rock-throwing incident was not a manifestation of 

the student’s disabilities.  

What the court decided  

The court agreed with the hearing officer’s determination that this conduct was not a manifestation. The court noted that the 

student’s statement suggested the conduct was intentional, rather than involuntary. 

----------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------- ----------------------------------------------- 

Jay F. v. William S. Hart Union High Sch. Dist., 74 IDELR 188 (9th Cir. 2019)  

Lower court decision: 70 IDELR 156  

What happened  

The student at issue in this case had a long history of threatening other students, dating back to at least second grade. In middle 

school, he continued to make increasingly threatening statements to other students, including that he had guns in the home, had 

brought pills and razor blades to school, was a member of a gang, and had shot a person in the stomach. He was diagnosed with a 

nonspecific mood disorder, as well as ADHD.  

In eighth grade, the student confronted two peers at lunch and used profanity to threaten to retaliate against them for sharing 

information with school staff about his use of a controlled substance, which had resulted in discipline. The student rubbed his 

hands together and told the other students, “Well, this oughta be fun.” When one of the other students responded that he did 

not “rat” on the student, the student responded, “That’s OK, I’ll find out.”  

The school team held a manifestation review regarding this conduct, and concluded it was not a manifestation of the student’s 

disability. The hearing officer agreed with this conclusion, noting that the student had made earlier statements about going to 

look for the students who had “ratted him out,” and that the behavior did not have a relationship to his ADHD, which manifested 

itself in the classroom.  

What the court decided  

The district court did not agree with the hearing officer. The court found that the school psychologist primarily responsible for the 

manifestation determination had not reviewed information regarding the student’s history of threatening behavior, nor had other 

school members of the team. The team therefore had not complied with the requirement to “review all relevant information in 

the student’s file” as part of the decision. The court decided that this history of threatening behavior, including other threats that 

were pre-planned or retaliatory, showed that the conduct was a manifestation of his disability. The Ninth Circuit affirmed this 

conclusion without further analysis.  

School psychologist takeaway  

Document consideration of a student’s full behavioral history when conducting a manifestation determination.  
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Cassie Mulivrana, M EdS, NCSP, School Psychologist 

WSASP Area 1B Co-Representative, Assessment Committee Co-Chair 

MTSS is a framework for enhancing the implementation and adoption of a continuum of evidenced based 
instruction and interventions to achieve important outcomes for all students. The foundational values of 
MTSS are inclusion, equity, collaboration, and family, student and community engagement. You cannot do 
MTSS without families. 

In his presentation at the 2019 WSASP Fall Conference, Lee Collyer, Program Supervisor – Special Educa-
tion Outcomes OSPI, described five essential components in the MTSS process: team driven shared leader-
ship; data-based decision making; continuum of supports matched to student need; family, student, and 
community engagement; and use of Evidence Based Practices. MTSS is primarily a General Education pro-
cess, and there is still a lot to be done before our districts and buildings have fully functioning systems in 
place, but what is the role of the School Psychologist in this process? School Psychologists should work 
within district and building teams to determine how best to define and expand the School Psychologist role.  

Universal Team: Supports for All Students 
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Secondary Systems Teams: Supports for SOME Students (10-25%) 

 

 
 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 
 

Tertiary Systems Team: Supports for a FEW Students (3-5%)  
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The Expanded Role of the School Psychologist in MTSS  

 
 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

The purpose of MTSS is to improve student outcomes. In your district/building, how would you describe the 
roles and activities of the school psychologist within all tiers of MTSS implementation? Email the assess-
ment committee with your responses at assessment@wsasp.org. 

Below are a few of the responses given at Collyer’s presentation at the 2019 WSASP Fall Conference: 

·         I’ve been involved on a consultative basis – I sit on the team and talk about children, but I’m not allowed 
to meet them or observe them to try to help. There are limitations on the school psychologist’s involvement 
with students who are not in special education. 

