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Summary 
 
Disability Rights Pennsylvania (DRP) is an independent, non-profit 
organization and the federally authorized Protection and Advocacy 
organization for the Commonwealth of Pennsylvania. DRP has authority 
under federal law to investigate allegations of abuse and neglect and 
pursue remedies for rights violations against people with disabilities who 
are receiving services in a facility, including students within a school 
setting. 42 U.S.C. § 15043(2)(A) and (B). DRP’s charge in such an 
investigation is to determine whether individuals with disabilities have been 
subjected to abuse and neglect or other violations of their rights and to 
advocate on behalf of those individuals with the facility and other governing 
entities to remedy those violations. 
 
DRP investigated allegations of abuse of students in an Autistic support 
classroom (Classroom) at Jamison Elementary by a Central Bucks School 
District (District) Teacher and Educational Assistant during the 2024/2025 
school year. After interviews with relevant Jamison staff and District 
administrators and a review of records, DRP concludes that the allegations 
of abuse made by the Personal Care Assistant (PCA) in the classroom are 
credible and corroborated by several staff who worked in the classroom. 
The students in Classroom experienced abuse, neglect, illegal restraints, 
use of aversive techniques, and disability discrimination, as defined under 
applicable state and federal laws.  
 
Compounding the abuse, District staff failed to comply with the 
Pennsylvania Child Protective Services Law which requires immediate 
reporting of suspected child abuse to ChildLine. Instead, District 
administrators filed ChildLine reports days and then weeks after receipt of 
information of suspected child abuse, and the information reported in both 
instances was incomplete and misleading. Despite flaws in the District’s 
internal fact-finding investigation, the District’s own investigation still 
revealed significant corroboration of the abuse in Classroom. Despite that 
corroboration, the District erroneously informed parents of students in 
Classroom and the local police conducting the ChildLine investigation that 
the District’s investigation found no evidence of abuse. A culture of distrust 
and fear of retaliation pervades at Jamison Elementary and among District 
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administrators regarding Classroom, which undoubtedly contributed to the 
lack of appropriate reporting and response by the District.  
 
DRP recommends a series of actions by the School Board of the District to 
address these issues, including staff and administrator discipline, training, 
policy development, and additional safeguards for the safety and rights of 
students with disabilities. DRP will continue to monitor this situation to 
ensure compliance by the District on behalf of the students of Classroom.  
 
DRP decided to release this report publicly due to the attention that these 
allegations have garnered in the media and the District's shortfalls in 
addressing the situation. This report includes sensitive details about very 
young children with disabilities and disability-related behavior that should 
have received understanding and support at school. Although DRP does 
not identify any of the students in Classroom by name, it is a very small 
classroom, and anonymity may be difficult to maintain. The media, the 
District, and the public owe these students the dignity of not using the 
details of what happened in Classroom in a way that would further harm, 
exploit, or stigmatize these young children and their families, now or in the 
future. 
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Background and Scope of Investigation 
 
In January 2025, DRP became aware of allegations related to abuse and 
neglect of students by a Teacher and Educational Assistant (EA) in 
Classroom, an Autism support classroom at Jamison Elementary School in 
the Central Bucks School District. Details of the allegations were reported 
in the media1 and discussed at District school board meetings starting in 
January 2025.2  Those allegations included improper restraints, physical 
punishments, withholding of water from the students, allowing a student to 
be naked for extended periods in the classroom, and preventing 
communication by students who use speech devices. The alleged time 
period was the beginning of this school year in September 2024 to the 
winter break in December 2024. District administrators conducted an 
internal fact-finding into the allegations and made a referral to ChildLine 
pursuant to the Child Protective Services Law. The local police department 
conducted the investigation in response to the ChildLine referral. 
Subsequent to those investigations, a parent of one of the students in the 
classroom alleged that District staff had not fully disclosed the allegations 
to ChildLine and with the police who conducted the investigation.3 
 
On January 21, 2025, DRP contacted the District to obtain parent or 
guardian contact information for the students in Classroom. Upon receipt of 
that information, DRP contacted the parents to gather information and 
consent to access their children’s records. DRP then commenced an 
investigation into the allegations of abuse and neglect at Jamison 
Elementary. 
 
On February 5, 2025, DRP staff made an unannounced visit to Jamison 
Elementary to view the classroom and interview witnesses with knowledge 

 
1 Child abuse accusations rock Central Bucks School District | News | 
buckscountyherald.com; Complaint, witnesses allege misconduct in Central Bucks 
classroom; Central Bucks Board Member Calls On Superintendent To Resign | 
Doylestown, PA Patch 
2 Videos of the District School Board meetings held in January, February, and March 
are posted here: https://vimeo.com/1047966913; https://vimeo.com/1054515636; 
https://vimeo.com/1058968277?share=copy; https://vimeo.com/1068076488. 
3 CB School Board Hears Allegations of Abuse Against Special-Needs Student | 
Doylestown, PA News TAPinto | TAPinto 

https://www.buckscountyherald.com/news/child-abuse-accusations-rock-central-bucks-school-district/article_3bce5084-d81b-11ef-a72a-33b1b03743b6.html
https://www.buckscountyherald.com/news/child-abuse-accusations-rock-central-bucks-school-district/article_3bce5084-d81b-11ef-a72a-33b1b03743b6.html
https://www.phillyburbs.com/story/news/education/2025/01/16/central-bucks-district-jamison-elementary-special-education-classroom-misconduct-allegations/77181880007/
https://www.phillyburbs.com/story/news/education/2025/01/16/central-bucks-district-jamison-elementary-special-education-classroom-misconduct-allegations/77181880007/
https://patch.com/pennsylvania/doylestown/central-bucks-board-member-calls-superintendent-resign
https://patch.com/pennsylvania/doylestown/central-bucks-board-member-calls-superintendent-resign
https://vimeo.com/1047966913
https://vimeo.com/1054515636
https://vimeo.com/1058968277?share=copy
https://vimeo.com/1068076488
https://www.tapinto.net/towns/doylestown/sections/education/articles/cb-school-board-hears-allegations-of-abuse-against-special-needs-student
https://www.tapinto.net/towns/doylestown/sections/education/articles/cb-school-board-hears-allegations-of-abuse-against-special-needs-student


4 

of Classroom. A representative of the Pennsylvania State Educational 
Association (PSEA) (a union for the District’s professional staff), informed 
DRP that the union had given staff a directive not to answer any questions. 
When pressed, the representative clarified that it was not a directive but 
rather a recommendation not to answer questions. DRP proceeded with the 
interviews of staff. 
 
DRP staff made announced visits to other locations within the District on 
February 11, 2025, March 4, 2025, and March 27, 2025, to interview 
additional witnesses. DRP conducted telephone interviews with witnesses 
who contacted DRP directly, who were not present in the District during 
DRP staff visits, or who contacted us with follow-up information after an in-
person interview. 
 
Witnesses whom DRP requested to interview were given the choice as to 
whether or not to proceed with the interview. Staff were offered 
representation by their union representative, if applicable, or counsel during 
the interviews. DRP interviewed 13 staff who worked in Classroom this 
school year and the following District administrators: Superintendent Dr. 
Stephen Yanni, Human Resources Director Robert Freiling, Director of 
Pupil Services Alyssa Wright, Special Education Supervisor Katie Veisz, 
Human Resources Manager Christine Trawinski, Principal Dave Heineman, 
and Assistant Superintendent Dr. Nadine Garvin. To preserve the 
confidentiality of the non-administration witnesses who agreed to provide 
information, DRP is not identifying those witnesses by name. DRP 
requested interviews with the Teacher and Education Assistant (EA) from 
Classroom who were the target of the allegations. The Teacher and EA 
declined to be interviewed, the EA in communication directly with DRP and 
the Teacher through her counsel. 
     
DRP requested records from the District related to the allegations of abuse 
and neglect as part of its investigation. 42 U.S.C. 15043(J)(i). DRP also 
requested student educational records for four of the students who were in 
Classroom for whom DRP had a release signed by a parent. DRP staff 
received and reviewed the following: student records, records related to the 
internal fact-finding conducted by the District, records related to the 
District’s reports to ChildLine, certain personnel records, the written report 
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from the PCA, relevant policies and procedures of the District, meeting 
notes and correspondence from District staff and administrators, and the 
investigation report from the Pennsylvania Department of Education.  
DRP also requested records from the Pennsylvania Department of Human 
Services (DHS) – ChildLine, the Bucks County Children and Youth Agency, 
and the Warwick Police Department as part of its investigation. DRP staff 
received and reviewed the following records: Five DHS ChildLine reports 
and five corresponding Bucks County Children and Youth “Law 
Enforcement Only” referrals. Additionally, DRP spoke to the Warwick Police 
Department’s investigating officer as well as the Police Department’s 
counsel. While the Warwick Police Department was supportive of DRP’s 
investigation, they believe a state statute prohibits their office from sharing 
their investigatory records despite DRP’s federal access authority. This 
issue is still disputed and will not be discussed further in this report. 
 

Applicable Law and Policy 
 
Federal and state law applicable to the findings and conclusion in this 
report are set out in relevant part in Appendix A: Applicable Law and 
Policy.  
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Findings 
 
These findings are set forth chronologically, as it was critical to this 
investigation to determine not only what happened but also when the 
District had knowledge and evidence of what happened. What follows is the 
timeline of information known to the District, the actions taken in response 
to that information, and DRP’s factual determinations based on its 
investigation.  
 
I. Classroom at Jamison Elementary School 
 

1. Classroom at Jamison Elementary is a “low-incidence”4 autism 
support classroom. During this school year, there have been four 
students at a time in the class ranging between kindergarten and 
second grade. At least some of the students are identified as non-
speaking and use communication devices.5  

2. The classroom was staffed by the Teacher, the EA, and at least one 
personal care assistant (PCA), although multiple staff were in and out 
of the classroom throughout the day to provide support and services 
to the students.6   

3. On Thursday, November 14, 2024, the PCA from Classroom 
approached the Jamison principal, Dave Heineman. According to 
Principal Heineman, the PCA raised issues related to the Teacher 
and EA in Classroom which Principal Heineman stated he saw as a 
personality conflict between the PCA and those staff. Principal 
Heineman stated that he did not have knowledge of any issues with 

 
4 Under the Individuals with Disability Education Act, low incidence disabilities are 
defined as (A) a visual or hearing impairment, or simultaneous visual and hearing 
impairments; (B) a significant cognitive impairment; or (C) any impairment for which a 
small number of personnel with highly specialized skills and knowledge are needed in 
order for children with that impairment to receive early intervention services or a free 
appropriate public education. In the context, DRP assumes that the classroom was 
considered low incidence because at least some of the students were nonspeaking. 20 
U.S.C. § 1462(c)(3). 
5 DRP Interview of Heineman. 
6 DRP Interviews of Heineman and Kline.  

https://sites.ed.gov/idea/statute-chapter-33/subchapter-iv/part-b/1462/c/3/A
https://sites.ed.gov/idea/statute-chapter-33/subchapter-iv/part-b/1462/c/3/B
https://sites.ed.gov/idea/statute-chapter-33/subchapter-iv/part-b/1462/c/3/C
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students in the classroom as of November 14, 2024 (which DRP later 
determined to be untrue).7    
 

II. Verbal Report by the PCA 
 

4. On Friday, November 15, 2024, the PCA from Classroom met with 
Christine Trawinski, HR Manager for the District, and Deneen Dry, 
PSEA union representative. According to the notes made by HR 
Manager Trawinski, the PCA reported the following issues in the 
classroom at that time:8  

a. The PCA told the District that the Teacher allowed Student 1 to 
remain naked on the rug and at his workstation in the 
classroom. The Teacher or EA walked Student 1 naked from 
his workstation to the bathroom to be redressed. 

b. The PCA told the District that the Teacher allowed Student 1 to 
masturbate at his workstation, sometimes using spit on his 
genitals. Student 1 used the comfy chairs in the room to lay 
face down and masturbate. The Teacher allowed Student 1 to 
masturbate in the bathroom in the classroom, sometimes 3 to 4 
times per day. The PCA was required to stand at the bathroom 
door to monitor and then clean up the student. 

c. The PCA told the District that the Teacher and EA restricted 
Student 1’s access to water during the school day because the 
Teacher did not want to deal with the student urinating in the 
classroom.  

d. The PCA told the District that as a punishment for negative 
behaviors, the EA restrained the students at their workstations 
with their triangular tables by placing her feet on the table legs 
to prevent the students from moving.9  The restraints continued 

 
7 DRP Interview of Heineman. 
8 Notes of C. Trawinski 11/15/2024; DRP Interview of C. Trawinski. 
9 This is how the restraints were described in Trawinski’s notes of her meeting with the 
PCA. DRP learned through this investigation the details of these restraints, which are 
also explained below. As a punishment for negative behaviors, the Teacher and EA 
restrained Students 1 and 2. These restraints would occur at the students’ workstations 
which were placed at the back of the classroom near the wall and radiator. While seated 
at the workstation, the students had their backs to the wall or radiator with the triangular 
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for a long time, during which the EA was on her personal cell 
phone.  

e. The PCA told the District that the Teacher forced Student 1 to 
continue working after the student gagged himself and spread 
the spit over himself and the table. The student sat in spit for 30 
minutes.  

f. The PCA told the District that the Teacher and EA screamed 
very loudly at students. 

g. The PCA told the District that the EA forced a student to walk 
across wood chips as a punishment for removing his shoes on 
the playground.  

h. The PCA told the District that the Teacher required a student to 
sit on the toilet for 45 minutes for toilet training and was not 
allowed to go to recess.  

i. The PCA told the District that students were hit by other 
students so frequently that they flinched when those students 
were nearby. The Teacher was not properly reporting those 
incidents. 

j. The PCA told the District that the Teacher allowed two students 
to cry for long periods of time. One student cried so long, they 
vomited. The teacher reprimanded the PCA for consoling one 
crying student.  

5. Directly after the conversation with the PCA, HR Manager Trawinski 
reported to HR Director Rob Freiling. According to HR Director 
Freiling’s notes of that conversation, HR Manager Trawinski stated 
that the PCA had reported disciplinary acts and treatment, including 
physical restraints, deprivation of water, permitting a student to be 
nude, permitting masturbation, unsanitary conditions of workstation, 
and yelling at students. 10  According to Freiling’s notes, they also 
discussed a connection between Principal Heineman and the 

 
worktable in front of them. To perform the restraint, the Teacher and EA would press the 
worktable against the students’ body while seated at the table to prevent the students 
from moving. The EA would place her feet on the table legs or sit on the table to hold 
the table into position against the student. 
10 Handwritten note by Rob Freiling 11/15/2024; DRP Interview of Rob Freiling.  
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Classroom Teacher.11  After that discussion, HR Director Freiling 
initiated a fact-finding inquiry at Jamison. 

