
Understanding the IDEA 
 

 
September 17, 2009 

 

 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

Wadleigh, Starr & Peters, P.L.L.C. 
Serving New Hampshire since 1899  

 
 
 
 

By:  Dean B. Eggert, Esquire 
Alison M. Minutelli, Esquire 

WADLEIGH, STARR & PETERS, P.L.L.C. 
95 Market Street 

Manchester, New Hampshire 03101 
Telephone:  603/669-4140 

Facsimile: 603/669-6018 
E-Mail: deggert@wadleighlaw.com 

aminutellI@wadleighlaw.com 
 Website: www.wadleighlaw.com 
 
 
 

mailto:deggert@wadleighlaw.com
mailto:aminutellI@wadleighlaw.com
http://www.wadleighlaw.com/


About the Authors 
 
Dean B. Eggert, Esquire (JD., UCLA; B.A., Wheaton College) is a partner in the firm of 
Wadleigh, Starr & Peters, P.L.L.C.  Mr. Eggert is a jury trial attorney.  Over the past 24 
years he has had extensive experience representing school districts in its special 
education matters at the administrative and appellate levels.  He has spoken and 
lectured extensively on a wide range of legal issues in the field of education law. 
 
Alison M. Minutelli, Esquire (JD., Franklin Pierce Law Center; B.A. Brandeis 
University) is an associate in the firm of Wadleigh, Starr & Peters, P.L.L.C.  Ms. Minutelli 
practices in the areas of school law and civil litigation. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

A Word of Caution 
 
 No two cases are exactly alike.  This material is designed to provide individuals 
with a broad understanding of the law pertaining to certain aspects of New Hampshire 
law and the Individuals with Disabilities Education Improvement Act.  This material does 
not include every aspect of the law. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Copyright, 2009.  Wadleigh, Starr & Peters, P.L.L.C.  This material may only be reproduced with 
permission. 
 



 
I. Overview 
 
 The purpose of this material is to provide individuals with a broad understanding of the 
law pertaining to certain aspects of Individuals with Disabilities Education Improvement Act 
(“IDEA” or the “Act”), 20 U.S.C. 1400 et seq.  This material is not intended to cover the detailed 
procedural requirements of the IDEA and it does not include every aspect of the law. 
 

A. The Philosophy Behind the IDEA 
 
The key to understanding the IDEA lies in understanding the philosophy behind the 

IDEA.  When Congress adopted the IDEA, it did such with the intent of ameliorating the 
systemic inequities that existed with regard to the education of individuals with disabilities.  With 
the 1997 and 2004 reauthorizations of the IDEA, Congress set in law the educational concept of 
inclusion, by requiring that students with educational disabilities be included, to the extent 
possible, in the regular education classroom.  
 
  1. A “Free Appropriate Education at Public Expense” 
 
 The fundamental concept behind the IDEA is that every student is entitled to a free 
appropriate education at public expense [FAPE].  The Act does not require a school to 
maximize the potential of each disabled child commensurate with the opportunity provided non-
disabled children.  Rather, Congress sought primarily to identify and evaluate disabled children, 
and to provide them with access to a free public education.  A School District satisfies the 
requirement to provide a free appropriate public education by providing personalized instruction 
with sufficient support services to permit the child to benefit educationally from that instruction.  
Teachers are a key component to ensuring that the instruction is truly personalized.  Without 
teachers actually implementing the student’s individualized education program [IEP], there is a 
greatly reduced likelihood of truly affording a FAPE.  The “appropriateness” standard is a floor 
rather than a ceiling. 

 
   a. What is a “FAPE?” 
 
 According to the definitions contained in the Act, a “free appropriate public education” 
consists of special education and related services that are provided at public expense, under 
public supervision and direction, without charge, and which meet the standard of the State 
Educational Agency, include an appropriate preschool, elementary school, or secondary school 
education, and are provided in conformity with the individualized educational program required 
under the Act.  20 U.S.C.A. §1401(9).  
 
   b. What are “Related Services?” 
 
 The term Related Services means transportation and such developmental, corrective 
and other supportive services required to assist a child with a disability to benefit from special 
education. 20 U.S.C.A. §1401(26).  Related services include the early identification and 
assessment of disabling conditions in children, but do not include medical devices that are 
surgically implanted, or the replacement of such devices.  Id.  The Act sets forth numerous 
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examples of related services, including, but not limited to, the following: interpreting services, 
psychological services, recreation, including therapeutic recreation, social work services, school 
nurse services designed to enable a child with a disability to receive a FAPE as described in the 
child’s IEP, and medical services that are for diagnostic and evaluation purposes only.  Id. 
 

  c. The “FAPE” Test 
 
 As a checklist for adequacy under the Act, school districts must ensure that instruction 
and services be provided at public expense and under public supervision, meet the State’s 
educational standards, approximate the grade levels used in the State’s regular education, and 
comport with the child’s Individualized Educational Program [IEP]. 
 
