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• Before 2008, many schools essentially ignored
§504 because of the heightened §504 eligibility
threshold.

• After the Americans with Disabilities Act and
§504 was amended in 2008, all of this changed.
The threshold for eligibility under §504 was
lowered to the point that when determining
§504 eligibility, the conversation often moves
quickly from the determination that the student
does indeed have a qualifying disability to the
discussion of a need for a §504 Plan to ensure
access and an equal opportunity to participate.

• With respect to public elementary and
secondary students, the expansion of coverage
under §504 as of 2008 is momentous. Many
students who would not have been eligible
under the old law, are now protected by §504.

• Moreover, the list of things that are major life
activities now explicitly includes reading,
concentrating, thinking, communicating, and
sleeping, as well as hearing, speaking, and
learning.

• The “operation of a major bodily function”
provision is especially important in its coverage
of children with serious medical conditions even
when the conditions are satisfactorily treated.



§504 of the Rehabilitation Act of 1973:

Protects ALL individuals who have a disability
that impairs one or more major life activity
(learning is only one major activity).

Prohibits discrimination in ANY program that
receives federal dollars.

Provides accommodations to remove
discriminatory and/or access barriers.

In the education context, the purpose of a “504
Plan” is to remove barriers to learning and provide
access to educational and programmatic
opportunities.

Se ction 504 is…

• A federal anti-discrimination law.

• It prohibits disability discrimination in any
program or activity that receives federal
financial assistance, including public employers
and public schools.

• Discrimination includes, but is not limited to,
excluding a disabled individual from
participation in or accessing the benefits of an
educational program.

§504’sPurpose : “Le ve lth e Playing Fie ld”

Under §504:
• A student is entitled to a Free and Appropriate

Public Education (“FAPE”) which can consist of
special services and program modifications.

• The 504 Plan must be designed to reasonably
accommodate the student’s disability so that
his/her needs are met as adequately as the
needs of students without disabilities.

• These accommodations/services must be
provided in the Least Restrictive Environment
(“LRE”).



§504’sEqualAcce ssRe quire m e nt

§504 requires that students with disabilities
receive services, accommodations and
modifications that will ensure “equal access”
to educational opportunities afforded all
students.

Accommodations are program adjustments
made to remove disability-related barriers to
full participation in school: “leveling the
playing field”

Se ction 504 Re quire m e nts

• Child Find

 Similar to IDEA, §504 mandates that school
districts locate, identify, and evaluate students
who are believed to be in need of
accommodations or special education services…

• LRE

 Again, like IDEA, a student should be placed in
the regular education environment unless it is
demonstrated that educating the student in the
regular education environment with the use of
supplementary aids and services cannot be
achieved satisfactorily.

See 34 C.F.R. §104.34(a).

Se ction 504 Re quire m e nts

• Procedural Safeguards

 §504 requires that school districts notify parents
of their procedural safeguards and the
obligations the schools have under §504.
However, §504 provides far fewer procedural
safeguards to parents than IDEA.

 Under §504, a parent’s procedural safeguards
are generally limited to:

• notice explaining any evaluation and placement
decisions;

• notice of the right to review relevant records;

• notice of the right to request an impartial hearing
or file a complaint with OCR; and

• notice of review procedures.



Se ction 504 Re quire m e nts
• FAPE

Once again, like IDEA, schools must provide
its §504 students with a FAPE. 34 C.F.R.
§ 104.33(a)

• However, the definition of §504’s FAPE is
different...

• The §504 FAPE requirements are met when
an eligible student is provided
accommodations that are:

 Based on individual needs;

 Provided in the LRE; and

 Designed to remove the barriers to educational
opportunities that are created by the disability.

Se ction 504 FAPE

• §504 FAPE does not require schools to provide
a greater opportunity for §504 students to
participate in academic, nonacademic, or
extracurricular activities, but schools must take
steps to ensure that these students have equal
access.

• Additionally, a lack of funding does not excuse
a district’s failure to provide FAPE. See,
Washington State School for the Deaf, 22
IDELR 987 (OCR 1995).

§504 and IDEA Diffe re nce s

• Breadth.

§504 is broader than IDEA.

 IDEA applies only to specific categories of
disability. In contrast, §504 applies to any
person who has a physical or mental
impairment which substantially limits one or
more major life activities; has a record of
such an impairment; or is regarded as
having such an impairment.

