




















2004-2005_schaol-vear was 65% higher than the statewide sverage fro stadentas - _
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(20.38% versus the state’s average of 12.38%). CPSS8’s u‘s s—f schocl sugpension (O - :
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solution for addressing the behavieral a“d emotional-needs of students with \ilsabﬂ:.uun is to

subject them to out of school or in-school suspensions ratherthan to—adjust and improve their
bebavioral prograrnming. See Discussion in Sections I and I : T

*Pu N SR LU AN & Y

This is clearly the case with petitiona= In 2003-2004, he had thirty-seven days
of Gui-of~School Suspension (“GS3” Y.--In 2005-20006, he hadnine days of 0S8

days of Im-School-Suspension (“ISS”) for. offenses such as disobedience,
disrespectful and ﬁghtmg, As previously noted CPSS did not revise his TEP to ine

levels of C L,Ullilbclulg\uulﬁf Lnerapy related services; did-net revise hig behavioral goals; did not didnot .
revise his Behavior Intervention Plan ("BIF"). CPSSs” failure o r v1se petltloner —
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IEP services durmg the 34 days he was subject to ISS. He had n
Review ("MDR”) during the 2005-2006 scnom—yea: Ir

 OSS and was recently expelled to the alternative high school £
to this expulsion (for attempting to strike a teacher’), but his conduct was remarkably foun ob
unrelated to his evceptlenahﬁ“}— The Functional Behavioral Asscssment {“I“BJ‘;”% n:;pla"e at th
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time of -the incident for which h LS Was ws.ythd ’Wab pci‘fuxulcd i ocpwmucl of 2003 at
different school when pet1t1oner-was in the 6™ grade. Also, as previously discussed, for
the 2006-2007 school year, petitioner —Was afforded no related services.*
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Petitioner YWl case reflects similar illegal disciplinary practices. by CPSS. In 2005-
- 2006, he had 15 days of OSS without aMDR. Thus ar in 20 ] 3
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times of conflict, as required in the BIP he was alm nm‘ T‘F'mcr pfo‘.fld.,d any time or place |
“cool down” as required in the BIP. In short, school ofﬁmals bad not reviewed, much less
implemented his IEP or BIP in the-two months he has been at the alternative schoel Like
petitioner — CPSS did mnot revise - IEP to include increased levels of
- Counseling\Other Therapy related services; did not revise his behavioral goals and chd not revi
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ﬂlS BIP. CPSS’s failure 1o revise or even review PEULIONCT Ry L in .ng,l.u. O

Acr‘n'rr'l'mcr to the school®s records: na
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an incident which had occurred on the bus some days-
upset and petitione had to be restrained. There i
wag- implementad to- attempt to ds-escalate the situation-w
employees.

* One of Petitioner pmb1 ms in schosl-is that he hao a-great deal of difficulty reading CPSQ hag plan- - . ..
been made aware that petitiomer —motb.er also has difficulty reading, Neverrheless, although the

undersigned- had been representing petitions —mr some years, no notification was sent to-counsel and - -
pﬁhhnner_waq 'llan‘ﬂTFQP'anr{ hic YT 1\ hearing
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