6. On Friday, November 15, 2024, HR Director Freiling, HR Manager 
Trawinski, Assistant Superintendent Dr. Nadine Garvin, Special 
Education Supervisor Katie Veisz, Principal Heineman, and union 
representatives met with the Teacher.  

7. DRP was provided only one set of handwritten notes from the meeting 
with the Teacher. According to those notes, HR Manager Trawinski 
read the allegations to the Teacher from Trawinski’s notes of her 
earlier meeting with the PCA.12  The Teacher cried during the 
meeting and gave explanations for the allegations. The District staff 
present at that interview decided not to put the Teacher or EA on 
leave at that time.13   

8. Around November 17, 2024, Principal Heineman contacted Director of 
Pupil Services Alyssa Wright to ask if he could fire the PCA because 
the PCA had an inappropriate exchange with the Teacher, 
questioning her methods. Alyssa Wright told Principal Heineman that 
it was within 90 days of the PCA’s hire (presumably the probationary 
period), but that he should reach out to HR staff.14 
 

III. The District Began Its Investigation 
 

9. On Monday, November 18, 2024, through Thursday, November 21, 
2024, HR Director Freiling and HR Manager Trawinski conducted 
interviews of staff who worked in Classroom, including the Teacher 
and EA. Staff were permitted to have union representatives present 
or a manager present if they wished. No other District administrators, 
including Dr. Yanni, Dr. Garvin, Principal Heineman, or special 
education administrators, were present during these interviews.  

10. HR Director Freiling and HR Manager Trawinski did not question 
staff, including the EA, about the specific allegations raised by the 

 
11 Handwritten note by Rob Freiling 11/15/2024; DRP Interview of Rob Freiling. 
12 DRP Interview of Rob Freiling; Notes of 11/15/2024 Meeting with Teacher. 
13 DRP learned that it is disputed whether all member of District administration were in 
agreement with allowing the Teacher to remain in the classroom, but the decision was 
made by the District to allow her to stay.  
14 DRP Interview of Alyssa Wright.  
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PCA. Instead, the staff were given the opportunity to raise any 
concerns that they had in an open-ended format.  

11. The notes taken by HR Director Freiling and HR Manager Trawinski 
from their interviews of staff15 document that:  

a. Three staff reported to District HR Administrators that they 
witnessed restraints of students by staff with their hands. One 
staff reported that the EA grabbed a student in an overly 
aggressive and unnecessary manner and yanked a student. 
This staff was told to “mind your business” when they raised it 
with the Teacher. Another staff reported witnessing the EA 
physically grab a student’s arm and pull them down into the 
seat. A third staff reported witnessing dragging, carrying, and 
hands on a student to transport a student when there were 
other methods available. 

b. Four staff reported to District HR Administrators that they 
observed the Teacher and EA using the tables to restrain 
Students 1 and 2. Staff reported that the restraint was used as 
a timeout. Two staff reported that the student’s table was 
pressed up against their chair and the teacher or EA either sat 
on the table or put their feet on the table legs to hold the 
student who was often struggling or hitting themself. One staff 
reported that they would say “when you hit, you sit.” This staff 
reported that the teacher and EA treated the students like 
“animals” and “only cared about restraining them.” A special 
education staff reported that they raised concerns about the 
use of restraints with the Teacher and that restriction of 
movement is a restraint that should have been documented.  

c. One staff reported to District HR Administrators that there was 
a “cage” set up in the corner of the classroom where Students 1 
and 2 were kept when they became dysregulated. The students 
were held in that area with a wall.  

d. One staff reported to District HR Administrators that the 
Teacher and EA restricted access of Student 1 to water 
because the Teacher felt that drinking water was work 

 
15 Freiling and Trawinski Notes of Staff Interviews 11/18 to 11/20/2024.  
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avoidance by the student. That staff had raised an objection 
about this with the Teacher. 

e. Two staff reported to District HR Administrators witnessing 
Student 1 naked in the classroom. One of those staff reported 
that the Teacher made the student finish classwork rather than 
getting him dressed. The other staff reported witnessing 
Student 1 get naked and stand on a counter near the window. A 
third staff reported discussing with the Teacher that Student 1 
should not be allowed to remain naked in the classroom. This 
staff also made clear to the Teacher that allowing a student to 
masturbate at school was inappropriate and was inadvertently 
reinforcing the behavior. This staff reported to the District HR 
Administrators that they had asked the Teacher if masturbating 
had continued to be allowed, and the Teacher had lied and said 
it was not. 

f. One staff reported to District HR Administrators that the 
Teacher and EA did not comfort any student who was crying 
and did not permit other staff to do so. The staff reported that 
students were told “you’re fine” and that “they have to figure it 
out themselves.” One staff reported that the roughness in the 
approach in the classroom was concerning, unethical, 
borderline abusive, and humiliating to the children. 

g. Three staff raised concerns to District HR Administrators about 
language and loud verbal control used with students in the 
classroom. 

h. Four staff reported issues to District HR Administrators related 
to hitting by students and the failure of the Teacher to intervene 
or allow a check by the nurse.  

i. One of these staff reported that students in the classroom 
had “PTSD” because they anticipated being hit by other 
students in the class. This staff reported that the EA was 
frequently on her phone looking at social media and texts, 
especially during the calendar time which is when the 
class is close together and hitting occurs between 
students. The Teacher and EA did not treat hitting like a 
concern, but rather as an everyday part of the class.  
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ii. One of these staff reported seeing hitting between the 
students, including seeing a handprint from one of the 
students on another student’s back. The Teacher said 
that the student was fine and just red from crying.  

iii. One of these staff reported that Principal Heineman 
witnessed the students hitting each other in the 
classroom. When Principal Heineman asked the Teacher 
whether the student should go to the nurse, the Teacher 
said no.  

iv. One of these staff reported that after being head-butted 
by a student, the Teacher told the staff that head-butting 
was the way the student communicated. When the staff 
stated that the students have communication devices and 
should use them, the Teacher told her that the students’ 
communication devices were not being used.  

i. Two other staff reported to District HR Administrators that the 
EA was frequently on their phone, texting, during class time.  

j. Four staff raised concerns to District HR Administrators about 
the negative attitude of the Teacher toward the other staff. One 
staff reported unnecessary yelling by the EA and Teacher, 
creating a “mean girl” atmosphere in the classroom for other 
staff. Another staff described the classroom atmosphere as 
“toxic.” One staff reported that the Teacher and EA made nasty 
remarks about other staff that had been in the room in front of 
the students. One staff reported switching schedules with 
another staff so that they would not have to work with the 
Classroom teacher.  

k. Four staff reported to District HR Administrators that the 
Teacher refused to implement tools and interventions 
recommended by special education staff because they caused 
the teacher extra work. One of these staff reported that the 
Teacher was not making improvements in responses to 
students despite being provided appropriate alternative 
strategies. This staff also reported the failure of the Teacher to 
appropriately report and document behavioral issues in the 
classroom. The staff also reported that she would be raising 
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ethical concerns related to the Teacher with the Behavior 
Analyst Certification Board.  

l. Five staff reported to District HR Administrators that there was 
a very close relationship between Principal Heineman and the 
Teacher, including favoritism, which made reporting issues to 
the Principal uncomfortable.  

m. Two staff reported to District HR Administrators being new to 
working in an Autism support classroom, so it took some time to 
figure out what was happening and that it was not appropriate. 
 

IV. The PCA Submitted a Written Report to the District 
 
The PCA from Classroom did not return to the classroom after the meeting 
with HR on November 14, 2024. The PCA wrote a report detailing her 
observations and concerns about the treatment of students in Classroom.16  
The PCA gave this report to Rob Freiling on November 18, 2024,17 at a 4 
pm meeting attended by HR Manager Trawinski and the union 
representative. That report, which is attached in full as   

 
16 DRP Interview of PCA. 
17 Dr. Yanni and Rob Freiling stated to DRP during their interviews that the meeting with 
the PCA at which the PCA gave the District the PCA report did not occur until 
November 20, 2025. DRP determined that this was at best a mistake on the date. The 
PCA and union representative were both working at the Unami School in the District on 
November 20th, which was a new school for the PCA. The PCA was on personal leave 
on November 18, 2025, and it was on that day that she visited HR staff and gave them 
the PCA report.  
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Appendix B: PCA Written Report to the District, included the following 
allegations:18  

1. Masturbation:   
a. The Teacher permitted Student 1 to masturbate in the 

bathroom in the classroom, most times naked and laying on the 
floor.  

b. The Teacher and EA would mock and laugh how the student 
would take his penis and “shove it between his butt and dry 
hump the tile floor,” referring to his bathroom time as the 
student “face down on tile.”   

c. The student was trained to ask to use the bathroom if the 
Teacher said he had a “boner.” 

d. The PCA was told by the Teacher and EA that the PCA would 
get used to it, like they have; that the practice was permitted 
during the prior school year; and that they have seen his penis 
so much they can describe it.  

2. Nudity:  
a. Student 1 disrobed in the classroom. The Teacher instructed 

the PCA to ignore the behavior because it was for attention. 
The student undressed and laid on the carpet in the classroom.  

b. In one instance, the student climbed naked onto the windowsill 
in the classroom, and Principal Heineman was called into the 
classroom. 

c. The Teacher allowed the student to remain naked in the 
sensory room in the presence of other students. 

d. The Teacher forced the student to continue to work at his 
workstation while naked, spitting, and masturbating. The 
student was kept there until the work was finished or the 
student urinated.  

3. Restraints:  
a. Teacher and EA placed Student 1 in restraints for punishment 

by holding him down with the student’s desk. In one instance, 
the student, with no shirt on, was restrained at his workstation 
by the EA while the Teacher continued working with the 

 
18 PCA Report submitted to District HR staff. The organization of the allegations in the 
PCA report by categories was done by DRP staff for purposes of this investigation 
report. 
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student. The Teacher and EA gagged from the smell of the 
student’s spit that the student was rubbing over the student and 
the workstation. 

b. At one point, the Teacher and EA began yanking Student 1 up 
and dragging the student forcefully to the bathroom if the 
student was naked in the classroom, in front of other students. 

c. The EA forcefully restrained Student 1 on the bench at the 
playground.  

d. When Student 2 hit other students, the Teacher and EA would 
say “when you hit, you sit,” and then restrain Student 2 at his 
workstation table by pressing the table against his chest while 
the EA sat on the table to hold it there. This restraint happened 
many times a day for weeks.  

e. Sometimes the Teacher and EA would use a 2-minute timer for 
the restraints. One restraint of Student 2 lasted 30 minutes. The 
EA joked that “this is the longest this kid has ever sat.” 

4. Water Restriction:  
a. A student’s water bottle was kept in the EA’s cubby and the 

teacher restricted the student’s access to water from the bottle 
or the hallway water fountains. Other staff objected to the 
restriction. Sometimes the Teacher and EA would not provide 
water even when the student requested it via his assistive 
communication device.  

5. Hitting and Self-Injurious Behavior 
a. Student 2 hit other students in the classroom, such that 

Students 3 and 4 had red marks and handprints. Students 3 
and 4 flinched when around Student 2.  

b. Teacher and EA received instruction from special education 
staff on how to work with Student 2 to use his hands in an 
appropriate way, but it was not implemented.  

c. Student 2 would engage in self-injurious behavior during the 
restraint, such as hitting his head and face. The EA would often 
not block the self-injurious behavior.  

d. Student 2 banged his head and engaged in other self-injurious 
behavior that left him bruised.  

6. Discrimination:  
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a. While being restrained at his desk, Student 1 undressed and 
spit on himself and masturbated, while Teacher and EA 
laughed and mocked Student 1. The Teacher and EA mocked 
the student for masturbating in the classroom, mimicking the 
student’s movements on their own bodies while students were 
in the classroom. The PCA cried and said to the Teacher and 
EA that she did not think she would ever be in this kind of 
situation with two grown women. The Teacher and EA said to 
get used to it. 

b. The PCA asserted that the EA erased communication from 
Student 1’s communication device, such as words like 
“frustrated” or other words that she felt were not good to go 
home with the Student on the device. 

7. Aversive Techniques:  
a. The EA punished Students 1 and 2 for taking off their shoes by 

making them walk across woodchips in the playground. The EA 
said, “I bet you won’t take your shoes off again” and “I bet those 
wood chips don’t feel good.” 

8. Neglect:  
a. The Teacher gave Student 2 lanyards, which he would often 

chew on. Student 2 shared the lanyards with Student 1. The 
lanyards were on the floor and in the Students’ mouths until 
they were smelly and rigid from saliva. The Teacher continued 
to let the Students use them in that condition.  

b. The Teacher did not allow anyone to give attention to Students 
2 and 4 when they cried. Student 2 cried for 30 minutes without 
anyone acting to calm the student down. Student 4 cried nearly 
daily and once went home sick because he vomited after 35 
minutes of crying.  

c. The Teacher made Student 3 sit on the toilet for long periods of 
time, once for over 45 minutes. Student 3 had red imprints of 
the seats on her legs afterward.  

 
V. The District Completed Its Investigation 
 

9. District HR Administrators interviewed the Teacher again on 
November 20, 2024. According to the HR staff notes of the interview, 
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the Teacher discussed some issues unrelated to the allegations of 
abuse and neglect (unspecified but “normal” issues with the PCA in 
supporting the classroom and frustration related to short-staffing).19   
District HR Administrators did not question the Teacher about the 
allegations raised by the PCA in person or in the PCA report or by 
other staff related to restraints, nudity, masturbation, aversive 
techniques, water restriction, student hitting, self-injurious behavior, 
or neglect. 

10. On Wednesday, November 20, 2024, at 10:57 a.m., HR Director 
Freiling emailed Superintendent Dr. Yanni and Assistant 
Superintendent Dr. Garvin, stating that HR was nearing the 
conclusion of its fact-finding at Jamison, but that they were scheduled 
to talk with additional staff that day and the next day, November 21, 
2024. HR Director Freiling provided a “thematic summary” of the fact-
finding to that point. It raised communication and conduct concerns 
related to staff. It noted a culture of fear/silence and mistrust as an 
environmental concern. It did not include the issues related to 
students that had been raised by the PCA and other staff who were 
interviewed, including restraints, nudity, masturbation, aversive 
techniques, hitting and self-injurious behavior, neglect, water 
restriction, student hitting, self-injurious behavior, or neglect, other 
than a reference to “practices and structure needed to ensure 
achieving and maintaining safety and well-being.”20  
 

VI. The District’s Report to ChildLine 
 

11. The PCA sent an email to Rob Freiling at 6:33 p.m. on Wednesday, 
November 20, 2024, asking questions, including whether Children 
and Youth21 were called and why the Teacher and EA were still in the 
classroom with the students.22   

 
19 DRP was given no evidence about the nature of the issues referred to by the Teacher 
in that interview.  
20 11/20/2024 email from Freiling to Yanni, Gavin, and Trawinski. 
21 From DRP’s interview with the PCA, the reference to “Children and Youth” here was 
to ChildLine. 
22 11/20/2024 email from PCA to Freiling. 
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12. After an unrelated District meeting on the evening of Wednesday, 
November 20, 2024, Superintendent Dr. Steve Yanni filed a ChildLine 
report related to Student 1 at 10:39 p.m. on behalf of himself, 
Assistant Superintendent Dr. Nadine Gavin, and HR Director 
Freiling.23  HR Director Freiling told DRP that they decided to file the 
ChildLine report after receiving the PCA’s email to Freiling earlier that 
day inquiring about whether a report would be filed. The ChildLine 
report named the Teacher and EA as alleged perpetrators. The 
alleged type of maltreatment was “speaking inappropriately to 
student; pushing/grabbing student.”  No other allegations were 
included in the ChildLine report from the staff interviews or the PCA’s 
report. 