 Thus, if personalized instruction is being provided with sufficient supportive services to 
permit the child to benefit from the instruction, and the other items on the definitional checklist 
are satisfied, the child is receiving a “free appropriate public education” as defined by the Act. 
 
 A court’s inquiry in suits brought under the IDEA is twofold.  First, has the State complied 
with the procedures set forth in the Act?  Second, is the individualized educational program 
developed through the Act’s procedures reasonably calculated to enable the child to receive 
educational benefits?   
 
 B. Referral Obligations 
 
 The IDEA imposes upon all districts the obligation to promptly find children who may 
have educational disabilities, and to promptly determine whether or not they have an 
educational disability through the multi-disciplinary team process.  This obligation includes a 
duty on the part of educators to refer students for evaluation by a multi-disciplinary team.  The 
duty to refer extends to children who are suspected of being a child with a disability and in need 
of special education, even though the child is advancing from grade to grade.  34 C.F.R. § 
300.111(c)(1). 
 
 The 2004 Reauthorization of the IDEA extends this Child Find duty to two unique classes 
of students: students placed in private schools located within the district; and homeless or 
migratory students.  Under the newest version of the IDEA, the public school district has a duty 
to identify those students with disabilities within these particular protected classes, as well as 
the general population of public school students. 
 
 C.  Reporting Obligations 
 
 The Act requires that IEPs include a description of how the child’s progress toward 
meeting his or her annual goals will be measured and when periodic reports on the progress 
the child is making toward meeting the annual goals (such as through the use of quarterly or 
other periodic reports, concurrent with the issuance of report cards) will be provided.  20 U.S.C. 
§ 1414(d)(1)(A)(i)(III).   
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II. The Multi-Disciplinary Team 
 

A.  “Joining the Team” 
 

As a general rule, the following individuals are members of the IEP Team: 
 

1. The parents of the child; 
 
2. Not less than one regular education teacher of the child (if the child is, or 

may be, participating in the regular education environment); 
 

3. Not less than one special education teacher of the child, or where 
appropriate, not less than one special education provider of the child; 

 
4. A representative of the public agency, who: 

 
a. is qualified to provide, or supervise the provision of, specially designed 

instruction to meet the unique needs of children with disabilities;  
 
b. is knowledgeable about the general education curriculum; and, 

 
c. is knowledgeable about the availability of resources of the LEA. 

 
5. An individual who can interpret the instructional implications of evaluation 

results, who may be one of the individuals listed in numbers 2 through 4;  
 
6. At the discretion of the parent or the LEA, other individuals who have 

knowledge or special expertise regarding the child; and, 
 
7. Wherever appropriate, the child with a disability. 

 
20 U.S.C. § 1414(d)(1)(B); 34 C.F.R. § 300.321(a). 
  
 The determination as to whether an individual has knowledge or special expertise about 
a child is made by the party (parents or LEA) who invited the individual to be a member of the 
team.  34 C.F.R. § 300.321(c). 
 
 B.   The New Law on Team Participation 
 

An exception process now qualifies the general Team attendance requirement, as set 
forth above.  A member of the IEP Team, described in paragraphs 2 through 5, above, shall not 
be required to attend an IEP meeting, in whole or in part, if that member, the parent of a child 
with a disability, and the local educational agency agree that the attendance of such member is 
not necessary because no modification to the member's area of the curriculum or related 
services is being modified or discussed in the meeting.  34 C.F.R. § 300.321(e)(a)(1). 
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 A member of the IEP Team, described in paragraphs 2 through 5, above, may be 
excused from attending an IEP meeting, in whole or in part, when the meeting involves a 
modification to or discussion of the member's area of the curriculum or related services, if– 
 

(i) that member, the parent, and the local educational agency consent to the excusal; 
and 

 
(ii) the member submits in writing to the parent and the IEP Team input into the 
development of the IEP prior to the meeting. 

 
WRITTEN AGREEMENT AND CONSENT REQUIRED- A parent's agreement to waive 
attendance or to excuse attendance shall be in writing. 
 
20 U.S.C. § 1414(d)(1)(C)(i)-(iii); 34 C.F.R. § 300.321(e)(2). 
 
 The LEA or parent shall notify the party 72 hours before a scheduled meeting, or upon 
learning of the expected absence of a team member, whichever is earlier.  Ed 1103.01(d). 
 
 C.   Case Studies 
  
 The recent case of Baltimore County Public Schools, 47 IDELR 234 (Md. State 
Educational Agency (“SEA”) 2006) illustrates the written agreement requirement.  
 