There are no per se categories of disability
under §504. Every student who meets the
eligibility criteria under IDEA is typically
covered by §504



§504 and IDEA Diffe re nce s

• Fewer requirements under 504.

 IDEA is more prescriptive and imposes more
extensive protections and obligations.

Compliance with IDEA is one means of
complying with §504.

An appropriate IEP generally satisfies the
requirements of §504. But the inverse is not
true.

 If a student qualifies under IDEA, the student
must receive an IEP and the specific due
process required by IDEA.

A §504 Plan will not satisfy the requirements
of IDEA

§504 and IDEA Diffe re nce s

• Different purpose.

§504 is an anti-discrimination statute.

Students can bring a claim of discrimination
and/or harassment under §504.

§504 does not guarantee equal playing time, or
equal grades equivalent to that received by
their non-disabled classmates.

 Instead, §504 guarantees the equal opportunity
to benefit from activities or services provided by
the school.

A claim for monetary damages cannot be
brought under IDEA, but is available under
§504.

Th e Inte rplay Be twe e n
Se ction 504 and IDEA

• The Crux of the Matter…
 There has been an increase in complex claims in

litigation and complaints surrounding the
programs, services, and supports provided to
students with disabilities eligible for special
education and related services under IDEA

 For example, we are seeing an increase in due
process requests that include claims under §504
as well as other civil rights statutes…



Th e Crux of th e Matte r…

 Districts are more and more frequently facing
legal battles that seemingly blur the lines
between compliance with §504 and
compliance with IDEA.

Of significance is the increasing role special
education directors play in:

• Answering to §504 claims against their school
district for disputes surrounding their special
education students and

• ensuring compliance with the
nondiscrimination requirements of §504 for all
of their special education students.

(Often oversight of §504 in its entirety is assigned to SE
Directors)

W h y Th isTre nd?

• As discussed earlier, §504 Protections extend
to IDEA students.

 According to the U.S. Department of Education,
students determined to be eligible under IDEA
are also eligible under §504.

 “In order to be eligible for services under the
IDEA, a child must be found to have one or more
of the 13 disability categories specified and must
also be found to need special education. OCR
can not conceive of any situation in which these
children would not also be entitled to the
protections extended by Section 504.”

See, Letter to Mentink, 19 IDELR 1127 (OCR 1993).

W h y Th isTre nd?

• Even though IDEA affords a student more
protections than §504, the relief allowed for
violations of IDEA is more limited.

• What does this mean?

 For violations of IDEA, parents can possibly
recover:

• Independent Educational Evaluation at public
expense;

• Tuition reimbursement for the costs of private
placement;

• Compensatory Services; and

• Attorney's Fees

 However, under IDEA, parents can NOT
recover money damages. THEREFORE…



…Parents of children eligible under IDEA file §504
claims asserting discrimination and seeking
monetary damages from school districts for ARD
Committee and school district errors or mistakes,
either procedural or substantive in nature.

Note: Its not easy to meet the evidentiary
standards to obtain a ruling in favor of a parent
seeking an award of monetary damages under
§504, but it IS a possibility and an avenue not
afforded under IDEA.

So, W h at isth e Standard?

A majority of federal circuit courts have ruled that
more has to be proven than a mere violation of
§504:

• The district’s conduct must rise to the level of
intentional discrimination, bad faith, or
gross misjudgment, or at least deliberate
indifference, in order to go to trial to seek an
award of money damages under §504.

• See, for example, Board of Educ. of Twp.
High Sch. Dist. No. 211 v. Ross, 47 IDELR
241 (7th Cir. 2007)

How th e 5th Circuit Vie wsTh is…

• The 5th Circuit has held:

 “Because § 504 and the ADA focus on
discrimination, students with disabilities may use
them to supplement avenues of recovery available
under the Individuals with Disabilities in Education
Act…”

 “[T]o establish a claim for disability discrimination,
in [the] educational context, ‘something more than
a mere failure to provide the “free appropriate
education” required by [the] [IDEA] must be
shown.”

• See D.A. ex rel. Latasha A. v. Hous. Indep. Sch. Dist., 629 F.3d
450, 453 (5th Cir 2010)



He y W ait a Minute …

What about the “Exhaustion Requirement” under
IDEA?

• Section 1415(l) of the IDEA clearly applies to students who are
covered under both the IDEA and Section 504/ADA or who are
seeking the protections of both the IDEA and Section 504/ADA.