13. The District staff attempted to contact ChildLine by phone but were 
unable to get through after 40 minutes. Dr. Yanni then submitted a 
report online using his mobile phone as the staff did not have access 
to computers at that time.  

14. Dr. Yanni asserted to DRP that when HR met with the PCA on 
November 20, 2024, to convey that the allegations were unfounded 
under the fact-finding done by the District, the PCA had only 
expressed  two types of mistreatment – speaking inappropriately to 
student and pushing/grabbing student – so the District submitted the 
ChildLine report as a precaution or “belt and suspenders” approach.24  
The PCA denies that this meeting occurred on November 20, 2024. 
 

VII. Dr. Yanni’s Communication with the Investigating Police 
Officers 

 
15. ChildLine, after reviewing the District’s report, marked it as Law 

Enforcement Only (LEO) on the basis that the allegations did not 
meet the investigative requirements of the CPSL. Once marked LEO, 
ChildLine forwarded the report to the Bucks County Children and 
Youth Office who provided it to the Warwick Township Police 
Department to investigate as a criminal matter. Bucks County noted 

 
23 ChildLine Report submitted 11/20/2024. 
24 ChildLine Report submitted 11/20/2024 (Yanni annotation); DRP interview of Yanni.  
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that it would not be taking further action unless one of the agencies 
identified a child welfare issue that needed to be addressed.  

16. Superintendent Dr. Yanni spoke to a Warwick Township police 
officer on the morning of Thursday, November 21, 2024, who 
contacted him in response to the ChildLine report.25  Dr. Yanni 
confirmed to DRP that he told the police officer that the District “had 
no suspicion of abuse.”26  

17. The incident report form27 from Warwick Township police notes that 
Dr. Yanni explained that the EA was having a personality conflict with 
a teacher in one of the Autistic classrooms. The incident report notes 
that Dr. Yanni reported that the EA was no longer working in that 
classroom, that there were no concerns, and that the ChildLine report 
was done as a precautionary measure.  

18. The incident report form evidenced confusion or misstatement of the 
facts and allegations in the communication between the investigating 
police officer and Dr. Yanni. In the incident report, the matter is 
characterized as a personality conflict between the Teacher and the 
EA. It is not clear to DRP whether Dr. Yanni said it was a conflict 
between the Teacher and the EA, rather than with the PCA, or 
whether the mistake was by the investigating police officer. In any 
event, it was the PCA, not the EA, who was no longer in the 
classroom at the time that Dr. Yanni spoke with the investigating 
officer. The takeaway to DRP is that the investigating officer was 
under the impression that the problem was resolved because the staff 
had separated, when in fact, the alleged problem (which was beyond 
a personality conflict) still persisted as the Teacher and EA were still 
in the classroom with the students.  

19. On November 22, 2024, a police officer spoke to the parent of 
Student 1 who was the subject of the ChildLine report and told the 

 
25 DRP Interview of Dr. Yanni.  
26 Confidential Documentation- Jamison Investigation, annotation by Dr. Yanni.  
27 While DRP was not provided documentation from the Warwick Township Police 
Department, DRP did obtain a redacted copy of this incident report form from the parent 
of Student 1. It is our understanding that it was obtained through a media open records 
request to the police department.  
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parent that the allegations were looked into and were not 
substantiated by the School District.28   

20. A police officer contacted Dr. Yanni by email on November 22, 2024, 
and by voicemail on November 25, 2024, requesting a copy of the 
District’s investigative report. Dr. Yanni did not provide a copy of the 
PCA Report to the police and there was no evidence that anything 
was sent to the police in response to these two requests.29 

21. On December 11, 2024, a police officer called Dr. Yanni to request 
the statements that were taken by the school district. Dr. Yanni 
reported to the police that they had been faxed to the police after the 
first request (although DRP was given no evidence of such a fax 
being sent). The police noted that Dr. Yanni agreed to send the 
statements by email.30  There is no evidence provided to DRP that 
anything was sent to the police in response to this third request. 
 

VIII. The District’s Fact-Finding Summary 
 

22. HR Director Freiling sent a memorandum to District Administrators 
on December 12, 2024, entitled “Jamison Fact Finding Summary & 
Recommended Action.”  The fact finding was conducted between 
November 15, 2024, and November 22, 2024. This memo included a 
list of what the District considered validated concerns, meaning 
concerns reported by two or more District staff during interviews.31 

23. The validated concerns included: nudity and self-stimulation, water 
restriction, use of restraints, aggressive and unprofessional conduct, 
inappropriate comments and actions, use of cell phone, favoritism 
and unprofessional relationships, lack of proper reporting and action, 
toxic atmosphere, and inconsistent and unethical practices.  

24. The report recommended the following actions: 
a. Increased observation of all Special Education classrooms at 

Jamison by the Principal, Assistant Principal, and Special 
Education Supervisor. 

 
28 Warwick Police Department Incident Report.  
29 DRP Interview of Yanni. 
30 Warwick Police Department Incident Report. 
31 HR Fact-Finding Summary. 
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b. Implementing a communication and information sharing 
structure for the staff.  

c. All Educational Assistants, Specialists, PCAs, and non-teacher 
professionals supervising Special Education students at 
Jamison must complete mandatory reporter training that 
“specifically address compliance obligations and procedures for 
communication in the nuanced context of Special Education 
classroom settings.”  

d. Documented communication sent to the Teacher and EA that 
addresses the validated concerns from the memo. 

e. Communication to all Jamison staff related to avenues for 
reporting issues and concerns.  

25. On December 12, 2024, a special education staff emailed Director of 
Pupil Services Wright and Special Education Supervisor Veisz about 
her concerns related to Classroom. She noted that the Teacher was 
not following the behavior plan for Student 1 in the classroom, that 
she was concerned about the way Student 1 is treated in the 
classroom, and that she was concerned with the Teacher around 
children “period.”32   

26. On December 18, 2024, Superintendent Dr. Yanni emailed a copy of 
the District’s Fact-Finding Summary to the police. The police noted in 
the incident report that the District provided proper documentation of 
the District’s investigation into the matter as the complaints were 
outlined and the outcome was provided. Based on that, the criminal 
investigation was closed at that time.33     

27. On December 19, 2024, HR Director Freiling sent a letter to the 
parents of Student 1 who was the subject of the ChildLine report. The 
letter stated in bold, “Throughout the investigation, we found no 
evidence of abuse.”  HR Director Freiling continued that while there 
was no abuse, the investigation by the District revealed instructional 
concerns. HR Director Freiling wrote that Director of Pupil Services 
Wright would be in contact with the parents in the new year to discuss 
the instructional concerns and to explain an offer of compensatory 
education for the student.  

 
32 12/12/2024 Email from BCBA to Alyssa Wright and Katie Veisz. 
33 Warwick Police Incident Report. 
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28. On December 19, 2024, after a meeting between the parents of 
Student 1, Principal Heineman, and Special Education Supervisor 
Veisz to discuss the instructional concerns from the Fact-Finding 
Summary, the parents requested that Student 1 be moved from 
Classroom. The District decided to move Student 1 out of Classroom 
and move another Autistic student from another classroom into 
Classroom.34 

29. The parents of Student 1 requested a copy of the District’s Fact-
Finding Summary, redacted to show only information related to their 
student.35  On December 20, 2024, Superintendent Dr. Yanni 
responded by providing information about two items from the 
Summary:   

a. Nudity and self-stimulation: Multiple reports indicate that one 
student was undressed and engaging in self-stimulatory 
behavior in the classroom and bathroom, reportedly as a “wait-
it-out” strategy. 

b. Water restriction: Multiple reports indicate a student was 
restricted from accessing water, reportedly to manage student 
issues with urination. 

30. Superintendent Dr. Yanni wrote to the parents that the student was 
given water but was redirected away from the water fountain when 
the student would stay there for long period of time. Dr. Yanni also 
wrote that “there was absolutely no report of physicality like you 
mentioned.” 36 DRP determined that both of these statements were 
false and contrary to information known to Superintendent Yanni and 
the District. 

 
IX. Allegations Are Made Public after Winter Break and Dr. 
Yanni Filed a Second ChildLine Report  
 

31. School resumed after winter break on January 2, 2025. The EA went 
out on leave that she requested and has not returned to this date. 
The Teacher was out on voluntary sick leave until January 13, 2025. 

 
34 Notes of timeline from Heineman. 
35 12/29/2024 Email from Parent to Yanni, Wright, and Freiling. 
36 12/20/2024 Email from Yanni to parent.  
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32. On January 5, 2025, Dr. Yanni wrote an email to the School Board 
members, providing information related to the abuse allegations, 
ChildLine report, and investigation, and stating that a reporter was 
working on a story about it that would air in approximately one 
week.37    

33. On January 11, 2025, Dr. Yanni made another report to ChildLine, in 
which he copied the first section of allegations from the PCA report. 
DRP learned from Dr. Yanni through District Counsel that School 
Board members had expressed concerns that not all information had 
been provided to ChildLine by the District, so Dr. Yanni did another 
ChildLine report online while certain School Board members 
observed via Zoom. In the second ChildLine report, Dr. Yanni wrote 
that due to the character limit, he would not include the whole PCA 
report, but that he could provide the report from the PCA who made 
the allegations and the December 12, 2024, email from special 
education staff to the District outlining concerns about Classroom 
(referenced above). This ChildLine report included allegations about 
Student 1 only.38  There is no evidence that the District provided the 
PCA report or the December 12, 2024, special education staff email 
to the police at that time or at any time subsequently. Superintendent 
Dr. Yanni had been informed that the parent of Student 1 had already 
provided the PCA report to the police at that time.39 

34. The Teacher in Classroom returned to the classroom January 13 
through 16, 2025. Since January 17 until this date, the Teacher has 
been out on approved leave that she requested, not a District-
imposed leave.40 

35. On January 16, 2025, the Bucks County Courier Times published a 
story41 about the abuse allegations, the investigation by the District, 
and the response to the ChildLine report. There were other articles 

 
37 1/5/2025 Email from Yanni to School Board Members. 
38 CWIS Referral ID 20327314. 
39 DRP discussion with Ed Diasio, counsel for the District. 
40 DRP interviews of Mr. Heineman and HR Director Freiling. 
41 https://www.phillyburbs.com/story/news/education/2025/01/16/central-bucks-district-
jamison-elementary-special-education-classroom-misconduct-
allegations/77181880007/. 

https://www.phillyburbs.com/story/news/education/2025/01/16/central-bucks-district-jamison-elementary-special-education-classroom-misconduct-allegations/77181880007/
https://www.phillyburbs.com/story/news/education/2025/01/16/central-bucks-district-jamison-elementary-special-education-classroom-misconduct-allegations/77181880007/
https://www.phillyburbs.com/story/news/education/2025/01/16/central-bucks-district-jamison-elementary-special-education-classroom-misconduct-allegations/77181880007/
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that were published in the media related to these events in the weeks 
that followed.  

36. On January 22, 2025, investigators from the Pennsylvania 
Department of Education came to Jamison Elementary School to 
conduct an investigation related to the use of restraints in Classroom. 

37. On or around January 24, 2025, the District became aware of a 
ChildLine report that had been filed after three elementary school 
students alleged that an aide pulled an Autistic support student away 
from a pumpkin display in October. That student was not from 
Classroom. The District placed the aide on paid leave pending the 
results of the District and police investigations.42 

38. Around this time, the parents of Student 1 learned that Student 1 
headbutted a member of the support staff on February 28, 2024. That 
staff member was on medical leave for ten weeks as a result. District 
staff did not take Student 1 to the school nurse at the time of the 
incident nor did District staff inform the parents of the incident at the 
time so they could seek medical care for their son. The parents 
learned about it ten months later, in December 2024. 
 

X. DRP’s Visit to Jamison Elementary  
 

39. On February 5, 2025, DRP staff went to Jamison Elementary to 
interview staff and visit Classroom as part of DRP’s investigation.  

40. DRP staff interviewed Principal Heineman:  
a. Principal Heineman reported to DRP that he did not have first-

hand knowledge of the allegations in the PCA report. He said 
that he saw a student disrobing once in the classroom, when 
the student was sick and defecated in the classroom and the 
bathroom. Principal Heineman reported that the Teacher was 
absent that day.  

b. When asked about the allegation in the PCA report that he was 
present when the student was naked and climbing on the 
windowsill, Principal. Heineman stated that he was not part of 
the investigation, had not seen the PCA report, and that the 
statement was defamatory.  