 Facts: On January 23, 2006, the District scheduled a Team meeting for February 6, 
2006; prior to the meeting, the district and the parents provided each other with proposed 
goals and objectives, and suggested revisions to the same.  At the meeting, the team agreed 
to amend the IEP to incorporate the draft goals and objectives, with the parent’s revisions; the 
team also discussed ESY and determined that the student was not eligible for services.  The 
student’s speech-language pathologist (“SLP”) was on medical leave from January 31, 2006 
through April 18, 2006; prior to her leave, she prepared a progress report and proposed goals 
and objectives, which she provided to the special education coordinator.  The January 23, 
2006 meeting notice listed all invitees; the SLP was not on the notice.  The parent filed a 
complaint with the Maryland DOE, alleging, in part, that the district violated the IDEA by 
conducting a meeting without all of the legally required Team members. 
 
 Result: Despite the fact that the SLP was not listed on the meeting notice, the DOE 
found that the District did not properly convene the IEP Team.  The DOE stated that “since the 
area of speech-language services was to be discussed at the meeting, the law requires that a 
formal excusal was required.”  Although the SLP had submitted written input, the District failed 
to obtain written agreement from the parent, excusing the SLP from the meeting.  The DOE 
ordered that the District convene a meeting within 30 days to determine whether the 
procedural violation had an educational impact on the child, and if so, what compensatory 
services or other remedy is necessary to redress the violation.  
 



 7

 Similarly, in Bacon v. City of Richmond, the Arkansas SEA held that a decision to proceed 
with a team meeting despite the parents’ objection to proceeding without several team members 
violated the IDEA.  47 IDELR 119 (Ark. SEA 2006).  The district had convened a meeting to 
review the results of the student’s three-year reevaluation.  Parents requested that the student’s 
AT teacher and speech-language therapist attend the meeting; despite this request, the district 
conducted the meeting, and proposed an IEP, without those individuals.  The hearing officer 
found that the district violated its own policies, which required it to obtain consent from the 
parents in writing if an IEP Team member was unable to attend a meeting.  If the parent did not 
consent, then the district was required to reschedule the meeting to a later date.  In this case, the 
parent objected at the meeting, and after the meeting sent a written objection to the 
superintendent.  The hearing officer held that the district’s failure to reschedule the meeting 
prohibited the parents from participating in the team process and denied the child a FAPE. 
 
 In the case of Board of Ed. of the City School District of NY, 24 IDELR 199, February 2, 
1996, an IEP team for a student with a cognitive impairment recommended, after an evaluation, 
that the student’s classification be changed to autistic and that he be placed in a special 
education classroom with speech and language therapy, occupational therapy, and an aide.  
The student’s teacher was delayed in attending the IEP team meeting where this decision was 
reached, and the parent left the meeting before the teacher arrived.  The parent later enrolled 
the student in a private school and sought an order that the district’s recommended placement 
was inappropriate.  The hearing officer declared the district’s placement recommendation a 
nullity, because the IEP team was not validly composed due to the teacher’s absence from the 
meeting.  See also, Board of Education of Valley Stream 13 Union Free School District, 25 
IDELR 1027 (N.Y. SEA 1997) (school’s failure to include student’s teacher in IEP team meeting 
was a fatal flaw to IEP development, regardless of whether or not team’s recommended 
placement may have been otherwise appropriate).   
 
III.  IEP Implementation 
 
 As previously mentioned, the IDEA requires that each District provide a free appropriate 
public education to all children with disabilities residing in the District.  This duty includes 
developing and implementing an individualized education program for each such child, as well 
as participating in the review and revision of the individualized education programs.   
 
20 U.S.C. §1412(a)(1)(A); 20 U.S.C. §1412(a)(4); 34 C.F.R. § 300.323(d)(2). 
 
 A.  Failure to Fully Implement 
 
 The duty to provide a FAPE to all children with disabilities residing in the district includes 
developing and implementing an individualized education program for each such child.  20 
U.S.C. §1412(a)(1)(A); 20 U.S.C. §1412(1)(4).  It is the failure on the part of a District to 
implement its own plan that frequently causes the most problems.  Several case studies in 
point: 
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1. Berkshire Hills Regional Sch. Dist., 38 IDELR 282 (SEA Mass. 2003) 
   

Facts: The parents of an autistic first-grader agreed to an IEP that provided that the 
student be placed in a separate small class (6-8 students) for first grade, with inclusive settings 
for lunch, recess and specials.  The District could only place three children in the class, 
including the student.  The parents and the District agreed to a new IEP, which opened the 
small class to second graders.  However, the parents and district did not agree whether the 
classroom would be comprised of the same group of students.  Parents believed that the class 
would be comprised of a consistent group of children, while the District believed that the group 
did not need to be comprised of the same students each day.  Parents requested due process, 
alleging denial of FAPE.  
 