 A parent of a student eligible under the IDEA has a right to
request a due process hearing to challenge certain disciplinary
decisions or the identification, evaluation, educational
placement, or the provision of FAPE under the IDEA.

 If a parent believes that an LEA also has discriminated against
his or her child based on the child‘s disability, §1415(l)
provides that the parent also may file a complaint alleging
violations of Section 504/ADA. However, §1415(l) qualifies
that, if a parent is seeking relief under Section 504/ADA
that is also available under the IDEA, then the parent must
exhaust the IDEA‘s administrative due process
procedures before filing a civil action in court.

20 U.S.C. §1415(l) (2006).

To “Pass”th e Exh austion Rule :

• Courts must inquire whether the relief the
parents are seeking under §504 would also be
available under the IDEA.

• The courts will often look to whether the
parents’ §504 claims relates to the student’s
discipline, identification, evaluation, placement,
or provision of FAPE under IDEA.

• Alas….Court analyses of the above factors are
often inconsistent...skewing the outcomes.

De cisionsIn Favorof Exh austion…

• In Charlie F. v. Board of Education of Skokie
School District 68, 98 F.3d 989 (7th Cir. 1996),
the parents of a Special Education student sued
their district for money damages under §504
after the student‘s teacher invited her other
students to vent their feelings and complaints
about the student, alleging psychological harm to
the child.

• The 7th Circuit held that, although money
damages are not available under the IDEA, the
parents should have exhausted the IDEA‘s
administrative remedies. The court concluded,
“the genesis and manifestations of the problem
[were] educational” and “that at least in principle
relief [was] available under the IDEA.”



De cisionsIn Favorof Exh austion…

• Similarly, in Polera v. Bd. of Educ. of
Newburgh Enlarged City Sch. Dist., 288 F.3d
478 (2d Cir. 2002), the Court held that a SE
student should have exhausted IDEA‘s
procedures before filing her §504 claim for
money damages based on allegations that the
District denied FAPE by failing to provide study
materials, compensation for tutoring, and
recognition of academic achievements.

• The Court reasoned that IDEA could have
provided other forms of relief that the student
sought based on a denial of FAPE, even though
the money damages were not available under
the IDEA

De cisionsIn Favorof Exh austion…

• In addition, the Ninth Circuit held in Kutasi v.
Las Virgenes Unified Sch. Dist., 494 F.3d
1162, (9th Cir. 2007), that, although monetary
relief is not available under the IDEA, the
parents of a SE student should have exhausted
their IDEA remedies before filing their §504
claim seeking monetary damages.

• The court found that the parents based their
claims on underlying educational issues that
were unresolved and, as a result, the IDEA‘s
administrative remedies might have provided
adequate relief.

No Exh austion Re quire m e nt…

• Witte v. Clark Cnty. Sch. Dist., 197 F.3d
1271(9th Cir. 1999), overruled on other grounds
by Payne v. Peninsula Sch. Dist., 653 F.3d 863
(9th Cir. 2011) (en banc).
 Here the Court’s decision was that the parents of a

Special Education student did not have to exhaust
IDEA remedies before filing their §504 claims
seeking money damages for alleged physical,
psychological, and verbal abuse.

 The court based its conclusion on the fact that money
damages are not available under the IDEA, and that
the parents and the District had already resolved the
educational issues through the ARD process and
therefore the requested relief was not “also available”
under the IDEA”.



No Exh austion Re quire m e nt…

• Padilla v. Sch. Dist. No. 1, 233 F.3d 1268,
1270, 1275 (10th Cir. 2000).

 In this case, the 10th Circuit held that exhaustion
was unnecessary for a §504 claim seeking
money damages filed by parents of a special
education student.

 The court determined that relief was not
available under the IDEA because the money
damages the parents sought were for physical
injuries and the parents asserted that the
student‘s current district met her educational
needs.

No Exh austion Re quire m e nt…

• The 8th Circuit in M.P. v. Indep. Sch. Dist. No. 721,
439 F.3d 865 (8th Cir. 2008), held that the parents
of an IDEA student were not required to exhaust
IDEA remedies before filing their §504
discrimination claim in court.

 The parents alleged discrimination based on the
school nurse‘s disclosure that the student had
schizophrenia, resulting in harassment by other
students.

 The court concluded that that the LEA‘s alleged
failure to protect the student from unlawful disability
discrimination was “wholly unrelated to the IEP
process” and to the identification, evaluation,
placement, and provision of FAPE under the IDEA.