 
42 1/24/2025 Email from Yanni to School Board members. 
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c. Principal Heineman reported that he was not an expert on 
special education or Autism support. Principal Heineman stated 
he would sometimes see things that were unusual in Classroom 
that he would question, however the Teacher explained to him 
that these things were accepted practice for the Autistic 
population.  

d. Principal Heineman stated that he encourages his staff to 
approach him prior to making a ChildLine report to inform the 
administration, to ensure things were not reported multiple 
times, and to provide help if the staff did not feel comfortable 
making the report. Principal Heineman acknowledged that staff 
are not required to speak with District administrators first before 
filing a ChildLine report.  

e. Principal Heineman stated that there is no incident reporting 
system in the school, unless a student goes to the nurse and a 
nurse makes a report. 

f. During the subsequent tour of Classroom, DRP staff asked a 
District staff present in the classroom a question. DRP 
witnessed Principal Heineman react with a loud and aggressive 
tone toward that District staff person that she should not answer 
the question. DRP then learned that the staff was the special 
education staff who sent the December 12, 2024, email 
expressing concerns about the Teacher of Classroom. During 
the Classroom tour for DRP staff, Principal Heineman 
attempted to intercede in DRP’s request to interview that 
special education staff member, but the interview proceeded. 

g. DRP took pictures of Classroom during its visit, but the layout 
had been changed significantly from how it looked in November 
2024. DRP took pictures of the student workstation triangular 
tables, which were still present and relevant to the investigation.  
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XI. Staff from Classroom Corroborate the Allegations to 
DRP  
 

41. DRP staff interviewed staff who spent time in Classroom on the day 
of their visit to Jamison:  

a. Five staff reported to DRP that they observed physicality by the 
Teacher and EA toward students. One staff saw three or four 
instances of physicality, such as pulling a student down by the 
forearm or pushing a student along in the hall. This staff told the 
Teacher that pushing is a restraint, and that it is appropriate to 
use light touch on the arm or shoulder but staff cannot move a 
child who is not moving without engaging in a restraint. Another 
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staff observed a student being dragged across the room by the 
teacher and EA while naked. Two staff observed the teacher 
and EA pushing a student back in his seat, grabbing arms to be 
or stay seated, and grabbing and pushing on shoulders. One 
staff observed the EA yanking a student off the ground by one 
wrist, stating “you hit, you sit!” before placing the student in a 
restraint behind the table. 

b. Five staff reported to DRP that they observed water restrictions 
on students. Two staff reported that Student 1’s water bottle 
was locked in the EA cabinet. Another staff reported that the EA 
grabbed Student 1 by the arm and pulled him away when 
another staff was allowing Student 1 to drink from the water 
fountain. Two staff reported the reason given by the Teacher 
was that they were tired of taking the Student to the bathroom, 
of accidents occurring, and having to change diapers. One staff 
reported that the Teacher had the sink in the classroom (not in 
the bathroom) turned off so that students couldn’t drink from the 
sink. One staff told the Teacher and EA that it is not appropriate 
to restrict food or water as a behavior strategy. The Teacher 
disregarded the staff’s instruction.  

c. Four staff reported to DRP that they observed restraints of 
Student 1 and Student 2 by pushing the students’ backs against 
the wall or radiator with the desks pushed into the students’ 
chairs, waist, or rib cages, while the EA sat on the desk or used 
her foot to hold it in place. Three staff observed the EA saying 
“you hit, you sit” as a precursor to pinning the student against 
the wall or radiator with the table. One staff told the Teacher 
that she had to report the restraints. According to this staff, the 
Teacher refused and responded that she was using the “time 
outs” as punishment.  

d. One staff reported to DRP that Student 1 and Student 2 went 
from their desks against the wall to the segregation area in the 
back left corner and they were not allowed to circulate in other 
parts of the classroom. 
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e. Two staff described to DRP how the room was set up by the 
Teacher during this school year through January 2025.43  In the 
back left corner, there was an area that was partitioned off that 
Students 1 and 2 would be kept in as a time-out. The 80-inch 
TV and bookcases with sandbags were used as a wall to keep 
the students inside. A nylon divider was used as a gate over the 
corner, and either the Teacher or EA would stand at the gate so 
that the students could not exit. One staff noted that Students 1 
and 2 were put in this area multiple times per day. 

f. Three staff reported to DRP that a student would push the 
button for “bathroom” on the student’s assistive communication 
device and that the Teacher and EA would ignore it. One staff 
witnessed the Teacher and EA laughing about it. One staff 
observed the student urinating on himself as a result of being 
ignored.  

g. Three staff reported to DRP that they observed Student 1 
disrobing in the classroom. One staff provided guidance to the 
Teacher on how to preserve the student’s dignity by prompting 
the student to get dressed in the bathroom and how to engage 
the student to avoid the disrobing behavior. This staff reported 
that this guidance was not implemented by the Teacher.  

h. Two staff reported to DRP that they observed the Teacher and 
EA yelling at the students.  

i. Two staff reported to DRP that the Teacher did not allow the 
students to have toys, stating that “one of the students breaks 
all the toys” in front of that student. 

j. Four staff reported to DRP that the Teacher would ignore crying 
and would not permit staff to console the students. One staff 
stated that three of the students cried a lot in the classroom, 
sometimes for up to 45 minutes or an hour. This staff 
recommended to the teacher that she provide the students with 
their communication devices to communicate. This staff 
reported that the Teacher refused, stating that the crying should 
be ignored. One staff observed a student who had been crying 

 
43 At the time of DRP’s visit to Jamison Elementary, the layout of Classroom had been 
changed by some of the special education and support staff.  
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for two hours. This staff suggested to the Teacher that the 
student was dysregulated and should go to the sensory room to 
calm down and then rejoin the class. The Teacher refused.  

k. One staff reported to DRP that the Teacher would not permit 
staff to console students, stating that “we do not console or 
coddle here.”  This staff observed the Teacher ripping toys out 
of the hand of a student who holds the toys for comfort.  

l. Three staff reported to DRP that they witnessed the refusal of 
the Teacher to allow kids to go to the nurse when they engaged 
in self-injurious behaviors or were hit by other students. When 
questioned by staff, the Teacher said, “they are fine” or “there is 
no need to call, he just does that.”  In one instance, the Teacher 
would not allow the staff to take Student 2 to the nurse after the 
student had been banging his head on the radiator. This staff 
described a student hitting and pulling hair of other students, 
such that students had handprints on their face and neck from 
hitting. Those students flinched around this student in the 
classroom. This staff reported telling Principal Heineman that 
the hitting in Classroom was out of control, and the response 
was that “it is part of the student’s diagnosis.”  

m. Three staff raised with DRP the issue of masturbation by 
Student 1 in the classroom. One staff observed the student 
masturbating, and when the staff explained to the Teacher that 
the behavior could be redirected, the Teacher replied, “just let 
him do it.” One staff observed Student 1 being dragged into the 
bathroom while naked, and then the Teacher or EA would stand 
in front of the bathroom door so no one else could see. It was 
this staff’s understanding that the student was allowed to 
masturbate naked on the bathroom floor. This staff reported 
that the student had staph infections on his mouth and genitals. 
The student would be left in the bathroom for twenty to forty 
minutes. One special education staff, who did not observe the 
student masturbating in the classroom but heard about it from 
other staff, discussed the issue with the Teacher. The Teacher 
told this special education staff that allowing the behavior 
calmed the student down. This special education staff informed 
the teacher that masturbation is not a behavior that should be 
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allowed to continue at school without redirection, such as 
presenting something motivating for the student to do with their 
hands, such as pushing coins into Play Doh.  

n. Three staff told DRP that they observed the Teacher and EA 
failing to block self-injurious behavior of the students. This staff 
trained the EA on how to block, but the EA responded that “we 
don’t do that.”  

o. Two staff reported to DRP that two students were required to 
walk through wood chips on the playground as a punishment. 
One staff said that they did not observe it but heard about it 
from the EA who said “let [the student] get splinters on his feet.” 

p. One staff reported to DRP that they observed the EA remove a 
student’s communication device and talk about that removal 
with pride. This staff witnessed the EA bragging that she had 
erased negative words that the students had typed in their 
communication devices to prevent the parents from later seeing 
the words.  

q. One staff reported to DRP cleaning up urine more than once 
daily in Classroom and that the frequency increased throughout 
the school year. This staff reported that Principal Heineman 
was in the classroom frequently and often the calls related to 
clean up were from the Principal directly. The urine was often 
on the floor but occasionally on tables and chairs. 

r. One staff reported to DRP that the Teacher’s failure to track 
behavioral data, record and track restraint data, and to 
accurately report incidents in the communication logs. 

s. One staff reported to DRP that the Teacher disregarded any 
professional recommendations and stated that doing some of it 
was too much work. 

t. One staff reported to DRP that the EA was on their phone for 
70% of the time at the beginning of the school year. 

u. Two staff described the classroom to DRP as a “toxic 
environment.” 

v. Two staff stated to DRP that the that the students in Classroom 
were subjected to abuse, and another staff stated that the 
students were mistreated. 
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w. Four staff cried during the interviews with DRP. Five staff 
described crying at school or in their car after school due to the 
ongoing issues in Classroom. 

x. Two staff stated to DRP that they had PTSD from being in 
Classroom.  

y. Three staff indicated to DRP that they felt the allegations of 
abuse were substantiated. One staff stated to DRP that the 
conclusion by the District that the allegations of abuse were 
unfounded is a lie. Two staff reported to DRP that there was a 
cover-up by the District, because even though staff had 
reported the same things to multiple sources, everything was 
coming back as not substantiated. One staff reported to DRP 
that it made her feel sick.  

z.  One staff who started in Classroom after the PCA left stated to 
DRP that she did not observe nudity or restraints, and that she 
was allowed to distract Student 2 from self-injurious behavior. 
This staff reported that she did see the Teacher push the desk 
into a student, but it was because the student was pushing to 
get out. This staff opined to DRP that the students in Classroom 
need more to do and the placement of the desks at the back of 
the class was questionable.  

aa. One staff reported to DRP that they were contacted by the 
investigating officer from the Warwick Township Police 
Department, however the police informed that staff that the 
incident had already been investigated and was unfounded at 
the time of the call.44   

bb. Three staff reported that Student 1 had moved to another 
elementary school in the District since the beginning of 
January and according to the behavioral data, was no longer 
disrobing or urinating in the classroom.  

 
XII. DRP’s Interviews of Other Staff and Administrators 
 

 
44 DRP understands this to be after the police reopened the investigation at the request 
of the parents of Student 1. Dr. Yanni had previously told the police that the District’s 
investigation found no evidence of abuse. 
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42. After DRP’s visit to Jamison Elementary on February 5, 2025, DRP 
staff interviewed several staff via telephone. Director of Pupil 
Services Wright described the situation at Jamison to DRP as “one of 
the most horrible situations.”  She stated to DRP that the environment 
is such that staff want to tell the truth about what happened, but they 
are scared. Wright stated that Principal Heineman stated in a school 
meeting that if staff are going to report to ChildLine, they should tell 
him first. Wright stated that she and special education staff had been 
left out of the investigation and decision-making related to the PCA 
report. Wright stated that she questioned why the District allowed the 
Teacher and EA to stay in the classroom during the investigation.45 

43. Special Education Supervisor Veisz stated to DRP that she and 
others feel Jamison is a hostile environment and staff have a fear of 
retaliation. She stated that she was fearful for her job. She stated that 
she did not trust Dr. Yanni or HR Administrators, so there was 
nowhere to turn. She was concerned that Principal Heineman would 
retaliate against some special education staff. Veisz stated that 
Principal Heineman showed favoritism toward the Teacher and had 
an unprofessional relationship so that when other staff raised 
concerns they were not validated. Veisz stated that she was cut out 
of the discussion related to the investigation and follow-up in 
Classroom.46 

44. DRP did a phone interview of one special education staff from 
Classroom who was not present on the day of DRP’s visit. This staff 
described an incident she witnessed in Classroom on October 10, 
2024. This staff provides professional development and training for 
other staff. She was assigned to the Teacher in Classroom and would 
make appointments with the Teacher to visit the classroom. On 
October 10, this staff could not make a morning appointment so 
instead went to the classroom in the afternoon unannounced. She 
observed Student 1 sitting at the table naked and being asked to do 
schoolwork by the Teacher. Other students were present in the 
classroom at that time. This staff attempted to cover Student 1 with a 
blanket, but the Teacher said the blanket was not needed because 

 
45 DRP Interview of Wright. 
46 DRP Interview of Veisz. 
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the student kept disrobing. This staff informed the Teacher that this 
was not appropriate, that the dignity of the student had to be 
preserved, and that as a guideline, the Teacher should assume a 
camera is watching and do the right thing and use a trauma-informed 
child-centered approach. This staff asked the Teacher for the name 
of the person who had given her the instruction to allow the student to 
be naked. Upon questioning of other staff, it was determined by this 
staff that no one had given the Teacher such instruction.47 
 

XIII. DRP’s Interview of the PCA 
 

45. On February 11, 2025, DRP staff interviewed the PCA from 
Classroom not at Jamison but at Pine Run Elementary School, which 
was the PCA’s current school placement. The PCA confirmed to DRP 
that what was written in the PCA report was correct and had been 
provided to the District. She provided the following additional details 
to DRP: 

a. She started at Jamison in September 2024.  
b. She stated that there were issues related to lack of 

documentation in Classroom. For example, every time a 
student attempted to masturbate, the behavior should have 
been documented. The Teacher did not allow the PCA to 
document events or to see any documentation by the Teacher 
or EA.  

c. The Teacher told the PCA to ignore the disrobing behavior. The 
PCA stated that a student would be segregated in the black 
carpet area in the back of the class for 45 minutes at the 
beginning of the school day regularly. Student 1 often urinated 
while there. The PCA stated the student only urinated when he 
was restrained or neglected. 

d. The PCA described the incident in September 2024 when 
Principal Heineman was in Classroom. Student 1 was on the 
ledge in front of the windows, spitting and rubbing his genitals. 
The Teacher was screaming at the student. The Teacher and 

 
47 DRP Phone Interview of Special Education Staff. 
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EA dragged the student under the armpits across the 
classroom to the bathroom naked.  

e. PCA stated that the Teacher and EA kept Student 1 in the
corner with his desk and that if he tried to get out, they would
stand and push back on the desk with all their might.

f. DRP staff examined and took pictures of the student’s chair. It
was designed with extended back legs so that the student could
not tip the chair backward. The PCA stated that the chair’s
design was used by the Teacher and EA to restrain the
students behind their desks.

g. Student 2 was restrained with his desk pushed against his
chest while the student engaged in self-injurious punching of
his head. The EA kept the student there for 20 to 30 minutes.
The teacher and EA would joke that “this is the longest this kid
has ever sat!”  Student 2 was restrained at the desk 10 to 20
times per day.

h. The PCA reported that the Teacher refused to send students to
the nurse, stating that they “were fine.”

i. The PCA stated that the EA would place her arm under Student
1’s arm and drag him in the woodchips without shoes on the
playground. The PCA observed marks on Student 1’s feet.

j. The PCA observed the EA restrain Student 2 on the outside
bench by putting her leg over the student to hold him there.
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k. The PCA stated that the Teacher would ask Student 1 whether 
he had a “baby boner” in front of the other students. The 
Teacher would send Student 1 to the bathroom and allow the 
student to masturbate naked and face down on the floor. This 
would occur three to four times per day over two months in 
September through November 2024. The EA told the PCA to get 
used to it. The Teacher stated that the student did the same 
thing the prior school year. The masturbation was referred to as 
“self-stimming.”

l. The PCA stated that the Teacher and EA mocked Student 1 in 
front of other students by mimicking his spitting and 
masturbating.

m.The PCA described an incident where Student 1 was forced to 
work at the u-shaped table while naked. The Teacher sat on the 
other side of the table with Student 2 in her lap. The EA was 
holding Student 1’s chair down. Student 1 was gagging himself 
and smearing spit on himself and the table. The Teacher 
plugged her nose to avoid the smell and made the student 
continue to work.

n. The PCA stated that it was a daily occurrence that Student 1 
would be restrained and that he would urinate on himself. One 
day, Student 1 urinated on himself four times and ran out of 
outfits to change into. The Teacher told his parents it was 
because he drank too much water.

o. The PCA stated that the Teacher would disregard the instruction 
of Special Education Staff and state that the Teacher had 
“spoken to Dave,” Principal Heineman.

p. The PCA stated that Principal Heineman was in Classroom 
almost daily when she was there, and that he witnessed 
defecation and urination by the students.

q. The PCA stated that she felt guilty for not reporting to ChildLine. 
She stated that she was fearful of being fired and she was 
working in a distorted reality in Classroom where she could not 
trust the person in charge.

r. The PCA confirmed that after her verbal report to HR Manager 
Trawinski on November 15, 2024, she provided her written
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report to HR Director Freiling on November 18, 2024, in his 
office. Deneen Dry, her union representative, was present.  

s. The PCA’s only contact with the police was in December 2024.
She stated that the investigating officer said they did not know
special education issues. The police asked questions related to
whether the students were breathing and whether there was
any injury. The police asked the PCA if she thought what
happened in Classroom was abuse and she stated “yes.”

t. The PCA expressed anger that the Teacher and EA were
allowed to remain in the classroom with the students between
the time of her reporting until the winter break, a period of five
weeks.

u. The PCA reported that District staff are given six months to
complete training related to ChildLine and mandatory reporting.
At the time of the DRP interview, the PCA had not yet
completed the training while employed at the District. The PCA
had received mandatory reporting training at a prior school
district where she had worked.