Ruling: The hearing officer found that by only having 3 students in the classroom, the 
District failed to fully implement the first IEP.  However, the hearing officer was not able to 
determine the educational implications, if any, of the district’s failure to provide the student with 
a classroom without the number of students required by the IEP.  The hearing officer found that 
the second IEP was ambiguous and therefore could not make a finding as to whether the 
district complied with that IEP. 
 
 Key Concepts: 
  

 ❍ The District must implement the special education program and  
  related services required each IEP. 
 

❍ This case also illustrates the importance of communication with parents during the 
creation and modification of IEPs.  

 
 2. Maryland-Montgomery County Public School, 31 IDELR 70 (Md. SEA 

1999)  
 

Facts:   A student with a mild learning disability had attended district schools for 7th, 8th 
and part of 9th grade year.   When the student was in 9th grade, parents removed student to an 
8th grade curriculum at a private school, claiming that school failed to implement IEP and failed 
to provide an adequate IEP.  School had used methods such as counselor involvement, parent 
conferences, consultations with specialists and colleagues, adjusted workload, preferential 
seating, student conference, modifying methods and materials. 
    
 Ruling:  School failed to meet goals of student’s 7th and 8th grade IEPs, which called for  
specified hours of weekly SPED services and thereby deprived student of appropriate  
education for two years. School’s 7th, 8th, and 9th grade IEP’s were inadequate, because they 
were based on student’s emotional problems, and not on consideration of how she learned.   
Parents entitled to private school tuition reimbursement, plus transportation and related costs,  
and two academic years of compensatory education. 
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Note:   Hearing Officer stressed that it was clearly unrealistic to set same exact goals for 

9th grade IEP which were never met in 7th and 8th grade IEPs.  Officer discredited testimony of 
student’s classroom teachers that they believed the student was learning, given her poor 
grades and test scores. 
 
 Key Concepts: 
 

 ❍ Progress is still measured the “old fashioned way,” by whether the  
student makes the grades and test scores, and not simply by the perception of a 
teacher that a student has progressed. 

  
3. Arlington (TX) Indep. School District, 31 IDELR 87 (Office for Civil 

Rights (“OCR”) 1999) 
 

Facts: A student with ADD was the subject of a Section 504 Plan.  Parents complained 
that classroom teacher failed to implement the student’s 504 Plan because teacher did not 
provide all of the modifications described in the Plan. 
 

Ruling:  Computer course teacher failed to comply with requirements of Section 504 
because she did not provide all of the modifications in the 504 accommodation plan, despite her 
testimony that she “accepted late assignments, gave student special instructions, and extended 
deadlines beyond what was allowed for other modified students.” 
 
 Key Concept: 
 

❍ Educators cannot selectively implement an IEP or Section 504 Plan. 
 

B. The Dangers of Unilateral Changes to an IEP: A Case in Point 
 
 The IEP is a document that may only be modified in a Team setting.  However, when 
making changes to an IEP after the annual IEP Team meeting, the parent and the LEA may 
agree not to convene a Team meeting for purposes of making the changes, and instead may 
develop a written document to amend or modify the current IEP.  34 C.F.R. § 300.324(a)(4)(i).  
Educators do not have the latitude to unilaterally alter an IEP. 
 

1. Penn-Tyrone Area School District, 31 IDELR 20 (Pa. SEA 1999) 
 

Facts: An eight-year-old student with mental retardation and speech and language 
impairment had attended District’s alternative school since kindergarten.   The state Special 
Education Bureau found that the school was not age appropriate.   The District then prepared a 
new IEP, without convening the team and without parental participation, which transferred 
student to another alternate regular school.  District claimed it did not include parents because it 
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knew they opposed transfer and that “no meaningful benefit” would be obtained from holding an 
IEP team meeting. 
 

Ruling:  Court declared the IEP a “nullity.”  District had to convene IEP team and start 
anew.   
 
 Key Concept: 
 

❍ Never permit unilateral deviation from an IEP.  IEPs may only be modified by the 
Team at a meeting or, if the parents and the district have agreed in writing, the 
Team may, in lieu of convening a meeting, develop a written document to amend 
or modify a child’s current IEP.  34 C.F.R. § 300.324(a)(4)(i).   

 
C. Flexibility in Methodology: A Case Study of a “Right Way” 

 
 A District does have flexibility in the methodology it uses to reach an IEP’s goals and 
objectives.  However, it is important that the methodology be consistent throughout the 
educational program. 
  