·         People aren’t keeping me out, but I find they are asking, “oh, you can do that?” or “what are you doing 
here?” Advocating for our role is important. 

·         When my district started, school psychologists were involved on the ground floor. Where we see issues 
is when we’ve had administrators come in and cut us out. 

·         I think it’s important that all the things we can do gets shared with the other folks at the state level. They 
need to continue to hear the great work we can do. 
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Cassie Mulivrana, M EdS, NCSP, School Psychologist 

Dyslexia awareness has increased, and this term is being used more and more often in the school 
settings and by parents. In 2018, Washington State lawmakers passed Senate Bill 6162 to require 
schools to screen and provide interventions for children from kindergarten through second grade. 

What do the RCW’s say about Dyslexia Screening and Interventions? 
RCW 28A.320.260 Dyslexia interventions. 

(1) Beginning in the 2021-22 school year, and as provided in this section, each school district must 
use multi-tiered systems of support to provide interventions to students in kindergarten through 
second grade who display indications of, or areas of weakness associated with, dyslexia. In order 
to provide school districts with the opportunity to intervene before a student's performance falls sig-
nificantly below grade level, school districts must screen students in kindergarten through second 
grade for indications of, or areas associated with, dyslexia as provided in this section. 
(2)(a) School districts must use screening tools and resources that exemplify best practices, as de-
scribed under RCW 28A.300.700. 

(b) School districts may use the screening tools and resources identified by the superintendent of 
public instruction in accordance with RCW 28A.300.700. 

(3)(a) If a student shows indications of below grade level literacy development or indications of, or 
areas of weakness associated with, dyslexia, the school district must provide interventions using 
evidence-based multi-tiered systems of support, consistent with the recommendations of the dys-
lexia advisory council under RCW 28A.300.710 and as required under this subsection (3). 

(b) The interventions must be evidence-based multisensory structured literacy interventions and 
must be provided by an educator trained in instructional methods specifically targeting students' 
areas of weakness. 
(c) Whenever possible, a school district must begin by providing student supports in the general 
education classroom. If screening tools and resources indicate that, after receiving the initial tier of 
student support, a student requires interventions, the school district may provide the interventions 
in either the general education classroom or a learning assistance program setting. If after receiv-
ing interventions, further screening tools and resources indicate that a student continues to have 
indications of, or areas of weakness associated with, dyslexia, the school district must recommend 
to the student's parents and family that the student be evaluated for dyslexia or a specific learning 
disability.  
 

(4) For a student who shows indications of, or areas of weakness associated with, dyslexia, each 
school district must notify the student's parents and family of the identified indicators and areas of 
weakness, as well as the plan for using multi-tiered systems of support to provide supports and in-
terventions. The initial notice must also include information relating to dyslexia and resources for 
parental support developed by the superintendent of public instruction. The school district must 
regularly update the student's parents and family of the student's progress. 

http://app.leg.wa.gov/RCW/default.aspx?cite=28A.320.260
http://app.leg.wa.gov/RCW/default.aspx?cite=28A.300.700
http://app.leg.wa.gov/RCW/default.aspx?cite=28A.300.700
http://app.leg.wa.gov/RCW/default.aspx?cite=28A.300.710


 22 

Volume 41  Issue  1                                                     WSASP.org                                                              Winter 2020 

What is the School Psychologist’s Role in Diagnosing Dyslexia?  

(5) School districts may use state funds provided under chapter 28A.165 RCW to meet the require-
ments of this section. 

What is the School Psychologist’s Role? 

Question: Am I required to initiate a special education evaluation if a parent requests a 
screening or evaluation for Dyslexia? 