46. The PCA drew a diagram48 of what the classroom looked like as of
November 2024 which confirmed the description from other staff at
Jamison:

48 Annotations in blue are from DRP based on PCA Interview. 
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XIV. DRP’s Interviews of Yanni, Freiling, and Trawinski  
 

47. DRP interviewed Superintendent Dr. Yanni. Dr. Yanni described his 
involvement during the fact-finding investigation and ChildLine 
Reporting as set forth above. He also provided the following:  

a. Dr. Yanni confirmed to DRP that neither the Teacher nor EA 
were removed from Classroom at any time and that their 
current leaves were not disciplinary nor District-imposed. Dr. 
Yanni stated that if a criminal investigation were underway, the 
teacher would be removed from the classroom. When DRP 
noted that a criminal investigation was underway by the police 
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in November and December, Dr. Yanni stated that the District 
investigation did not find abuse.  

b. Dr. Yanni stated to DRP that he did not believe the District 
policy on Child Abuse, which requires developing a plan of 
supervision during an allegation of abuse,49 required the District 
to have a plan of supervision for the Teacher and EA in 
Classroom. Dr. Yanni stated to DRP that “if these events had 
occurred in a second-grade class, then yes, the teachers would 
have been removed,” but at the time of the District 
investigation, he believed no one had any credible proof of 
abuse in Classroom.  

c. Dr. Yanni stated to DRP that the District did not have a policy 
related to when nurses have to be contacted related to 
incidents with students. Dr. Yanni also noted that coordination 
between the principal of a building and the special education 
staff in the District needed improvement. 

d. Dr. Yanni raised doubts to DRP about the veracity of the PCA 
and the special education staff who wrote the December 12, 
2024, email to the District. Several times Dr. Yanni raised the 
question of why other District staff did not file a ChildLine report 
if they thought there was an issue in Classroom.  

48. DRP interviewed HR Director Freiling. Freiling described his 
involvement during the fact-finding investigation and ChildLine 
Reporting as set forth above. He also provided the following: 

a. Freiling stated to DRP that the Teacher was implementing a 
wait-and-see strategy with the students which she was told to 
do. Freiling did not know who had told the teacher to use the 
wait-and-see strategy and noted that special education staff 
had not endorsed that strategy. 

b. Freiling said to DRP that he polled everyone who participated in 
the November 15, 2024, interview of the Teacher and all 
agreed not to remove her from the classroom.  

 
49 Central Bucks Policy 806 on Child Abuse, 
https://www.cbsd.org/cms/lib010/PA01916442/Centricity/Domain/118/Policies/School%
20Board%20Policy%20806%20Child%20Abuse%20for%20Website.pdf.  

https://www.cbsd.org/cms/lib010/PA01916442/Centricity/Domain/118/Policies/School%20Board%20Policy%20806%20Child%20Abuse%20for%20Website.pdf
https://www.cbsd.org/cms/lib010/PA01916442/Centricity/Domain/118/Policies/School%20Board%20Policy%20806%20Child%20Abuse%20for%20Website.pdf
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c. Freiling noted to DRP that there is an “us versus them” 
mentality in the District and that some administrators are 
reluctant to have conversations. 

d. Freiling stated to DRP that the District, through his fact-finding 
investigation, was not investigating whether there was abuse 
because that is the job of ChildLine.  

e. Freiling said to DRP that Classroom was “out of the norm.”  He 
stated that he observed the “white-knuckled holding” of a 
student in an Autistic support classroom but that it was 
appropriate because it was Autistic support.  

f. Freiling stated to DRP that he and HR Manager Trawinski did 
not ask staff about the allegations from the PCA, but rather they 
just left the inquiry open ended to obtain honest answers. 

g. Freiling stated to DRP that the District needed policies in 
several areas, including mandatory reporter training and which 
staff have the authority in the classroom. 

49. On March 4, 2025, DRP interviewed HR Manager Christine 
Trawinski. Trawinski reports to Rob Freiling and is the support staff 
liaison.  

a. Trawinski stated to DRP that she usually handles issues 
between staff, not with students, so she was surprised that the 
PCA came to her with issues related to students.  

b. Trawinski stated to DRP that she was doubtful of the PCA’s 
report to her on November 15, 2024. Earlier in the school year, 
the PCA had talked with Principal Heineman about a 
confidential issue related to herself, and Heineman had gone to 
bat for the PCA with HR. Trawinski stated that she did not find it 
credible that the PCA was now saying that Heineman was not 
on her side and that she felt she could not talk with him.  

c. During the DRP interview, Trawinski characterized the 
discussion with the PCA as being mainly about the Teacher 
and EA and how they were unfair to the PCA, and only 
incidentally about the students in Classroom. Trawinski said 
then the articles came out in the paper with additional context.  

d. Trawinski’s notes from that meeting, detailed in paragraph 4 
above, covered allegations of restraints, nudity, masturbation, 
neglect, aversive techniques, and water restriction of students.  
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e. Trawinski stated to DRP that during the meeting at Jamison 
Elementary with the Teacher on November 15, 2024, Trawinski 
read the allegations from the PCA from Trawinski’s notes of the 
earlier meeting. Trawinski stated that the Teacher had 
explanations for the allegations. The Teacher explained that if 
Student 1 disrobed, he was sent to the bathroom, except for the 
one instance that Student 1 was kept at this desk that a special 
education staff witnessed (as described above). The Teacher 
explained that Student 1 was cornered with his desks to 
prevent harm to other students. The Teacher said that the PCA 
brought up the one time that the EA called Student 1 to walk 
across woodchips to put his shoes on in the playground 
because the PCA got in trouble for being on her phone on the 
playground and the EA did not. The Teacher explained that she 
did allow Student 1 to masturbate in the classroom bathroom 
with the PCA standing at the door to monitor.  

f. Trawinski stated to DRP that after that meeting with the 
Teacher, the group of District staff concluded that there was not 
enough information to conclude that there was abuse and that 
more information was needed. Trawinski described it as a “he 
said, she said.”  Trawinski stated that the Teacher’s approach 
may not have been best practice, but it did not appear to be 
abuse. There was a discussion at that meeting of clinical 
practices (where the practitioner is one on one with a student) 
versus educational practices (where there is impact on other 
students in the classroom).  

g. Trawinski stated to DRP that she took notes of the interviews of 
staff that occurred between November 18 and November 21, 
2024, and that she attempted to type everything the staff said 
as they said it. Trawinski described the interviews of staff as 
half of the staff had nothing to say, and the other half described 
a personality conflict with the Teacher and EA and a “mean 
girls” environment. Trawinski described the conclusion as the 
Teacher needed more supervision but there was no concern 
about the students.  

h. Trawinski stated to DRP that during the interview of the EA, the 
EA denied everything that the PCA had alleged. The EA stated 
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that she had been in an Autistic support classroom before, 
unlike the PCA. The EA stated that the events described in the 
woodchips allegation did not occur. 

i. Trawinski stated to DRP that it is unclear in the District what the 
authority is between the principal of a school and special 
education staff and that a policy was needed.  

j. Trawinski stated to DRP that the District filed a ChildLine report 
once it received the PCA report. Trawinski stated that what was 
alleged by the PCA in the PCA report was “way different” than 
what the PCA reported to Trawinski on November 15, 2024 (a 
statement that DRP found was inconsistent with Trawinski’s 
own notes of the November 15th meeting). Trawinski stated that 
if what was alleged in the PCA report was true, it would 
constitute abuse. 

k. Trawinski stated that she agreed with the December 12, 2024, 
Fact-Finding Summary from Rob Freiling to District 
administrators, as she worked on the Summary with Freiling. 
Trawinski was not sure whether the PCA report was included in 
the Fact-Finding Summary.  
 

XV. PDE Investigation and Additional Allegations Against 
the District  

 
50. On February 10, 2025, the Pennsylvania Department of Education 

(PDE) issued a Restraint Information System Collection (RISC) 
Investigation Report about Jamison Elementary. Investigators from 
the Bureau of Special Education initiated a fact-find investigation on 
January 22 and January 23, 2025, based on media reports of alleged 
inappropriate restraints in Classroom. PDE reported that seven staff 
interviewed had witnessed Students 1 and 2 being restrained by their 
desks with staff sitting on top of the desk or holding it in place with 
their hands or feet. PDE reported that the duration was 20 to 40 
minutes at a time multiple times per day. None of the restraints had 
been reported to PDE as required under state law. Four staff 
witnessed Student 1 being denied or limited water by staff, despite a 
decision at monthly communication meetings that water would not be 
denied when requested by the student. PDE concluded that what the 
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staff had witnessed did not align with the Positive Behavior Support 
Plans for either Student 1 or Student 2. PDE determined Student 1’s 
individualized education program (IEP) did not include information 
about behavioral concerns such as the student’s increased disrobing 
and the handling of water requests. PDE concluded that the District 
did not convene an IEP meeting or obtain a waiver from parents after 
the use of restraints as required by state law. PDE concluded that the 
District used restraints against Students 1 and 2 and failed to report 
and follow required procedures after the restraints. PDE concluded 
that the District used aversive techniques against Student 1 by 
denying him access to water and against Students 1 and 2 by 
confining them in spaces from which they could not readily exit.50  

51. On March 3, 2025, counsel for Director of Pupil Services Wright 
wrote a letter to Dr. Yanni requesting that the District “promptly cease 
concealing abuse and neglect (that occurred)” and independently 
investigate her allegations of abuse concealment. The letter also 
noted that Alyssa Wright believes that the District is attempting to 
create a pretext to terminate her.51  

52. On March 18, 2025, counsel for Special Education Supervisor Veisz 
wrote a letter to Dr. Yanni stating that Veisz was experiencing 
unlawful retaliation by Principal Heineman. Related to this 
investigation, Veisz stated in the letter that she suggested that the 
Teacher be placed on leave pending investigation after the District 
Administrators met with the Teacher on November 15, 2024. Veisz 
stated that Principal Heineman advocated against removal or any 
adverse action toward the Teacher and thanked each member of 
leadership for agreeing not to remove her from Classroom. The letter 
from Veisz attached signed declarations from four staff of the District 
who worked at Jamison Elementary. One signed declaration stated 
that Principal Heineman had commented “this shit is ridiculous” in 
reference to behavioral support of students with disabilities.52 

53. The District announced on or around March 25, 2025, that Principal 
Heineman was placed on paid leave by the District pending 
investigation.  

 
50 PDE RISC Investigation Report of Jamison Elementary dated 2/10/2025.  
51 March 3, 2025, Letter from Ari R. Karpf to Dr. Steven Yanni.  
52 March 18, 2025, Letter from Ari R. Karpf to Dr. Yanni and Exhibit A.  
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XVI. DRP’s Interview of Garvin 
 

54. Prior to her interview by DRP on March 27, 2025, Dr. Nadine Garvin, 
Assistant Superintendent for Elementary Education, retained 
separate counsel:53  

a. Garvin stated to DRP that she participated in the November 15, 
2024, interview of the Teacher at Jamison. She described the 
Teacher as very upset and that she provided explanations for 
the concerns raised by the PCA.  

b. Garvin said to DRP that after the interview, the District 
administrators discussed whether to remove the Teacher from 
the classroom and it was unanimous that she should not be 
removed. Garvin stated that she was not aware until later that 
Director of Pupil Services Wright was uncomfortable with that 
decision. Garvin stated that at that time there was no 
discussion about filing a ChildLine report. 

c. Garvin stated to DRP that she knew about the PCA report but 
as of the date of her interview with DRP, she did not recall ever 
seeing it. 

d. Garvin stated to DRP that in the evening of November 20, 
2024, HR Director Freiling approached her because the PCA 
had sent a message wanting to know if a ChildLine report had 
been filed because she is a mandatory reporter. At that point, 
Dr. Yanni, Freiling, and Garvin decided to file a report. Garvin 
stated that Dr. Yanni filed a report electronically from his phone 
after none of them could get through in a phone call. Garvin 
stated that they did not collaborate on the language to include 
in the report and that Dr. Yanni chose the wording. 

e. Dr. Garvin stated to DRP that Special Education Manager Veisz 
told her that the practices by the Teacher in Classroom were 
clinical practices not educational practices. Dr. Garvin did not 
answer a question about whether the practices were abuse.  

f. Garvin stated to DRP that the District policy on reporting abuse 
is that mandatory reporters should report suspicion of abuse, 
not just knowledge of abuse.  

 
53 DRP interview of Nadine Garvin. 



44 

 



45 

Conclusions 
 
1. The information provided by the PCA to the District was credible 

and corroborated by other credible school staff.  
 

a. The information provided by the PCA and other staff from 
Classroom was consistent across settings in which it was reported, 
including to HR Staff and during DRP interviews.  

b. In addition, as a whole, the concerns reported by the PCA were 
supported by more than one other witness from Classroom. 
   