1. Elkhorn Public Schools, 45 IDELR 145 (Neb. SEA 2005) 
 

Facts: Unhappy with the services offered by their district, parents requested due 
process, alleging that their child had not received FAPE.  The parents, who were new to the 
district, wanted the district to implement the same program and methodologies that the previous 
district had implemented.   
 

Ruling: The hearing officer found that the district had considered all of the available 
information and that it offered placement in the least restrictive environment.  The hearing 
officer held that as long as the methods offered by the district were appropriate, the district was 
not required to utilize the methodologies requested by the parents.    

 
 

  2. CJN by SKN v. Minneapolis Pub. Schs., 323 F.3d 630, 38 IDELR 298 
(8th Cir. 2003) 

 
Facts: A student with lesions on his brain and a history of psychiatric illness had 

behavioral difficulties, but continued to make appropriate academic progress with the District’s 
program.  The parents requested that the District implement a specific behavioral program; 
thereafter, his parents decided to unilaterally place the student in a private school, and 
requested reimbursement for the placement. 

 
Ruling: The hearing officer found that despite his behavior problems, the student made 

academic progress.  Therefore, the student’s IEP appropriately managed his behavioral issues 



 
 

 

11

and it was not necessary for his educators to implement the methodology preferred by the 
parents.  Parents request for reimbursement was denied. 
 

3. Tex. El Paso Indep. School District, 31 IDELR 25  (Tx. SEA 1998)  
 

Facts: Eighteen-year-old student had ADD, learning disability and speech impairment.  
Parents  made unilateral private school placement because of dissatisfaction with student’s 
IEP. 
 

Ruling:  For the school district, because: 
 

(1) IEP was crafted with parental involvement, provided goals, and objectives, and 
used proper assessment methods; 

    
(2)  District’s academic assessments met Rowley standard and yielded reliable 

information; 
    

(3)  Officer rejected parents’ contentions that the IEP’s goals and objectives were 
required to contain all or most of the grade-level objectives for every essential 
element, the IDEA does not require the IEP to be a detailed instructional plan, but 
rather must provide only general direction; 
 

(4)   District not required to adopt parent’s preferred methodology for teaching; 
  

(5)   Evidence established student had some benefit from District placement; and 
 

(6)  In addition to using adequate assessment instruments, the District considered 
input from student’s mother and teachers concerning her academic progress and 
therefore did not use any sole criterion to measure student’s program. 

 
Note:  This decision is consistent with a long line of cases giving district’s discretion to 

use particular methodologies or personnel, as long as choices are "reasonably calculated to 
provide educational benefit." 

 
 Key Concept: 
 

❍ As long as they are implementing the services required by the IEP, educators are 

not required to implement methodologies that are not required by the IEP. 
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IV.   Disciplinary Options Under the IDEA 
 
 The disciplinary options available to educators are curtailed to some extent by the IDEA.  
The philosophy behind this curtailment is that educationally disabled students should not be 
disciplined for wrongful acts that are a manifestation of their educational disability, and that they 
should receive a FAPE even if subject to long-term suspension or expulsion.  You should be 
aware of the following rules: 
 
 A. Understanding the Key Rules 
 

1. The “Ten School Day” rule 
 
 A student with a disability may be suspended or moved to an alternative setting for up to 
10 school days, (as with a nondisabled student), without convening an IEP team to determine 
whether the misconduct was related to the student’s disabilities.  This is based on the concept 
that a suspension, or series of suspensions totaling less than 10 school days, does not 
constitute a change in placement.  The school need not provide services during such a “short-
term” suspension or removal, unless services would be provided to a non-disabled student 
during such suspension or removal.  34 C.F.R. § 300.530(d)(3). 
  

School personnel may consider “any unique circumstances” on a “case-by-case basis ” 
when determining whether to order a change in placement for a child with a disability “who 
violates a code of student conduct.”  20 U.S.C. § 1415(k)(1)(A); 34 C.F.R. § 300.530(a).  School 
personnel may now remove a child with a disability who violates a code of conduct from their 
current placement to: 
 
 - an appropriate interim alternative educational setting; 
 - another setting;  or 
 - suspension for not more than ten (10) days 
 
to the extent such alternatives are applied to children without disabilities.  20 U.S.C. § 
1415(k)(1)(B).   In addition, school personnel may make additional removals of not more than 
10 consecutive school days in the same school year for separate incidents of misconduct (as 
long as those removals do not constitute a change of placement).  34 C.F.R. § 300.530(b)(1).   
 
 “Unique circumstances” were not defined in the regulations, but the Office of Special 
Education and Rehabilitative Services (“OSERS”) has opined that they include the child’s 
disciplinary history, the child’s ability to understand consequences, whether the child has 
expressed remorse, and the supports that were provided to the child prior to the violation.  71 
Federal Register, No. 156, 46714 (Aug. 14, 2006).   
 

