JTIP Handout: Lesson 39 – Advocacy in 



                   Special Education Cases


Bibliography
Statutes


· Individuals with Disabilities Education Act of 2004 (20 U.S.C. §1400 et al. (2010))

· Federal Regulations (34 C.F.R. § 300 et al.) (2006))

Cases

· Forest Grove School Dist. v. T.A., 129 S. Ct. 2484 (2009) (holding that under the IDEA the parents of a disabled child may seek reimbursement for private education expenses when the public school failed to make a free appropriate public education (FAPE) available to the child). 
· Arlington Central Sch. Dist. Bd. of Ed. v. Murphy, 548 U.S. 291 (2006) (holding that the IDEA does not authorize the payment of the experts’ fees of the prevailing parents).

· Schaffer v. Weast, 546 U. S. 49 (2005) (holding that whoever brings suit, whether it is the parents or the school system, bears the burden of proof in disputes over a child’s IEP under the IDEA).

· Florence Co. School Dist. Four v. Carter, 510 U.S. 7 (1993) (holding that a court may order reimbursement for parents who withdraw their child from a public school that does not provide proper education under the IDEA to place the child in a private school that does provide proper education).

· Honig v. Doe, 484 U.S. 305 (1988) (holding that the “Stay Put” provision of the Education of the Handicapped Act explicitly prohibits the school system from unilaterally excluding disabled children from the classroom for dangerous or disruptive conduct growing out of their disabilities during the pendency of review proceedings).

· School Committee v. Dep’t of Educ., 471 U. S. 359 (1985) (holding that the IDEA includes the power to order school authorities to reimburse parents for money spent on private special education for a child if the court ultimately determines that such placement, rather than a proposed IEP, is proper under the Act). 

· Irving Indep. Sch. Dist. v. Amber Tatro, 468 U.S. 883 (1984) (holding that clean intermittent catheterization, or CIC, for a handicapped child’s spina bifida is a “related service” under the Education of the Handicapped Act and is not excluded as a “medical service”).

· Bd. of Educ. v. Rowley, 458 U.S. 176 (1982) (holding that the IDEA’s requirement of a “free appropriate public education” is only satisfied when the State provides proper personalized instruction and effective support services to the disabled child, at public expense, that comport with the child’s IEP). 

Monographs/White Papers/Manuals

· Joseph B. Tulman, Special Education Advocacy for Youth in the Delinquency System (book chapter and accompanying teacher’s manual) in Special Education Advocacy (Ruth Colker & Julie Waterstone, eds., 2011).

· Joseph B. Tulman & Joyce A. McGee, Special Education Advocacy for Children in the Juvenile Justice System (1998), http://www.aecf.org/upload/PublicationFiles/JJ3622H5030.pdf.

Law Review Articles

· Dean Hill Rivkin, Decriminalizing Students with Disabilities, 54 N.Y.L. Sch. L. Rev. 909 (2009).
Websites

· IDEA Website, Office of Special Education and Rehabilitation Services, U.S. Department of Education: http://idea.ed.gov/explore/home 
· Council for Exceptional Children: http://www.cec.sped.org 
· Council of Parent Attorneys and Advocates: http://www.copaa.org 
· Understanding Special Education: http://www.understandingspecialeducation.com 

· Wrightslaw: http://wrightslaw.com/ 
JTIP UNIT XII: Holistic Juvenile Defense Advocacy    
 Lesson 39 – Advocacy in Special Education Cases