2. The Teacher and EA subjected students in Classroom to abuse, 
neglect, illegal restraints, and aversive treatment, for which the 
District is also responsible. The District subjected the students to 
disability discrimination.  
 

a. Restraints   
i. Under the state regulations pertaining to special education 

students, restraints are the application of physical force for 
the purpose of restraining the free movement of a student’s 
body. Restraints may only be used to control acute or 
episodic aggressive or self-injurious behavior when a 
student is acting in a manner as to be a clear and present 
danger to himself or others. Less restrictive measures and 
techniques must be proven to be less effective before 
restraints may be used.  

ii. Under state regulations, the District must report data on the 
use of restraints to PDE and convene an IEP team meeting 
within 10 days of restraint use. 

iii. PDE has determined that the District violated state law 
related to restraint use, as set forth above. DRP concurs with 
this determination.  

iv. The daily restraints of Students 1 and 2 by the Teacher and 
EA with their desks were illegal restraints. The evidence 
established that the restraints were not to prevent a clear 
and present danger and were not done after less restrictive 
techniques had proven less effective. Rather, the restraints 
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were used as punishment for disability-related behaviors and 
for staff convenience. 

v. The grabbing, dragging, or forcing the movement of 
Students 1 and 2 by the Teacher and EA to push the 
students down at their workstations, stay away from water 
fountains, be moved to the bathroom while naked, and the 
like, were illegal restraints.  

vi. The Teacher and District also violated the law by failing to 
report those restraints to PDE and failing to notify parents to 
convene an IEP meeting. 

b. Abuse 
i. Under the federal Developmental Disabilities Assistance and 

Bill of Rights Act (DD Act), abuse includes in relevant part: 
verbal, nonverbal, mental and emotional harassment; the 
use of illegal bodily restraints; and a practice that is likely to 
cause physical or psychological harm or result in long term 
harm if continued.  

ii. Under the CPSL, child abuse, through a recent act or failure 
to act, includes in relevant part: causing bodily injury or a 
reasonably likelihood of bodily injury; causing or substantially 
contributing to a serious mental injury; creating a likelihood 
of sexual abuse or exploitation; unreasonably restraining of 
confining a child, based on the method, location, and the 
duration of the restraint or confinement; and interfering with 
the breathing of the child.  

iii. The Teacher and EA engaged in abuse against Student 1 
and 2 through the use of illegal bodily restraints. Those 
illegal restraints also caused a reasonable likelihood of 
bodily injury. It is likely that restraining these students by 
pushing their desks into their chests interfered with the 
breathing of the students.  

iv. The Teacher and EA engaged in abuse against Student 1 by 
creating a likelihood of sexual abuse or exploitation of 
Student 1 by failing to re-direct him when he attempted to 
masturbate, failing to teach him that masturbation is not 
appropriate in the school classroom, and encouraging him to 
masturbate naked on the floor of the classroom bathroom. 
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These acts and failures to act increased the likelihood that 
Student 1 may engage in such behavior elsewhere with 
great risk to his safety and dignity.  

v. The Teacher and EA engaged in abuse against Student 1 by 
failing to re-direct him when he attempted to masturbate, 
failing to teach him that masturbation is not appropriate in 
the school classroom, and encouraging him to masturbate 
naked on the floor of the classroom bathroom which lead to 
and/or exacerbated staph infections on the Student’s face 
and genitals. 

vi. The Teacher and EA engaged in abuse against Student 1 by 
subjecting him to verbal, nonverbal, mental, and emotional 
harassment by mocking him for disability-related behavior 
and not allowing him access to water at school.  

vii. The Teacher and EA engaged in abuse against all students 
in Classroom during this school year by creating an 
environment in which the students observed or experienced 
illegal restraints, neglect, aversive techniques, nudity, 
physical hitting by students without appropriate intervention, 
and demeaning treatment on a daily basis. Such an 
environment is likely to cause physical and psychological 
harm and to result in long term harm if continued.  

c. Neglect  
i. Under the federal DD Act, neglect includes in relevant part: 

failure to establish or carry out an appropriate individual 
program plan; failure to provide adequate nutrition, clothing, 
or health care; failure to provide a safe environment 
including failing to take appropriate steps to prevent self-
abuse, harassment, or assault by a peer.  

ii. The Teacher and EA neglected the students in Classroom 
by failing to provide a safe environment by (1) not 
adequately protecting them from self-injurious behavior and 
hitting from a peer, (2) by prohibiting students to be seen by 
the school nurse after hitting or self-injurious behavior, and 
(3) by subjecting them to an environment that included 
unaddressed and prolonged peer nudity, demeaning 
treatment of students, and daily illegal restraints of students.  
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iii. The Teacher and EA neglected Student 1 by withholding and 
restricting the student’s water consumption. 

iv. The Teacher, the EA, and the District neglected Student 1 
and 2 by failing to implement and carry out an appropriate 
behavioral support plan that did not involve punishments, 
aversive techniques, and illegal restraints. Specifically, there 
was a failure to implement an appropriate and legally 
compliant plan to address Student 1’s nudity and 
masturbation and Student 2’s self-injurious and hitting 
behavior. 

v. The District neglected the students in Classroom by not 
removing the Teacher and EA from the classroom pending 
the investigations into the allegations of abuse. In fact, the 
District moved another student into Classroom in December, 
with the Teacher and EA still there. The District’s practice in 
another context was to remove staff pending investigation, 
as evidenced by the removal of a different aide under 
investigation in January 2025. The District’s failure to 
remove the Teacher and EA and continuing to subject 
students to that environment was neglect. 

d. Aversive Techniques 
i. Under the state regulations pertaining to special education 

students, aversive techniques for handling behavior are 
prohibited. Aversive techniques include punishment for 
manifestation of a student’s disability; confinement to spaces 
from which a student cannot readily exit; withholding water; 
and treatment of a demeaning nature.  

ii. The Teacher and EA used illegal aversive techniques 
against Students 1 and 2 by confining them to the back left 
corner of the classroom and restricting their exit with the use 
of the classroom furniture and nylon screen. Students 1 and 
2 were confined to this space repeatedly as punishment for 
disability-related behaviors or for the convenience of staff.  

iii. The Teacher and EA used illegal aversive techniques 
against Student 1 by withholding and restricting his access 
to water. 
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iv. The EA used illegal aversive techniques by forcing Student 1 
to walk across the playground wood chips without shoes as 
a punishment for his disability-related behavior of removing 
his shoes.  

v. The Teacher and EA used illegal aversive techniques 
against Student 1 of a demeaning nature, by allowing him to 
remain naked in the classroom for prolonged periods, by 
failing to redirect him and instead encouraging him to 
masturbate by leaving him in the bathroom naked for 
prolonged periods, and by mocking the Student by laughing 
and mimicking this behavior in front of Student 1 and his 
peers.  

vi. The District is also responsible for the continued use of 
these aversive techniques. 

e. Discrimination  
i. Under the ADA and RA, students in Classroom were denied 

the benefits of their school program, provided services that 
were not as effective in affording equal opportunity as their 
nondisabled peers, and subjected to discrimination because 
of their disabilities.  

ii. Discriminatory views of Autistic students contributed to the 
failure of an appropriate response by the District to 
allegations and evidence of abuse and neglect. There is a 
sentiment in the District, exhibited by the failure of many 
concerned staff to report to ChildLine, that staff were unsure 
about whether the alleged actions were appropriate, not 
because of the nature of actions themselves but rather 
because they happened in a low incidence classroom of 
Autistic students. This sentiment is also present at the 
administrative level of the District, evidenced by similar 
statements from HR Director Freiling, Principal Heineman, 
and Superintendent Dr. Yanni. HR Director Freiling stated 
that he witnessed “white-knuckled holding” of Autistic 
students that was deemed acceptable because it was an 
Autistic support classroom. The most telling statement came 
from Dr. Yanni in reference to Classroom, who said that “if 
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these events had occurred in a second-grade classroom, 
then yes, the teachers would have been removed.”  

iii. Several District administrators referenced that the practices 
of the Teacher within Classroom were clinical practices not 
educational practices, implying that while maybe not the best 
approach, they were not abuse. The overwhelming evidence 
presented by the District and its staff does not support such 
a conclusion. Special education staff with clinical training 
disagreed that the approach of the Teacher was consistent 
with ethical clinical practices. Further, regardless of whether 
the intent was clinical or educational, the District, through the 
Teacher and the EA, was not free to engage in practices that 
violate federal and state protections of students with 
disabilities. Abuse is abuse, even if wrapped in a clinical 
label. The District discriminated against the students of 
Classroom by attempting to rationalize such treatment 
because they are Autistic.  

iv. Many District staff and administrators referred to Student 1’s 
masturbation at school as “self-stimming.” This appeared to 
be used as a way to obfuscate the inappropriate response to 
that behavior and/or attempt to normalize that behavior for 
the classroom because the student is Autistic. This is 
discriminatory. Allowing masturbation in a public place like a 
classroom or the bathroom in a classroom at school is not 
appropriate, regardless of the disability status of the student. 
While masturbating at school may be a disability-related 
behavior, the response from the Teacher should have been 
re-direction or replacement strategies incorporated into an 
appropriate behavior support plan, as described by the 
special education staff.  

v. Allowing such behavior to go unaddressed subjected 
Student 1 to potential future harm, as people with 
developmental disabilities are more likely to be victims of 
sexual assault. Encouraging a young person with a 
developmental disability to engage in public masturbation, as 
the Teacher did here, could lead to that person engaging in 
such behavior outside the classroom, resulting in potential 
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criminal charges and prosecution. The Teacher created a 
learned behavior with long-lasting and incredibly detrimental 
consequences.  

vi. By withholding students’ communication devices and erasing 
the words used by students in their communication devices 
that indicated problems in the classroom, the Teacher and 
EA engaged in disability discrimination. Because of their 
disabilities, these students’ only method of communication 
was removed by the Teacher and EA, thereby preventing the 
students from being able to communicate about the abuse, 
neglect, and their displeasure with what was happening to 
them in the classroom. 

vii. By mimicking the disability-related behaviors of Student 1 in 
front of the other students, the Teacher and EA engaged in 
discrimination. 

viii. Autistic students should be taken to the school nurse when 
they are hit or injured, either by another student or staff, or 
from self-injurious behavior related to their disability, the 
same as other students are taken to the nurse. The District 
staff discriminated against the students in Classroom by 
failing to take them to the nurse when hitting or injury 
occurred. This is particularly egregious because the students 
in Classroom may not have been able to report the incidents 
to their parents due to disability. The most egregious 
example of this is the District’s failure in February 2024 to 
take Student 1 to the nurse or to notify his parents of the 
head-butting incident that resulted in the staff person 
involved being out on medical leave for weeks.  
 

3. Several mandated reporters at Jamison and in the District failed to 
file a ChildLine report. The ChildLine reports filed by Dr. Yanni on 
behalf of the District were delayed, incomplete, and misleading.  
 

a. All school employees in Classroom who witnessed abuse had an 
obligation to immediately make a report of suspected child abuse 
under the CPSL. Despite reports from several staff of crying daily 
at school or in their cars and having PTSD due to the abuse 



52 

occurring in Classroom, none of those staff contacted ChildLine. 
The culture of fear and retaliation present at Jamison Elementary 
around Classroom, discussed below, likely contributed to this 
failure to report, as well as the lack of training on mandatory 
reporting and other topics. Principal Heineman’s encouragement 
to Jamison staff that they talk to him or District Administration 
before filing a ChildLine report was contrary to CPSL and also 
likely contributed to the failure of Jamison staff to report. For those 
failures, the District is responsible. Nonetheless, any staff person 
could have, and should have, made an anonymous report to 
ChildLine immediately, as required by the law.  

b. All district administrators, including Superintendent Dr. Yanni, HR 
Director Freiling, Principal Heineman, HR Manager Trawinski, 
Special Education Manager Veisz, Pupil Services Director Wright, 
and Dr. Garvin had an obligation to file a ChildLine report once the 
information from the PCA was shared with them. The threshold is 
“a reasonable cause to suspect” child abuse, not a definitive 
finding. The District Administrators were aware of the allegations 
of abuse at least on November 15, 2024, and the ChildLine report 
should have been filed immediately. Thus, the District 
Administrators ran afoul of the CPSL when it embarked on a fact-
finding prior to filing a report. 

c. District Administrators, including Dr. Yanni, HR Director Freiling, 
and Dr. Gavin, withheld relevant information from ChildLine and 
then the police. In the ChildLine report filed November 20, 2024, 
Dr. Yanni did not include relevant information related to 
corroborated allegations of abuse that were in the possession of 
the District at that time. The ChildLine report included “speaking 
inappropriately to student; pushing/grabbing student,” but it did not 
include any information related to allegations of prolonged nudity, 
masturbation, water restriction, hitting and self-injurious behavior 
by students, aversive techniques, or the full extent of the 
restraints. The November 20th ChildLine report mentions alleged 
abuse as to Student 1 but there was no mention of the allegations 
of abuse against Student 2 or other students in the class.  

d. Dr. Yanni’s second ChildLine report on January 11, 2025, was 
more inclusive of the allegations but still insufficient. He copied the 
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first section of the PCA report related to “self-stimming” into the 
form, and noted that due to the character limit, the District could 
not provide the entire document. Dr. Yanni noted that allegations 
“include having the student remain naked when he disrobed and 
that he was forced to walk on woodchips.”  Dr. Yanni referenced 
without detail the December 12, 2024, email from the school staff 
raising concerns about the Teacher. Again, there was no mention 
of the allegations specifically related to Student 2. This report 
occurred after the conclusion of the police investigation based on 
the November 20, 2024, ChildLine Report. Dr. Yanni informed 
DRP that the District did not hear from the police related to this 
January 11, 2025, ChildLine report. The District did not provide the 
police with any of the documentation with the full allegations that it 
referenced.  

e. Further, Dr. Yanni did not provide information about the 
corroborated allegations to the police when he spoke to the 
investigator in November. Dr. Yanni did not provide the District’s 
notes of interviews with staff or the PCA report when requested by 
the police. According to the police notes, Dr. Yanni told the police 
that it was a personality conflict between staff and that the District 
had found no evidence of abuse. The police were under the 
impression from talking with Dr. Yanni that the EA was no longer in 
the classroom, which was incorrect, and it is not clear what weight 
that had in how the police proceeded with the complaint. 
   

4. The Fact-Finding Investigation conducted by the District was 
flawed.  
 

a. Certainly, even if the District had immediately filed a ChildLine 
report, it was appropriate and necessary for the District to conduct 
its own internal investigation. Beyond the CPSL, the District should 
have endeavored to determine whether the allegations constituted 
violations of the rights of students under other laws or ran afoul of 
District policy and practice.  

b. HR Director Freiling explained that the reason Principal Heineman 
was not invited to participate in the fact-finding interviews of staff 
was due to the report that he had an inappropriate relationship 
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with and preference for the Teacher in Classroom. That does not 
explain why only HR staff participated in the fact-finding related to 
the abuse and restraint of special education students. The 
District’s investigation would have benefited from participation by 
special education administrators.  

c. It is not clear why HR Director Freiling and HR Manager Trawinski 
did not question District staff at Jamison about the specific reports 
of abuse. Even though District administrators did not question 
witnesses on the specifics of allegations, District staff from 
Classroom provided voluminous information about those 
allegations, corroborating the report of the PCA during the fact-
finding.  

d. Despite this, those corroborating details were downplayed or 
omitted from the District’s fact-finding. The District erroneously 
determined that there was no abuse, and in the Fact-Finding 
Summary did not identify the restraints or masturbation even as an 
“instructional concern.”   

e. Dr. Yanni and HR Director Freiling stated to DRP that the District 
filed the ChildLine report as a “belt and suspenders approach,” 
presumably to the District’s own investigation. Neither the belt nor 
the suspenders were sufficient to discharge the District’s 
obligations under the law.  
 