Once a child has been removed from the current educational setting for 10 school days 
in the same school year, the district must provide the child with educational services that enable 
him or her to continue to participate in the general education curriculum, although in another 
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setting, and to progress toward meeting the goals set out in the child’s IEP.  34 C.F.R. §§ 
300.530(b)(2); 300.530(d)(1)(i).  The district must also provide, as appropriate, a functional 
behavioral assessment, and behavioral intervention services and modifications that are 
designed to address the behavior violation so that it does not recur.  Id. at § 300.530(d)(1)(ii).  
School personnel, in consultation with at least one of the child’s teachers, are responsible for 
determining the extent to which services are needed so as to enable the child to continue to 
participate in the general education curriculum, although in another setting, and to progress 
toward meeting the goals set out in the child’s IEP.  Id. at § 300.530(d)(4). 
 
  2. The “Cumulative Suspension” rule 
 
  If a student has been removed for more than 10 consecutive school days or is subjected 
to a series of removals that constitutes a pattern because: 
 

1. They amount to more than 10 days in a school year; 
 
2.  The student’s behavior is substantially similar to the student’s behavior in previous 

incidents that resulted in the series of removals; and, 
 
3. Of other additional factors such as the length of the removal, the total amount of 

time the child has been removed, and the proximity of the removals to one 
another 

 
then the student will be considered to have been subjected to a change in placement.  34 
C.F.R. § 300.536(a).  The LEA is responsible for determining, on a case-by-case basis, whether 
a pattern of removals constitutes a change in placement.  Id. at § 300.536(b)(1).  A change in 
placement requires the school to continue to provide services necessary for the student to 
progress in the curriculum and to advance toward achieving the goals of the student’s IEP, and 
to provide, as appropriate, a functional behavioral assessment, behavioral intervention services 
and modifications that are designed to address the behavior violation so that it does not recur.  
20 U.S.C. § 1415(k)(1). 
 
 OSERS has opined that this provision provides “public agencies the flexibility to 
implement discipline policies as they deem necessary to create safe classrooms and schools 
for teachers and children as long as those policies are fair and equitable for all children and 
protect the rights of children with disabilities.”  71 Federal Register, No. 156, 46728 (Aug. 14, 
2006). 
 

3. Changes in placement never occur without “Manifestation 
Determinations,” “FBAs” and “BIPs” 

 
In any suspension of more than ten school days, or removal that constitutes a change in 

placement, the school must: 
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1. No later than the date on which the decision to take the suspension 
or removal action is made, notify the parents of the decision and provide a 
procedural safeguards notice; 

 
2. Immediately, if possible, but in no case later than 10 school days 

after the date on which the decision to take the suspension or removal action is 
made, convene a meeting with the parents and the relevant members of the IEP 
Team (as determined by the parent and the LEA) to review all relevant information 
in the student’s file, including the IEP, teacher observations, and relevant 
information provided by the parents to determine: 
 
a. whether the conduct was caused by, or had a direct and substantial 

relationship to the child’s disability or 
 
b. whether the conduct was the direct result of the LEA’s failure to implement 

the IEP. 
  

If the LEA, parent and relevant members of the IEP Team determine that paragraphs 
(2)(a) or (2)(b), above, are applicable to the child, then the conduct shall be determined to be a 
manifestation of the child’s disability, and the team must conduct a functional behavioral 
assessment, and implement a behavioral intervention plan (“BIP”), if it has not already done so.  
If a BIP has already been developed, the team must review the BIP plan and modify it, as 
necessary, to address the behavior and, unless special circumstances exist, must return the 
child to the placement from which he or she was removed, unless the parent and LEA agree to 
a change in placement as part of the modifications to the BIP.  20 U.S.C.  § 1415(k)(1).  
 
 Several recent decisions have discussed the manifestation standard.  In MAST 
Community Charter School, the Pennsylvania State Education Agency rejected the parents 
challenge to the manifestation determination.  47 IDELR 23 (Pa. SEA 2006).  The student had 
been identified as eligible for special education and related services while in was in fourth grade 
and had made significant academic and behavioral progress during the period of fourth through 
ninth grade.  During that time, the student had been taking medication to assist in controlling his 
impulsive behavior.  At the end of his ninth grade year, the student’s parents took him off of the 
medication.   
 