A Look at §504 Claim sTh ruth e
“Se rvice Dog Issue ”Le ns…

• The Scenario:

 Parents of a child with an IEP gets a service
dog for their child.

 Parents want their child to be able to bring the
service dog with her to school because the
service dog will “help her in all kinds of ways”.

 The school says “NO, the child doesn't need
the dog to benefit from special education...”



• Without exhausting the IDEA due process
procedures, the parents of the child go
directly to court and sue saying that the
school is violating §504 of the Rehabilitation
Act as well as Title II of the ADA.

• The school defends on the grounds that the
suit should be tossed out because the
parent did not exhaust administrative
remedies under IDEA.

• What is the outcome? Who wins?

• The following shows two examples and
two views…

Sullivan v. Valle jo City Unifie d Sch . Distr.

• The Court held:

Whether the child could have a service dog
with him in the school had nothing to do with
the IEP since the child was happy with that
plan.

 Instead, this was a substantive question arising
under §504 of the Rehabilitation Act.

 In fact, IDEA doesn’t have anything to do with
whether a court could mandate a service dog
on a school district regardless of whether that
service dog was educationally necessary.

Cave v. East Me adow Union Fre e Sch ool
District

• The 2nd circuit held that parents bringing a
§504 claim for discrimination should have
exhausted their remedies under the IDEA
procedures.

The parents based their claims on discrimination
because the District refused to allow the student
to use a service dog at school,

They never alleged that the IEP was inadequate
or that the District denied the student FAPE.

However, the court recast the parents’ claim as
one challenging the IEP and therefore concluded
relief was available under the IDEA.



• The Cave Court held:

 Exhaustion is required because:

• Allowing a service dog would have a substantial
impact on the child’s IEP in a variety of ways and
therefore, is best dealt with through the administrative
process under IDEA;

• Education encompasses more than simply academics;

• A request to have a service dog be permitted to assist
the child is not entirely beyond IDEA’s educational
scheme;

• The language of the remedies provision of IDEA is
sufficiently broad and encompasses complaints
asserted under any federal statute, such as §504, so
long as they are seeking relief available under IDEA;

• While there is a futility exception to having to go
through the IDEA process, there was no evidence in
this particular case that futility could be presumed.

Cave v. East Me adow Union Fre e Sch ool
District

Key Points:
 If the child has an IEP, then exhaustion

applies if the situation is related to or has an
impact on the IEP.

Essentially, the issue in this case boiled
down to a request for a revision to the child's
IEP.

The fact that relief may be sought that is
different than what can be obtained under
IDEA is of no matter.

E.F. v. Napole on Com m ’y Sch s

• Parents’ 504 case alleging discrimination on the
part of the district is dismissed because they did
not first exhaust their IDEA administrative
remedies.

• The Court rationale:

 The service dog’s presence at school would, at
least partially, implicate issues related to the
student’s IEP and it appears conceivable that the
IEP could undergo some modification.

• For example, there would need to be some
accommodation for the concerns of allergic students
and teachers and

• Accommodations to diminish the distractions that the
dog’s presence would have.



 Having the dog accompany the student to
recess, lunch, computer lab and the library would
require changes to the IEP.

 “Again…the IEP would need to include plans for
handling Wonder on the playground or in the
lunchroom. Defendants…would also have to
make certain practical arrangements, such as
developing a plan for Wonder’s care, including
supervision, feeding, and toileting, so that the
school continued to maintain functionality.”

 Since all of these things “undoubtedly” implicate
the student’s IEP and would be best dealt with
through the administrative process, the IDEA’s
due process procedures must first be exhausted.

M.T. v. Evansville Vande rb urgh
Sch . Corp.

• The parents’ discrimination claim under §504
was based upon the district’s new policies that
placed special burdens on students wishing to
bring their service animals to school.

• The Court refused to dismiss the case on the
basis of exhaustion because:

 “exhaustion is an ‘affirmative defense’ and the
parents had no obligation to allege facts
negating the defense in their complaint.

• One of the students relied on her dog to monitor
her blood sugar level because of her diabetes and

• the other student relied on her dog to help her if
she were to have a seizure and to assist with
mobility issues.

Catawb a Co. (NC) Sch s.