5. The process for investigation of a ChildLine report related to 
suspected abuse of a student by school staff is confusing at best, 
and here, led to an inadequate investigation.  
 

a. First, it is concerning that District Administrators tried without 
success to get through on the phone to ChildLine for 40 minutes. 
To fulfill the requirements of the CPSL, the responsiveness of and 
ease of reporting to ChildLine is paramount. It is not known to DRP 
whether the difficulty in contacting ChildLine is an isolated or 
systemic issue, but DRP will advocate with ChildLine and the 
Office of Children Youth and Families (OCYF) to address any 
issue. 

b. Second, the online form for reporting to ChildLine also posed a 
barrier here. There is a character limitation in the field where the 
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reporter can describe the alleged treatment of the child. Further, 
there is no way to attach additional documentation so it can be 
considered by ChildLine and/or the potential investigator from the 
county or the police. This is critical, as the direction of any 
investigation, and by what entity, is determined by what is 
reported. DRP will advocate on this issue as well with ChildLine 
and OCYF.  

c. The ChildLine report made by Dr. Yanni on November 20, 2024, 
was marked by ChildLine as “Law Enforcement Only.” Despite 
DRP’s questioning of the Warwick Police staff, Bucks County 
Children and Youth, and staff of the Office of Children Youth and 
Families in the Pennsylvania Department of Human Services, it is 
not clear whether the ChildLine report received this designation 
because (1) it involved a student at school, or (2) the stated 
allegations were not perceived to rise to the level of a violation of 
the CPSL. In any event, the ChildLine report was sent to the 
Warwick Police Department for investigation, rather than the 
Bucks County Children and Youth office.  

d. At least initially, the police investigation involved discussion with 
Dr. Yanni and the parent of Student 1. The police requested 
documentation of the District’s internal investigation and received 
only the Fact-Finding Summary in December 2024. It appears that 
at least initially, the police relied on the District’s internal 
investigation of the matter in coming to the conclusion that the 
allegations were not substantiated. In turn, the District’s position, 
per Rob Freiling, was that the police – not the District - were 
conducting the investigation into the ChildLine report of suspected 
abuse. Thus, it was just a self-fulfilling circle:  Dr. Yanni provided 
limited information in the ChildLine report and to the police; Dr. 
Yanni told the police that the District’s investigation found no 
abuse; the police relied on that conclusion in closing the file; and 
Freiling disowned any responsibility for the District to investigate 
abuse as it was the police’s role.  

e. At some point in December 2024, the PCA report and additional 
information was provided to the police by the parents of Student 1. 
At that point for the first time, the police contacted and interviewed 
the PCA. It is not clear what, if anything, occurred at that point but 
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it did not appear to change the prior determination that the report 
was not substantiated.  

f. DRP requested the investigatory file from the Warwick Police 
Department as part of this investigation. Thus far, the police are 
refusing to produce the file, and DRP is considering next steps. 
While the contents of the police file may provide additional insight 
into what evidence was collected and the basis for the 
determination, DRP determined that based on the substantiated 
information collected from District administrators and staff, there 
was no basis to delay issuing this report pending the resolution of 
the issue with the police related to providing the investigatory file.  
 

6. A culture of fear and retaliation among staff at Jamison and District 
administration interfered in the appropriate protection of students 
and response to the allegations of abuse.  

 
Many staff at Jamison and within District administration expressed 
fear related to reporting issues and fear of retaliation. Staff in 
Classroom expressed fear that reporting issues to Principal 
Heineman would result in his telling the Teacher and possible 
retaliation. Special education staff, even at the administrative level, 
have expressed being excluded from information and decision-
making around these issues and a fear of retaliation. This culture 
seemingly contributed to the lack of appropriate reporting related 
to the issues in Classroom and allowed it to persist, to the 
detriment of the students. This culture also contributed to the lack 
of a robust and appropriate response by the District to address the 
allegations once they were made by the PCA. Retaliation on the 
basis of disability or advocating on behalf of a person with a 
disability is not permitted under federal law and the state CPSL. 
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Next Steps and Recommendations for the District 
 

1. Given the media and public attention to these matters and the 
District’s inaction to address these allegations thus far, DRP is 
making this report available to the public. DRP did not provide an 
advance copy of this report to any of the parents of the students in 
Classroom, but DRP staff did inform the parents of Students 1 and 2 
that the report would be made public.  
 

2. DRP is providing this report directly to the following entities for 
information and further intervention: Pennsylvania Office of Attorney 
General, the Bucks County District Attorney, Office of Children, Youth 
and Families of the Pennsylvania Department of Human Services 
(including ChildLine), Pennsylvania Department of Education, Bucks 
County Children & Youth, Central Bucks School District School 
Board, Central Bucks Education Association, the Behavior Analyst 
Certification Board, the Pennsylvania Licensing System (PALS) 
through the Department of State, and the Pennsylvania State Board 
of Medicine.  
 

3. Based on the findings and conclusions set forth above, DRP makes 
the following demands and recommendations to the District:  

 
a. The Teacher and EA should be appropriately disciplined by the 

District and relevant governing bodies for their abuse, neglect, 
and violations of the rights of students in Classroom. These 
staff should be immediately placed on leave so that they cannot 
return to the classroom pending the implementation of 
appropriate discipline and any process related to such 
implementation. Administrative staff involved in these issues, as 
detailed in the findings and conclusions above, should be 
subjected to appropriate discipline as well. As Dr. Yanni was 
directly involved in these issues, such discipline should likely 
come from the School Board.  

b. The District should immediately provide complete and 
transparent information to the prior and current parents of the 
students in Classroom relating to actions and omissions of 
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school staff and administrators that resulted in the abuse, 
neglect, and rights violations to which the students were 
subjected or bore witness. The District should immediately 
convene IEP meetings with the families of the students to 
discuss safeguards to include in each student’s IEPs to ensure 
the provisions of a free appropriate education (FAPE) in the 
least restrictive environment and that such actions and 
omissions do not occur in the future. Each student’s IEP should 
include reparative supports and services in order to ensure 
students regain the safety and security that all students, 
regardless of disability, should have when attending school. 
One of those safeguards should include a system of 
communication with the parents about their student’s progress 
and any issues at school. The District should provide 
compensatory education to each student to compensate for 
these violations of law and the students’ access to FAPE during 
this time. 

c. The District should engage an expert(s) to provide consultation, 
training, and technical assistance to the District and its staff on 
restrictions on restraints and aversive techniques; positive 
behavior support and appropriate behavioral interventions for 
students with disabilities; responsibilities under the CPSL, 
special education laws, and disability rights laws; and 
addressing the culture of fear and retaliation at Jamison and 
within the administration. An expert should review the District-
wide practices in low incidence classrooms throughout the 
District to ensure that practices are in line with the law and the 
rights of students with disabilities are protected within those 
classrooms.  

d. After the consultation with expert(s), the District should institute 
a robust and regular program of training for staff and 
administrators on restrictions on restraints and aversive 
techniques, positive behavior support and appropriate 
behavioral interventions for students with disabilities, and 
responsibilities under the CPSL, special education laws, and 
disability rights laws. Specifically, the District should ensure that 
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all staff complete CPSL training prior to employment with the 
District and receive annual re-training.  

e. The District should develop and /or revise policies related to 
staff and administrator reporting to ChildLine including 
prohibitions against retaliation; related to mandatory removal of 
staff pending investigations related to students in a classroom; 
and related to responsibilities of the teachers, special education 
staff, and District Administrators for the enforcement of the 
rights of students within the classroom. The District should also 
develop and /or revise policies related to documentation of 
incidents at school involving students, when student must be 
referred to the nurse, and the timely and consistent 
communication of those events to parents. 
   

4. DRP will continue to monitor the implementation of these 
recommendations and enforce the rights of students with disabilities 
within the District. 
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Appendix A: Applicable Law and Policy 
 
Developmental Disabilities Assistance and Bill of Rights Act 
 
The federal Developmental Disabilities Assistance and Bill of Rights Act, 42 
U.S.C. §§ 15041-15043, and its implementing regulations provide the 
authority to the Protection and Advocacy system to investigate allegations 
of abuse and neglect of individuals with developmental disabilities, such as 
the autistic students at Jamison Elementary. Abuse is defined under the 
PADD regulations as:  

any act or failure to act which was performed, or which was failed to 
be performed, knowingly, recklessly, or intentionally, and which 
caused, or may have caused, injury or death to an individual with 
developmental disabilities, and includes but is not limited to such 
acts as: Verbal, nonverbal, mental and emotional harassment; rape 
or sexual assault; striking; the use of excessive force when placing 
such an individual in bodily restraints; the use of bodily or chemical 
restraints which is not in compliance with Federal and State laws 
and regulations, or any other practice which is likely to cause 
immediate physical or psychological harm or result in long term 
harm if such practices continue. In addition, the P&A may 
determine, in its discretion, that a violation of an individual's legal 
rights amounts to abuse, such as if an individual is subject to 
significant financial exploitation. 

45 CFR § 1326.19.  
 
Neglect is defined as:  

a negligent act or omission by an individual responsible for providing 
services, supports or other assistance which caused or may have 
caused injury or death to an individual with a developmental 
disability(ies) or which placed an individual with developmental 
disability(ies) at risk of injury or death, and includes acts or 
omissions such as failure to: establish or carry out an appropriate 
individual program plan or treatment plan (including a discharge 
plan); provide adequate nutrition, clothing, or health care to an 
individual with developmental disabilities; or provide a safe 
environment which also includes failure to maintain adequate 
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numbers of trained staff or failure to take appropriate steps to 
prevent self–abuse, harassment, or assault by a peer. 

45 CFR § 1326.19. 
 
Pennsylvania Child Protective Services Law  
 
Under the Pennsylvania Child Protective Services Law, 23 Pa.C.S.A. § 
6301 et seq., all school employees are required to make a report of 
suspected child abuse if they have reasonable cause to suspect that a child 
is a victim of child abuse. Id. at § 6311(a)(4). In addition to a reporter 
having first-hand knowledge of suspected child abuse, the duty to report 
also arises when another person makes a specific disclosure to the 
mandated reporter that an identifiable child is the victim of child abuse. Id. 
at 6311(b)(1). The failure to report suspected child abuse is subject to 
criminal penalties. Id. at § 6319(a).  
 
The CPSL requires immediate reporting by mandatory reporters through 
the state’s ChildLine system, and then reporters are to notify the person in 
charge of the school. Id. at § 6311(c). Intimidation, retaliation, or 
obstruction in an investigation under the CPSL is subject to criminal 
penalties. Id. at § 6311(c); 18 Pa. C.S.A. § 4958.  
Under the CPSL, the term “child abuse” means in relevant part:  

intentionally, knowingly or recklessly doing any of the following: 
(1) Causing bodily injury to a child through any recent act or failure 
to act. 
*** 
(3) Causing or substantially contributing to serious mental injury to 
a child through any act or failure to act or a series of such acts or 
failures to act. 
(4) Causing sexual abuse or exploitation of a child through any act 
or failure to act. 
(5) Creating a reasonable likelihood of bodily injury to 
a child through any recent act or failure to act. 
(6) Creating a likelihood of sexual abuse or exploitation of 
a child through any recent act or failure to act. 
(7) Causing serious physical neglect of a child. 
(8) Engaging in any of the following recent acts: 
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*** 
(ii) Unreasonably restraining or confining a child, based on 
consideration of the method, location or the duration of the restraint 
or confinement. 
*** 
(v) Interfering with the breathing of a child. 

23 Pa.C.S.A. § 6303(b.1)  
 
The following terms from the definition of “abuse” are defined in relevant 
part as:  

• Bodily injury: “impairment of physical condition or substantial pain.” 
• Serious mental injury: “a psychological condition, as diagnosed by a 

physician or licensed psychologist, including the refusal of 
appropriate treatment, that: (1) renders a child chronically and 
severely anxious, agitated, depressed, socially withdrawn, psychotic 
or in reasonable fear that the child's life or safety is threatened; or 
(2) seriously interferes with a child's ability to accomplish age-
appropriate developmental and social tasks.”  

• Serious physical neglect: “any of the following when committed by a 
perpetrator that endangers a child's life or health, threatens a child's 
well-being, causes bodily injury or impairs a child's health, 
development or functioning: (1) A repeated, prolonged or egregious 
failure to supervise a child in a manner that is appropriate considering 
the child's developmental age and abilities. (2) The failure to provide 
a child with adequate essentials of life, including food, shelter or 
medical care. 

• Sexual abuse and exploitation: The employment, use, persuasion, 
inducement, enticement or coercion of a child to engage in or assist 
another individual to engage in sexually explicit conduct, which 
includes, but is not limited to, the following: (i) Looking at the sexual 
or other intimate parts of a child or another individual for the purpose 
of arousing or gratifying sexual desire in any individual. 
(ii)  Participating in sexually explicit conversation either in person, by 
telephone, by computer or by a computer-aided device for the 
purpose of sexual stimulation or gratification of any individual. 
(iii)  Actual or simulated sexual activity or nudity for the purpose of 
sexual stimulation or gratification of any individual. (iv)  Actual or 
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simulated sexual activity for the purpose of producing visual 
depiction, including photographing, videotaping, computer depicting 
or filming. 
 

The county child and youth social services agency has the responsibility to 
investigate all reports of child abuse. The agency may rely on a factual 
investigation performed by a law enforcement agency to support the 
agency’s finding. Id. at § 6362(d).  
 
In the event that a report of suspected child abuse involves a school 
employee, the school must immediately implement a plan of supervision or 
alternative arrangement for the individuals under investigation to ensure the 
safety of the child or other children in the case of the school. Id. at § 
6368(i). Under District policy, the principal of the school in which the abuse 
has been alleged is required to immediately implement such a plan or 
arrangement that is approved by the Superintendent and submitted to the 
county agency for approval. Central Bucks Policy Manual 806 
(https://www.cbsd.org/cms/lib010/PA01916442/Centricity/Domain/118/Polic
ies/School%20Board%20Policy%20806%20Child%20Abuse%20for%20We
bsite.pdf). 
 
Individuals with Disabilities Education Act (IDEA) and Pennsylvania 
law governing special education services and programs 
 
Under the IDEA, students with disabilities are entitled to a free appropriate 
education in the least restrictive environment provided in conformity with an 
individualized education program (IEP). 20 U.S.C.A. §§ 1401 and 1414; 34 
C.F.R. §§ 300.17, 300.101, and 300.114.  
Pennsylvania regulations pertaining to special education services and 
programs provide that: 

positive, rather than negative, measures must form the basis of 
behavior support programs to ensure all students and eligible young 
children shall be free from demeaning treatment, the use of aversive 
techniques and the unreasonable use of restraints. Behavior support 
programs must include research-based practices and techniques to 
develop and maintain skills that will enhance an individual student's 
or eligible young child's opportunity for learning and self-fulfillment. 

https://www.cbsd.org/cms/lib010/PA01916442/Centricity/Domain/118/Policies/School%20Board%20Policy%20806%20Child%20Abuse%20for%20Website.pdf
https://www.cbsd.org/cms/lib010/PA01916442/Centricity/Domain/118/Policies/School%20Board%20Policy%20806%20Child%20Abuse%20for%20Website.pdf
https://www.cbsd.org/cms/lib010/PA01916442/Centricity/Domain/118/Policies/School%20Board%20Policy%20806%20Child%20Abuse%20for%20Website.pdf
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Behavior support programs and plans must be based on a functional 
assessment of behavior and utilize positive behavior techniques. 
When an intervention is needed to address problem behavior, the 
types of intervention chosen for a particular student or eligible young 
child shall be the least intrusive necessary. The use of restraints is 
considered a measure of last resort, only to be used after other less 
restrictive measures, including de-escalation techniques, in accord 
with subsection (c)(2).  