 In October 2006 (tenth grade), the student was suspended for ten days after he took a 
three-inch folded hunting knife to school.  The student informed school officials that he carried 
the knife to protect himself when he walked in his neighborhood.  The district convened a 
manifestation meeting, which was initially postponed at the request of his parents, who had 
obtained an emergency evaluation.  At the student’s manifestation meeting, the team reviewed 
his records, IEP, and the evaluation, and determined that the weapons violation was not a 
manifestation of the student’s disability.  Therefore, the team recommended placement in a 45-
day interim alternative setting.   
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 The parents disagreed with this decision and requested a due process hearing.  The 
SEA agreed with the team, noting that since there was no dispute that the district had been 
implementing the IEP, the behavior would be a manifestation only if the disability caused, or 
had a substantial relationship to, the conduct in question.  The SEA held that the student’s 
deliberate decision to bring the knife to school on a regular basis, was not caused by, or 
substantially related to, his disability which was largely due to impulsive behaviors.  
Accordingly, the student could be disciplined in the same manner as children without 
disabilities. 
 
 Similarly, in Baltimore County Public Schools, the student, a sixteen year old with 
psychiatric and behavioral disorders, was suspended for using illegal drugs prior to going to 
school.  46 IDELR 179 (Md. SEA 2006).  On the day he was suspended, the student had taken 
psychiatric medication, which he had not taken for three-weeks.  After taking the medication, 
the student became drowsy and lethargic.  The student’s instructional assistant noticed that the 
student had his head on his desk, and after asking the student to come to his desk, told him 
“You are high as a kite.”  The student replied "No s**t, you're just noticing?" 
 
 The instructional assistant brought the student to the nurse, who believed that the 
student’s drowsiness and slower reactions were caused by his psychiatric medication.  The 
student was sent back to class; when the behavior continued, his teacher sent him back to the 
nurse’s office and the assistant principal ordered the nurse to conduct an impairment 
assessment.  Following the assessment, the nurse determined that he was impaired; the 
student subsequently told the nurse that he had smoked a joint before school.  He was 
suspended and sent home; the district later recommended that he be expelled because of his 
use of illegal drugs. 
 
 The District convened a manifestation meeting and determined that the student’s 
behavior was not a manifestation of his disability.  His parents appealed that decision, arguing 
that the student’s therapist had opined that his conduct was substantially related to, or caused 
by, his disability.  The SEA rejected that argument, noting that the opinion that the “student has 
a major psychiatric disability which has had a significant impact on his psychological, social and 
academic development" was not the equivalent of an opinion that the student’s “specific 
behavior was caused by, or had a direct and substantial relationship to student's disability.” 
 
 In contrast, in Philadelphia City School District, the SEA held that the district erred when 
it determined that the student’s behavior was a not manifestation of his disability.  47 IDELR 56 
(Pa SEA 2007).  During the 2005-06 school year, the student, who had been identified as 
eligible for services since 1998, engaged in serious threatening behavior.  This behavior 
resulted in the student’s placement being changed to a private school for students with 
emotional disabilities.  During the first part of the 2006-07 school year, the student broke into 
the private school on several occasions, to use the school computers to download pornography.  
Eventually, the student stole the school’s computer server and related equipment.  He was 
caught after he offered to sell the stolen items to other students.  He was suspended for three 
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days, and the school officials recommended transferring the student to a remedial disciplinary 
setting. 
 
 A manifestation meeting was convened, it was determined that the student’s behavior 
was not a manifestation of his disability, and the parents were given notice that the district was 
recommending placement in a remedial disciplinary setting.   The parents disagreed with this 
decision and requested due process.   
 

The SEA reversed the hearing officer’s decision, holding that the student’s conduct had a 
direct and substantial relationship to his disability.  The SEA believed that it was “more likely 
than not” that the student’s ED, which was marked by inappropriate behaviors, attention-
seeking and ODD, caused or was substantially related to his repeated break-ins, which 
culminated in theft of items.  Because the behavior was a manifestation of the student’s 
disability, the district could not change his placement without parental consent. 
 

B. “Special Circumstances” Allowing for Removal to an Interim Alternative 
Educational Setting  

  
 A disabled student may be removed to an appropriate interim alternative educational 
setting for the same amount of time that a non-disabled child would be removed, but for not 
more than 45 days, without regard to whether the behavior was a manifestation of the child’s 
disability, if the removal is for:  
 

1. possession of a weapon1 at school, on school premises, or at a school function; 
 
2. knowingly possessing or using illegal drugs at school or selling or soliciting the 

sale of a controlled substance2 at school, on school property, or at a school 
function; or, 

 
3. inflicting serious bodily injury3 upon another person while at school on school 

premises, or at a school function.  

 
1  Weapon is defined as Aa weapon, device, instrument, material, or substance, animate or inanimate, that is used 
for, or is readily capable of, causing death or serious bodily injury, except that such term does not include a pocket 
knife with a blade of less than 2 2 inches in length.@  20 U.S.C. § 1415(k)(7)(A). 
 