• OCR’s Determination:
While Title II allows a school to exclude

a service animal if “the animal would
fundamentally alter the nature of the
service, program or activity,”

the district’s position that it would
fundamentally alter the student’s IEP
and interfere with its goals is rejected.



Ke y Quote s

Districts must permit students to bring their
dogs to school where the dog is trained to
redirect the student’s self-injurious behaviors
by identifying when his anxiety levels rise
and by lying beside him to calm him and
prevent him from having a “melt down.”

A review of the student’s IEP indicated that
the dog’s presence would not interfere with
his goals of becoming independent and
learning to self-regulate but would further
those goals by preventing his aggression,
eliminating the need to place him in a
“calming tent,” and reducing the need for
staff members to intervene.

Jackson Co. (MI) Inte r. Sch . Dist.

• OCR determination:
School district failed to balance the purposes

and provisions of Section 504 and Title II
when it decided that a personal aide canceled
out the need of an elementary student with
cerebral palsy to use her service animal at
school.

The district determined that the student was
not entitled to have her service animal
accompany her to school because all of the
tasks the animal performed, helping the child
with balance and support, retrieving dropped
items, and taking off her coat, were already
performed by an aide.

Ke y Quote s:

Section 504 includes provisions that
support providing students with
disabilities opportunities to access
district programs as independently as
possible.

Limiting the ability of a student and
parent to choose the particular type of
aid the child will use inappropriately
inhibits the child’s independence and
results in discrimination.



Here, by repeatedly asserting that the student’s
needs were already being met by her aide, the
district disregarded the child’s right to achieve
independence at school to the greatest extent
possible.

…evidence suggests that refusing to allow the
service animal to assist the student during a
nine-month-long school year would result in a
prolonged and complete separation that would
likely cause the child’s working relationship with
the animal to deteriorate, decreasing her
chances for attaining independence out of
school as well.

W ARNING: IEP ERRORS IN
§504 CLAIMS!

Mark H. v. Ham am oto, 620 F.3d 1090
(9th Cir. 2010)

• Facts:

 Parents contended that their two daughters, both of whom had
autistic conditions, were denied adequate services by the
public schools in Hawaii. The HO found that the two were
denied FAPE in violation of IDEA.

 The parents then filed suit for damages under §504, asserting
that the failure to provide adequate services under IDEA
constituted a violation of §504.

 The district court granted summary judgment against the
parents, holding that there is no §504 cause of action for
violation of the right to FAPE, and that IDEA is the exclusive
avenue for claims that fall within its scope

• Decision:

 In reversing the district court, the 9th Circuit ruled that IDEA is
not an exclusive remedy and that the FAPE duty under
IDEA is not identical with that under Section 504.



Mark H. v. Ham am oto, 620 F.3d
1090 (9th Cir. 2010)

According to the court, the plaintiffs’ damages
claim rested on two violations of §504:

1. the defendants failed to provide the girls with
reasonable accommodations for their
disabilities through autism-specific special
education services, and

2. they failed to design the girls’ educational
programs to meet their needs as adequately
as the needs of students without disabilities
were met.

Mark H. v. Ham am oto, 620 F.3d
1090 (9th Cir. 2010)

The court declared that the reasonable
accommodation damages claim would succeed if:

1. “…the girls needed autism-specific services to enjoy
meaningful access to the benefits of a public education,

2. [defendants were] on notice that the girls needed those
autism-specific services but did not provide those
services, and

3. autism-specific services were available as a reasonable
accommodation.”

The court went on to find that the evidence in the
record supported all of these propositions, as
well as the allegation that the defendants acted
with deliberate indifference.

Mark H. v. Ham am oto

• On the damages claim for failure to meet the needs of the
girls as adequately as those of others were met, the court
said that the parents alleged that the girls were unable to
access any of the benefits of public education, and
provided evidence that without access to autism-specific
services, they received no meaningful access to education.

• Key Quote:
 “…the H. Family raised genuine issues of material fact

as to whether Hawaii DOE knew that its failure to
design Michelle and Natalie’s IEPs to include autism-
specific services was likely to result in a violation of
Michelle and Natalie’s federally protected rights, and
failed to act upon that likelihood. Accordingly, the H.
Family raised genuine issues of material fact as to
whether Hawaii DOE violated 34 C.F.R. §
104.33(b)(1)(i) with deliberate indifference.”



Estate of Lance v. Le wisville Inde p.
Sch . Dist (5th Cir. Fe b . 28, 2014)

• Facts:

Elementary school student received special
education services for disabilities (including,
for emotional disability after his mother
informed a teacher he was making
statements about harming himself in second
grade).

