	1954

Brown v. Bd. Of Education(Topeka) –

 “separate cannot be equal” spurred many to consider that separate special education classes then cannot also be equal.  Established right of ALL children to equal opportunity for education.
	1966

P.L. 89-10  Elementary and Secondary Education Act

provided money to schools to develop programs for disadvantaged

Amendments to Elementary and Secondary Education Act established federal bureau of Education for the Handicapped (known today as OSEP)

	1969

P.L. 91-230 Elementary, Secondary, and Other Education Amendments

Defined learning disabilities and provided funds for state-level programs for students with LD
	1971

PARC v. Commonwealth of PA

Class action suit established right to free public education for all children with MR ages 6-21 commensurate with their learning needs and to the child’s capacity

“ a regular class is preferable to a special class, and a special ed. class is preferable to a special ed. school, etc”



	1972

Mills v. Bd. of Education (D.C.)-

7 children were expelled from school due to behavior problems and DC said they didn’t have enough money to provide special ed programs for them.  Circuit Court ruled that finances cannot be allowed to have a greater impact on children with disabilities than on students without disabilities and ordered the school to readmit the children and serve them appropriately.  Alternative educational services must be available if needed.
	1973

P.L. 93-112 – Section 504 of the Rehabilitation Act

Declared that a person cannot be excluded on the basis of disability alone from a program or activity that receives federal funds.

Uses almost word-for-word the clause from 1964 Civil Rights Act.  

Provides for auxiliary aids for students with impaired sensory, manual, or speaking skills

	1979

Larry P. v. Riles (California)-

Court ruled that IQ tests used to place African-Americans in special classes were inappropriate because they failed to recognize the children’s cultural background.  IQ tests CANNOT be used ALONE to determine presence of a disability.
	1975

P.L. 94-142 Education for All Handicapped Act

Mandated free, appropriate  public education for all children with disabilities from 6-21; protected rights in decision making, required development of IEP for each child with disability, stated that these students must be educated in least restrictive environment, and provided protection to children and parents.



	1982

Hendrik Hudson District Bd. of Education (NY) v. Rowley – 1st case to reach Supreme Court 

Court upheld the right to each child with disabilities a personalized program of instruction and necessary support services and they must be reasonably calculated to enable the student to receive educational benefits.  “FAPE is specially designed instruction and related services” that are “individually designed” to provide “educational benefit”. States need not provide ideal but at least beneficial educational program.
	1983

Abrahamson v. Hershman (MA) –

Court ruled that school must pay for residential placement of the child with multiple disabilities who needed round the clock care.

	1984

Irving Independent School District v. Tatro (TX)-

Court ruled that catheterization was necessary for a child with physical disabilities to remain in school and that services could be performed by a non-physician and thus obligated the school to provide the service.
	1988

Honig v. Doe (CA) –

Court ruled that children with disabilities CANNOT be excluded from school due to any disability related behavior, but that educational services could cease if the behavior is not related to the disability.

	1990

P.L. 101-336  Americans with Disabilities Act –

Civil rights protections provided for people with disabilities in all areas of life’s pursuits, private sector employment, all public services, public accommodations, transportation and telecommunications.
	1990

P.L. 101-476 – Individuals with Disabilities Education Act (IDEA)

Reauthorized and renamed PL-94-142.

Includes autism and TBI as categories.

Requires transition plan developed by age 16.

Rehabilitation and social work added as related services.

	1997

P.L. 105-17 IDEA 97 – reauthorized original bill

Expands emphasis for students with disabilities to improving individual results.

Modifies eligibility requirements, IEP requirements, public and private placements, disciplining of students, and procedural safeguards
	2004

IDEA ‘04

Reauthorizes IDEA 97.  Redefines LD.

Requires all teachers to be highly qualified as per state interpretation of NCLB.

	1986

P.L. 99-457 Education of the Handicapped Act amendments-

Extends free and appropriate education to all children with disabilities ages 3-5 and provides early intervention program for infants and toddlers.
	1986

P.L. 99-372 Handicapped Children Protection Act-

Reimburses attorney and legal fees to parents who prevail in lawsuits regarding appropriate education of their handicapped children.

	1988

Jacob Javits Gifted and Talented Students Education Act-

Provides federal funds in support of research, teacher training, and program development for education of gifted and talented children.
	1988

P.L. 100-407 Technology-Related Assistance for Individuals with Disabilities Act of 1988 –

Created statewide programs of technology assistance for persons of all ages with disabilities.



	1979

Armstrong v. Kline (PA) –

Case established right of some children with severe disabilities an extension of the 180 day public school year.
	1999

Cedar Rapids v. Garret F. –

US Supreme Court rules that school must pay for 1-1 nursing care of medically fragile student.  Reaffirms 1984 Tatro decision that schools must provide all health services to students if needed to keep child in school as long as services do not require a licensed physician.

	2004

Gaskins v. PDE

Case established requirement for schools to be more inclusive and integrative of all special education students.  Implements a compliance monitoring feature as well as IEP format changes.
	1993

Oberti v. Bd. of Ed. of Borough of Clementon

school systems supplement and realign their resources to move beyond unnecessary segregation of children with disabilities.

"We emphasize that the Act does not require states to offer the same educational experience to a child with disabilities as is generally provided for nondisabled children.... To the contrary, states must address the unique needs of a disabled child, recognizing that that child may benefit differently from education in the regular classroom than other students.