2 Controlled substances that are Alegally possessed or used under the supervision of a licensed health-care 
professional or that is legally possessed or used@ are expressly excluded from the definition of Aillegal drug.@  20 
U.S.C. § 1415(k)(7)(B).    
 
3  Serious bodily injury means bodily injury which involves: 

$ A substantial risk of death; 
$ extreme physical pain; 
$ protracted and obvious disfigurement; or 
$ protracted loss or impairment of the function of a bodily member, organ, or mental faculty. 
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20 U.S.C. § 1415(k)(1)(G).  That student must still receive a FAPE and the interim educational 
setting shall be determined by the IEP team.  Id. at § 1415(k)(1), (2). 
 

  It is important to note that nothing in the IDEA “shall be construed to prohibit an agency 
from reporting a crime committed by a child with a disability to appropriate authorities or to 
prevent State enforcement and judicial authorities from exercising their responsibilities with 
regard to the application of Federal and State law to crimes committed by a child with a 
disability.”  20 U.S.C. § 1415(k)(6)(A).    
 
 C. Protection for Children Not Yet Eligible for Special Education Services 
 
 A child who has violated the code of student conduct and who has not yet been 
determined to be eligible for special education and related services may assert the protections 
provided by the IDEA if the LEA had knowledge that the child was a child with a disability before 
the behavior that precipitated the disciplinary action occurred.  20 U.S.C. § 1415(k)(5)(A). 
 
 The LEA will be deemed to have knowledge when: 
 

1. the parent of the child has expressed concern in writing to supervisory or 
administrative personnel of the appropriate educational agency, or a 
teacher of the child, that the child is in need of special education and 
related services; 
 

2. the parent of the child has requested an evaluation of the child; or 
 

3. the teacher of the child, or other personnel of the LEA, has expressed 
specific concerns about a pattern of behavior demonstrated by the child, 
directly to the director of special education of the agency or to other 
supervisory personnel of the agency. 

 
20 U.S.C. § 1415(k)(5)(B)(i)-(iii). 
 
 The LEA will not be deemed to have knowledge that the child is a child with a disability if 
the parent has not allowed the child to be evaluated or has refused services, or if the child was 
evaluated and it was determined that the child was not a child with a disability.  20 U.S.C. § 
1415(k)(5)(C).  If the LEA does not have knowledge then the child may be disciplined in the 
same manner as all other children without disabilities who engage in comparable behavior.  Id. 
at § 1415(k)(5)(D)(i).  However, if the parent requests an evaluation during the period in which 
the child is subject to disciplinary measures, the district must conduct an expedited evaluation.  

                                                                                                                                                                                                           
20 U.S.C. § 1415(k)(7)(D).     
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If the child is determined to be a child with a disability, then the district must provide special 
education and related services.  Id. at § 1415(k)(5)(D)(ii).  Pending the evaluation results, the 
child shall remain in the educational placement determined by the school authorities.  Id. 
 

The case of Corpus Christi Indep. School District, 31 IDELR 41 (Tx. SEA 1999) 
illustrates these protections.  In that case, the parents alleged that the District denied a FAPE to 
their 5-year old kindergarten student because the District failed to recognize and evaluate 
suspected disability condition and need for special services.   The student had a history of 
behavioral difficulties, including hitting other children.  Student’s counselor had suggested 
referral for speech and language testing but parent disagreed.  Counselor and principal then 
both agreed that student did not require services under the IDEA and did not need referral for 
IDEA special education eligibility 
 

Ruling:  Based upon at least 31 recorded disciplinary referrals and a threatened 
suspension, the district should have been suspicious that student may have had a qualifying 
disability under IDEA.  District was ordered to assess student for all suspected areas of 
disability and educational needs.  

 
Key Concepts:   

 

❍ District’s child-find duty is not dependent on any request for special education 
testing, referral, or services.  Duty arises with district’s knowledge of facts, such 
as disciplinary history, tending to establish a “suspected” disability and need for 
IDEA special education services.   

 
 D. Short Periods of Discipline  
 
 In the recent case of Coventry (R.I.) Public School, 31 IDELR 60, (OCR 1999) the parent 
alleged that the  district discriminated against a student based on his disability, ADHD/OCD, by 
giving him detention for behavior related to his disability.   The student received a one-time, 
half-hour detention for a “bag-popping” incident. 
 
 The Court reasoned that Section 504 requires a district to evaluate a student with a 
disability prior to making a “significant change” in his or her placement. A change in placement 
is considered “significant” when actual or  proposed disciplining of a student excludes the 
student from the educational program for more than ten consecutive school days.  This 
detention was not a significant change in placement sufficient to trigger protection under 
Section 504.  The Court’s reasoning in this case applies with equal force to circumstances 
involving the short-term discipline of a student protected by the IDEA. 

  
 