Answer: No, Special Education Assessments are only required to be completed if the district has 
reasonable suspicion that a student has a disability that adversely affects their educational perfor-
mance and requires SDI – not just accommodations within the general education setting. When a 
parent makes a referral for a dyslexia evaluation the district should follow the regular timelines and 
requirements in place for special education referrals.[1] Regardless of whether the team decides to 
evaluate, the parent should be provided with a prior written notice documenting the team decision.
[2] 

Q: If a parent provides the district with an outside evaluation report documenting a diagno-
sis of Dyslexia, is the district required to qualify the student for special education services 
and an IEP? 

A: No, students determined eligible for special education services must meet all three of the follow-
ing criteria: 

·         The student must have a disability or disabilities. 

·         The student’s disability/disabilities adversely affect educational performance. 

·         The student’s unique needs cannot be addressed through education in general education 
classes alone – with or without individual accommodations and requires specially designed instruc-
tion (SDI).[3] 

The team may still consider completing a comprehensive evaluation, which in many cases may be 
a review of the outside evaluation with the addition of school-based information around student 
performance and teacher input – but eligibility for special education services is not guaranteed 
even with a diagnosed disability. Recently, in William V. v. Copperas Cove ISD (2019) the 5

th
 Cir-

cuit Court of appeals vacated a District Court Decision at 73 IDELR 181 and found that a district 
only has to develop an IEP for a student who qualifies as a “child with a disability” under IDEA.[4] 

Q: If School Psychologists aren’t assessing for dyslexia in response to SB 6162, what is be-
ing done? 

A: The Office of the Superintendent of Public Instruction (OSPI) in Washington State has created 
and selected the members of the Dyslexia Advisory Council. In July 2019, the Dyslexia Advisory 
Council identified tools and resources that will help screen for dyslexia.[5] By June 2, 2020, the 
Dyslexia Advisory Council will develop recommendations on best practices. A list of members se-
lected to participate on the Dyslexia Advisory Council is available on the OSPI website.[6] 

http://app.leg.wa.gov/RCW/default.aspx?cite=28A.165
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Q: Can School Psychologists diagnose Dyslexia? 

A: No, WSASP is not recommending that School Psychologists in the school setting diagnose  
Dyslexia at this time, and School Psychologists should continue to use the category of Specific 
Learning Disability when a learning disability in the area of reading is identified (if no other category 
takes precedence). However, School Psychologists may consider including a summary of the  
definition and characteristics associated with a diagnosis of Dyslexia and a description of the 
child’s performance in each area. For those who attended the WSASP 2019 Fall Conference, the 
presentation by Dr. Nancy Mather included several great resources! 
 

[1] https://www.k12.wa.us/student-success/special-education/guidance-families-special-education-
washington-state/making-referral-special-education 

[2] https://www.k12.wa.us/student-success/special-education/guidance-families-special-education-
washington-state/prior-written 

[3] https://www.k12.wa.us/student-success/special-education/guidance-families-special-education-
washington-state/eligibility-special-education 

[4] https://perryzirkel.files.wordpress.com/2019/12/zirkel-legal-alert-december-2019.pdf 

[5] https://www.k12.wa.us/about-ospi/workgroups-committees/currently-meeting-workgroups/
washington-state-dyslexia-advisory-council/recommended-literacy-screening-tools 

[6] https://www.k12.wa.us/about-ospi/workgroups-committees/currently-meeting-workgroups/
washington-state-dyslexia-advisory-council 

 

 

Here is a PWN training that is offered free of charge as part of  OSPI’s Special Education State Needs Project. You 
will need to register and then you can access the online training. The Mini Module on PWN’s is free of charge as 
part of OSPI’s Special Education State Needs Project. Once you register they will email you specifics within two 
days. It is not eligible for clock hours.  
  