Student subjected to bullying throughout his
time at school (2 documented instances,
testimony indicated additional instances
occurred and grew more intense each year
(1st to 4th grade).

Estate of Lance v. Le wisville
Inde p. Sch . Dist

• In Fourth grade:

 January 12 – Student tells his teacher he wanted
to commit suicide; school counselor judges
“lethality” to be low but notifies parents and
student is evaluated by a psychologist who said he
could return to school.

 January 19 – Student returns to school.

 January 21 – Student was in the breakfast line and
“he was called a name.” Student “told the bullies to
stop it, and he was shoved into the rods” and
“stormed off and sat by himself at an empty table.”
Later in the day a substitute teacher sent Student
and his classmate to the office for “talking” and
“using profanity.” Student then met with the
assistant principal.

Estate of Lance v. Le wisville
Inde p. Sch . Dist

• January 21 (continued)

 Student permitted to use the nurse’s bathroom;

 A long period of time passed, the nurse asked if
the Student was “okay”;

 Student replied that he’d “be right out” but soon
stopped responding;

 Nurse and custodian had no key; custodian used
a screwdriver;

 Found Student hanging from his belt, no pulse.

• Parents sued claiming discrimination and
seeking monetary damages under §504



Lance v. Le wisville

• Issues:

Did the District act with gross
professional misjudgment by failing to
provide Student the educational
services necessary to satisfy §504’s
FAPE requirement?

Was the district deliberately indifferent
and thus liable for failing to respond to
peer-to-peer bullying on the basis of the
Student’s disability?

• 5th Circuit’s Analysis:

• School districts are liable for money
damages for peer-to-peer sexual
harassment when school officials are:

deliberately indifferent to sexual harassment;

of which they have actual knowledge;

 that is so severe, pervasive, and objectively
offensive that it can be said to deprive the
victims of access to the educational
opportunities or benefits provided by the school.

Fifth Circuit rule d forDistrict.

• Finding…

 First, the district investigated the two
documented instances of bullying and punished
all involved;

 Second, the district also responded to other
incidents and tried to promote student’s
relationship with others;

 Third, expert testimony indicated school’s anti-
harassment policies consistent with national
standard; and

 Fourth, school district’s response was “not
clearly unreasonable.”



Putting Th isinto Pe rspe ctive

• The key is to understand that if the specific
facts of the case in an alleged §504 disability
discrimination law suit point towards any
requirement or possible relief found under
IDEA, then the courts (for the most part) will
determine that the parents must first exhaust
any available remedies under IDEA.

• Even so, it is also very important to understand
that the above factor will not stop these type
law suits or OCR complaints…

• It is important to be aware of and understand
YOUR involvement as the Special Education
Director in §504 Claims.

• It is also important to take the necessary
precautions to help you and your district prevail
should a §504 claim arise.

So, What Can You Do to Ensure
Your District and Your Staff

Understand the Implications?



 Districts must NOT underestimate the effect the
intersection between IDEA and §504 has on District
Policy, Procedures, and Resources.

 Districts must understand the potential programmatic,
safety and security issues associated with students
with disabilities served under IDEA:

• Appropriate IEPS, including behavior and functional
skills;

• Implementation of IEPs as written;

• Standard of care; and

• “Deliberate Indifference”.

 Districts should not underestimate the
importance/impact the trend toward asserting §504
claims and remedies on behalf of IDEA Students has
on the District.

• It must be made VERY clear that:

Where students are identified for and meet the
eligibility requirements of special education, it is the
intent of the special education department to carry
out ALL of the substantive and procedural
mandates of federal and state special education
laws.

Where the ARD determines that the LRE for
providing and implementing the IEP of a special
education student is in the general education
environment, reasonable accommodations will be
made to ensure that the student will receive the full
benefits of his/her program in a safe and secure
environment.

The IEPs of every student must be fully
implemented and if ANYONE determines a
need to review and revise ANY part of a
student’s IEP, an ARD Committee should be
held to review, discuss, AND, IF NECESSARY,
REVISE.

Listen to, investigate and respond to parent’s
concerns regarding ineffective programs or
harassment or any other disability related
concern.

Bullying and/or any other form of harassing and
harmful behavior will not be tolerated on school
property, including on school buses, and at any
school sponsored or sanctioned activity.