There are additional courses available for a minimal cost.  
  
https://www.evergreen.edu/elearningforeducators 

  

https://www.k12.wa.us/student-success/special-education/guidance-families-special-education-washington-state/making-referral-special-education
https://www.k12.wa.us/student-success/special-education/guidance-families-special-education-washington-state/making-referral-special-education
https://www.k12.wa.us/student-success/special-education/guidance-families-special-education-washington-state/prior-written
https://www.k12.wa.us/student-success/special-education/guidance-families-special-education-washington-state/prior-written
https://www.k12.wa.us/student-success/special-education/guidance-families-special-education-washington-state/eligibility-special-education
https://www.k12.wa.us/student-success/special-education/guidance-families-special-education-washington-state/eligibility-special-education
https://perryzirkel.files.wordpress.com/2019/12/zirkel-legal-alert-december-2019.pdf
https://www.k12.wa.us/about-ospi/workgroups-committees/currently-meeting-workgroups/washington-state-dyslexia-advisory-council/recommended-literacy-screening-tools
https://www.k12.wa.us/about-ospi/workgroups-committees/currently-meeting-workgroups/washington-state-dyslexia-advisory-council/recommended-literacy-screening-tools
https://www.k12.wa.us/about-ospi/workgroups-committees/currently-meeting-workgroups/washington-state-dyslexia-advisory-council
https://www.k12.wa.us/about-ospi/workgroups-committees/currently-meeting-workgroups/washington-state-dyslexia-advisory-council
https://www.evergreen.edu/elearningforeducators
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WSASP 2020 Spring Lecture Series  

Registration is now open for the 2020 Spring Lecture Series! This great PD opportunity features state- and nationally-recognized 
speakers, and can be accessed from your home or office. A total of 24 clock hours are available, and are included with registra-
tion. Registration is $200 for WSASP members, and $300 for non-WSASP members. Clock hours are only available to the regis-
tered individual. Click here to register today! The brochure with abstracts and author biographies is available here. 

January 17, 2020 

AM Session: 
Title: Cognitive Profile Analysis in School Psychology: Caveat Emptor 
Speaker: Ryan McGill, Ph.D., BCBA-D, NCSP, Assistant Professor & Director, School Psychology Program, William & Mary 

PM Session: 
Title: Supporting Students Who Have Been Displaced or Recently Immigrated 
Speaker : Tracey Scherr, Ph.D., NCSP, Professor, School Psychology Program, University of Wisconsin-Whitewater 

March 20th, 2020 

AM Session: 
Title: Optimizing Technology: Applications for School Psychologists 
Speaker: Dan Florell, Ph.D., NCSP, Associate Professor, School Psychology Program, Eastern Kentucky University 

PM Session: 
Title: Cyberbullying: The Offspring of Social Media and Adolescent Development 
Speaker: Dan Florell, Ph.D., NCSP, Associate Professor, School Psychology Program, Eastern Kentucky University 
      April 10th, 2020 

AM Session:  
Title: The Identification of Emotional Disturbance: Addressing Disproportionality (Part One) 
Speaker: Stephen Brock, NCSP, LEP, Professor & Program Coordinator, School Psychology Program, California State University 

PM Session:  
Title: The Identification of Emotional Disturbance: Addressing Disproportionality (Part Two) 
Speaker: Stephen Brock, NCSP, LEP, Professor & Program Coordinator, School Psychology Program, California State University 

May 1st, 2020 

AM Session: 
Title: Building and Sustaining MTSS Implementation to Improve Inclusionary Practices  
Speaker: Justyn Poulos, Director of MTSS, OSPI; Lee Collyer, Program Supervisor, Special Education Outcomes/Restraint and Isola-
tion, OSPI 

PM Session: 
Title: Decreasing Bias and Increasing Representation of Gifted Students from Culturally and Linguistically Diverse Backgrounds 
Speaker: Desiree Vega, Ph.D., NCSP, Associate Professor, School Psychology Program, University of Arizona 

https://www.wsasp.org/event-3654196
https://www.wsasp.org/resources/Documents/Spring%20Lecture%20Series/2020/2020%20WSASP%20SLS%20Brochure.pdf
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Interested in Advertising in the SCOPE? 

  

~Approximately 600 school psychologists & other educators currently subscribe to the SCOPE~  

1) The services or products offered (advertised) shall provide potential direct and/or indirect benefit for school 

psychologists; children; and/or families. Benefits are not to be limited to the field of education.  

2) The advertisements must be in good taste, meaning suitable for viewing by children and otherwise non-

offensive i.e. non-sexist, nonracist, etc.  

3) The company purchasing the advertisement space must be an established company in business for over five 

years and with known products. If the company's status does not meet this criteria, WSASP may require a cata-

log of products or services offered; a sample of products offered to preview; and/or references of prior service 

recipients. If the product/services are judged to be of likely benefit, the account will be accepted.  

4) Product and service accounts are to be encouraged. Paid political advertisements and paid public policy state-

ments will not be accepted unless approved by the executive board.  

5) The Scope Editor will use the above guidelines to accept or decline advertising accounts.  

6) The Scope Editor will refer questionable accounts to the WSASP executive board when the guidelines above 

aren't sufficient to make judgment.   

7) The WSASP executive board reserves the right to reject any accounts deemed below our standards of profes-

sionalism or of possible detriment to our Scope readers or association. The WSASP Board has approved these 

guidelines for organizations or individuals interested in advertising in our newsletter. 

* For rates and conditions please email: SCOPE@wsasp.org 
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WSASP LEADERSHIP 
Voting Officers Non-Voting Officers 

Committee Chairs  

Liaisons 

President: Laurie Engelbeck Office Manager: Curtis Blair EWU Representative (Hybrid): Susan Ruby 

President-Elect: Alex Franks-Thomas Clock Hours: Susan Ruby EWU Representative - (Online): 

Jamie Chaffin 

Immediate Past President:  Steve Gill 

 

Governmental & Public Relations: 

Carrie Suchy & Sherri Bentley 

SU Representative:  Jason Parkin 

Treasure: Arick Branen Awards & Elections: Steve Gill CWU Representative: Rich Marsicano 

Secretary: Monique Thacker Communications: Alex Franks-

Thomas & Mikael Olson 

UW Representative: Jim Mazza 

Area Representatives Diversity Scholarship: 

Steve Gill 

Gonzaga Representatives: Joseph Engler 

Area 1A: Aliina Crandell & Liz Jones SCOPE Editor: Laurie Harrison  EWU Student Representative :(Online):  

 Anna Jones & Brandi McIntire 

Area 1B:  Michael Pletan & 

Cassie Mulivrana 

Ethics & Professional Practice: 

Michael Kirlin 

SU Student Representative: Ilene Bale & 

Marina Ganotra 

Area 1C:  Mikael Olson & Jessica Kesseler Assessment: Danielle Howell-

Hansen & Cassie Mulivrana 

UW Student Representatives: 

Nicole Garrie & Meaghan Ferrick 

Area 1D:  Elizabeth Gibson-Myers & Jessica 

Chandler 

Retention & Recruitment:  

Laurie Harrison  

 

CWU Student Representatives: 

Eriqua Collins & Brandon Kapp 

Area 2: Danielle Howell-Hansen Professional Development 

Steve Hirsch 

EWU Student Representative (Hybrid):  

Pending 

Area 3:  Nathan Cattarin  Mental Health:  Tracy Pennington-

Branen 

 

Area 4:  Jill Davidson & Donna Guise NASP Delegate: Susan Ruby  

Area 5: Sherri Bentley & Cecilia Hernandez NASP SPAN Representative: 

Carrie Suchy 

 

Area 6:  Danna Williams & Carrie Bishop NWPBIS Liaison: Susan Ruby  

Area 7: Laree Foster PWN: Alex Franks -Thomas  

Area 8: Katherine Blair &   

Rachelle Mattingly-Gore 

  

Area 9: Michael Kirlin & Karen Harper   

Area 10: Valerie Herron & Lore’K Garofola   