22 Pa. Code § 14.133(a).  
 
Aversive techniques are defined as “deliberate activities designed to 
establish a negative association with a specific behavior.” Id. at § 
14.133(b). Restraints are defined as:  

(i) The application of physical force, with or without the use of any 
device, for the purpose of restraining the free movement of a 
student's or eligible young child's body. 
(ii) The term does not include briefly holding, without force, a student 
or eligible young child to calm or comfort him, guiding a student or 
eligible young child to an appropriate activity, or holding a student's 
or eligible young child's hand to safely escort her from one area to 
another. 
(iii) The term does not include hand-over-hand assistance with 
feeding or task completion and techniques prescribed by a qualified 
medical professional for reasons of safety or for therapeutic or 
medical treatment, as agreed to by the student's or eligible young 
child's parents and specified in the IEP. Devices used for physical or 
occupational therapy, seatbelts in wheelchairs or on toilets used for 
balance and safety, safety harnesses in buses, and functional 
positioning devices are examples of mechanical restraints which are 
excluded from this definition. . . . 

Id.  
The use of restraints “to control acute or episodic aggressive or self-
injurious behavior may be used only when the student is acting in a manner 
as to be a clear and present danger to himself, to other students or to 
employees, and only when less restrictive measures and techniques have 
proven to be or are less effective.” Id. at § 14.133(c). The District is 
required to notify the parent of the student of the use of restraints and 
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convene an IEP team meeting to discuss appropriate behavioral supports 
for the student within 10 school days. Id. at § 14.133(c)(1). The District is 
also required to maintain and report data on the use of restraints to the 
Department of Education. Id. at § 14.133(c)(5).  
 
Pennsylvania law prohibits the following aversive techniques of handling 
behavior by schools: punishment for a manifestation of a student's 
disability; locked rooms, locked boxes or other structures or spaces from 
which the student cannot readily exit; noxious substances; deprivation of 
basic human rights, such as withholding meals, water or fresh air; and 
treatment of a demeaning nature. Id. at § 14.133(e). The District has 
primary responsibility for ensuring that behavior support programs being 
used within its school are in compliance with Pennsylvania law. Id. at § 
14.133(f).  
 
Americans with Disabilities Act (ADA) and Rehabilitation Act of 1973 
(RA) 
 
Title II of the ADA, which covers the District and the students with 
disabilities involved in this investigation, provides that “no qualified 
individual with a disability shall, by reason of such disability, be excluded 
from participation in or be denied the benefits of the services, programs, or 
activities of a public entity, or be subjected to discrimination by any such 
entity.”  42 U.S.C. § 12132. Section 504 of the RA is also applicable here 
and provides the same protections against discrimination. 29 U.S.C. § 
794(a).  
 
Public entities are prohibited under the ADA and RA from providing aid, 
benefits, or services that are not as effective in affording equal opportunity 
to individuals with disabilities as that provided to others. 28 C.F.R. § 
35.130(b)(1)(iii), 28 C.F.R. § 41.51(b)(1)(iii). Unless necessary to provide 
accommodations to individuals with disabilities, providing different aids, 
benefits, or services to individuals with disabilities or to any class of 
individuals with disabilities is discrimination under the ADA and RA. 28 
C.F.R. § 35.130(b)(1)(iv); 28 C.F.R. § 41.51(b)(1)(iv)  Public entities are 
prohibited from using criteria or methods of administration that have the 
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effect of subjecting individuals with disabilities to discrimination based on 
disability. 28 C.F.R. § 35.130(b)(3)(i); 28 C.F.R. § 41.51(b)(3)(i). 
The ADA also prohibits retaliation, interference, coercion, or intimidation 
against any individual who “has opposed any act or practice” which is 
unlawful under the ADA or has aided another individual in the exercise for 
their rights under the ADA. 42 U.S.C. § 12203; 28 C.F.R. § 35.134. 



Instances for self-stemming 

1. 3rd day of school is when I came to the understanding of s self-stemming. It was
explained to me that  is advanced for his age and that self-stemming is a part of
his “behaviors” and that he is to go to the bathroom to self-stem. I was instructed
that when he self stems. The large trash can is to remain in position to hold
bathroom door propped and I am to stand there and watch  while self-stemming
for safety purposes. I was instructed that I would know when he was finished by him
finally standing and going to toilet to urinate. A. Times could be 5 mins to 30 mins.
B. He would either be naked or dressed. Majority of times he was naked.
C. Self-stemming happened in bathroom no matter who was in room, other EAs,

during learning time, or while other classmates were present in room. D. I was
told that i would get used to it like they have.

E. That they have seen his penis so much they can describe it.
F. That this occurred all last year.
G. They would mock and laugh how  would take his penis and shove it between 

his butt and dry hump the tile floor.
H. They would call his bathroom time. “he's face down on tile”
I.  was trained to ask to use the bathroom when they saw he had a “boner”. 

J. Observed on many occasions prior to lunch or specials if  was self-stemming 
in bathroom he would be told to get up and  would get up willingly without any 
aggression. 

Undressing 

2. September: first week of school. I was told that  had a behavior with undressing
and I was told to ignore him while he undresses because it is for attention. Due to
myself following directions these situations transpired.

A.  was allowed and ignored on carpet to be undressed and lay naked. 
Sometimes other staff were present and classmates. The students then would 
be removed from the carpet area. But remained in the classroom. 

B. One instance  underdressed, (within the month of September) and he was 
ignored because I was told too.  and  both allowed this to happen 
then became very silly and also aggravated he then proceeded to urinate on 
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carpet then  and  took all chairs and objects out of room he then 
began to climb on window sill naked he then began to spit on his penis and 
continued to pee  then called in the principal and behavioral therapist. 
Principal came in while  was naked on the window sill. She then proceeded to 
finally remove him and take him to bathroom. She did not state that he got to 
that extent due to her allowing him to be ignored while undressed. 

C. I would be instructed to allow  to be naked in sensory room and ignore all 
behavior. When it would get to an extreme, she then would dress . This was 
with  alone or with other classmates. 

D. she would allow  to undress at his workstation, while working and would 
allow him to sit naked and force him to continue to work until he calmed down. 
All while he was naked, he would be spitting onto his penis and rubbing his 
testicles.  would also at times forcefully gag himself to get more spit. She 
would keep him sitting until he either finished his work or urinated. (this is when 
his urinating was at a high). 

E. One instance i came back from my lunch and  was sitting at teacher table 
and  was standing behind  holding his chair down with her feet and 

 and  were gagging from the smell of his spit (he had no shirt on) she 
continued to make him work through that behavior while he smeared spit all 
over the table, on her reading board, and himself. I was then instructed to take 

 into bathroom and clean him up and put shirt on. 

F. One instance  was acting extremely silly and when he does, she puts him in 
his chair at his workstation and  held down his table with her feet and 

 stood there while he proceeded to hit and move the table he then started 
to undress and she allowed him to get naked. He then would spit on his private 
and play and pull his testicle skin and they would laugh and mock him while 
doing it. Once it became too much, she then took him to the bathroom while 
laughing and I was instructed to get gloves and wipe his area clean because of 
the spit everywhere. While they dressed him in the bathroom. After he was 
cleaned up for the rest of the day  and  would mock his movements 
of how he spits on his testicles and make the up and down movement in their 
own private area to mimic it. (during this situation when they took  to the 
bathroom i started to cry and stated to them i did not think i would ever be in this 
kind of situation with two grown woman) they proceeded to tell me to get used to 
it. 

Part B of undressing 
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3. During this situation,  was undressing on carpet, with his head on comfy chair he 
then got completely naked and went face down. Head remaining on comfy chair. 

 ran into rug area and pulled the comfy chair out beneath him which led 
head to hit the floor and she then told me he must be immediately brought to the 
bathroom to get dressed. She and  proceeded to forcefully while he was 
refusing to go. They dragged him to the bathroom naked while he was continuing to 
drop to the ground and other classmates were in the room. I was instructed to get 
his clothes from carpet area. 

A. Out of nowhere, not explaining why, I was then told that when  would
undress, we were to immediately take him to the bathroom and dress him.

B. This continued for some time until i spoke to  about how i feel very
uncomfortable with  getting naked with other adults in the classroom or
sensory room and she then proceeded from that point on to ask others to leave
the room.

C. Reminder show them how she would yank and pick  up and move him. 

 water cup /bathroom 

From the beginning of the year, I was instructed that  water up is to remain in 
cubby. Because of  peeing a lot they felt that he did not need to have access to his water 
cup at any time. I was instructed that he Is not allowed to drink from the water fountains in 
hallway. 

a. First instance was my very first session with his speech therapist .  wanted 
to drink from the water fountain and I explained that he was not allowed and 
told me not to let him.  then proceeded to tell me but he's thirsty and that she 
honors his words. I spoke to  about this because I did not like being on 
different pages with others when it came to . She spoke  and i was then told 
that they can run their sessions as they choose. OT and Speech. She then would 
make comments in regards to him drinking a lot of water and said let him pee on 
their time then. I from that point on would allow  to drink from water fountains 
because he did not have access to his cup of water unless  or  would 
allow him to drink. 

b. A day-to-day basis, water was packed, but  would never take water out of the 
bag and expressed to me that if he does not ask for it, she would not provide it.  
would then go through lunch with no water, and recess with no water. Somedays 
even if  did ask for it Via his talker, they still would not provide it. This was very 
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common even during work stations, on the rug area etc. If they did give him water, 
they would only fill it to a quarter of the way so he did not drink so much and would 
not allow more once he drank it all. 

c. There were two incidents where  used the bathroom prior to workstation and 
teacher table, he asked to use the restroom via talker and he was denied to get up 
and go. She stated you just went! And he urinated in his seat. 

d. There was only about a 2-to-3-week period that she honored every bathroom break.
After the “ i need a break “trial and honoring it she had stopped. If  then asked to
use the bathroom she would say no and he would have to wait till the work station or
teacher table time was over. I would tell her when I was present that he keeps asking
and she said he can go when we are done.

 Punishments 

a. In the classroom if  would Bite his talker, whether if it was at workstation, or on 
carpet, they would then take his talker away. Which took  voice away. 

b. If  had silly behavior in the classroom, would not stay dressed or focused, if he 
became aggressive, they would have him sit in his workstation chair and either force 
him to sit till he calmed down while someone held the table so he couldn't get up, 
and or he would have to do his data work again. He would be forced to continue his 
data work even via behaviors such as undressing, spitting, hitting, or even crying. 
During these times his table would be placed in a position that would not allow him 
to get up. The table would forcefully be put back he would be forced to sit back 
down and or your feet had to hold the table. 

c. If  did not listen at lunch or have a good lunch, he would either have to go to his 
desk and sit prior to coming outside, or he would be forced to sit in the vestibule for 
3 to 5 mins prior to coming out.  would make jokes about how “the vestibule 
is calling his name”. She would make statements that” you won't have a bad lunch 
and think you get to go outside. “ 

d. If  took his shoes and socks off outside in the playground  would force  to 
take the long way barefoot on the woodchips to get to the black top where the bench 
was. This was his punishment. She would state “bet you won't take your shoes off 
again” “I bet those wood chips don't feel good “ 

e. If walking on the woodchips was unsuccessful, she would then make him sit on the
bench for a 2 min time out and she forcefully held him on the bench to stay put.
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f. If  would bite his talker to many times during a work station or teacher table, if the
talker became a distraction, she would then either throw his talker on the floor, and
or take it away.

g.  had erased words from his talker if words like frustrated or words that she 
felt were not good to go home with. 

I want to express that during my time with  I was not with my student majority of 
the time. Most and all situations that would happen  and  would take over and 
control the situation. I was told what to do and when to do it which left me to care for , 

 or , and led me to be confused on my responsibilities. I would have to do 
educational data with ,  and . I also want to clarify that both instances of 

s number 2 situations I was on my lunch break and came into the classroom mid-way. i 
want to clarify that i had asked on a few occasions, if  knew and 
understood that majority of all the incidents were not happening with me. I also want to 
clarify that during gym, assemblies, and art. That  was to take lead. Gym most times 
i would be sent to be with  or  and  with . I did not do lunch with my 
student the whole 2.5 months i was there i had to sit with , I did not take care of  from 
11:45 to 2:00pm every day because I was with  during lunch and recess and then took 
my lunch. From returning from my lunch 2:00pm and after I would attend gym with  but 

 would take lead, Art l took lead, and quest music and library I was in the
sensory room with  from 1:45 to 2:25. I did not take my student to the bus,  did, I 
was to take  out to her parents, then help  and  leave. 

 got marks from  hitting him daily, hand prints and red marks, 
flinches when  walks by him. 

When   or  cried i and anyone else who came in the room was instructed 
to not give attention or Cottle them as they cry. They would have to work through the crying 
themselves. 

 went home sick one day from throwing up but it was because he was crying for 
over 35 mins and was left to cry, he got so worked up he threw up.  most days 
would cry and have red blotchy skin. 

: on many occasions during potty training time,  was left on the toilet for longer 
than a normal time, 
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One time i came back into the room and  had been sitting on the toilet for over 45 mins, 
because they felt she drank so much water and she had to pee. I stated that amount of time 
is not normal. When  finally got up off the toilet she had beat red imprints of the toilet 
rim on her legs. 

She had been left on the toilet on a few occasions that had been longer than 15 mins, 

They did the long amount of toilet time when they felt she drank too much and didn't want 
her to pee her pants. Other times was a 2 min timer. 

 has a hitting issue. This issue went to the behavioral specialist  and 
had stated for us to use gentle hands and to teach  how to use his hands the 
appropriate way. They never did that. They would do what they said “when you hit you sit” 
which meant  would have to go to his workstation table in his chair that has arms on it, 
it's a blue chair, they then would place the table all the way to his chest and  would 
sit on the table so he could not move. This happened many times a day for weeks on end. 

One-time  sat there with  on the table for over 30 mins. She also proceeded to 
make a joke about it. On how this is the longest this kids ever sat. 

 would have to sit there whether he was crying, hitting his own head, punching his own 
face, sometimes she would be nice a turn and cover his ears with her hands so he didn't hit 
his ears and sometimes she left him be. 

Sometimes he would sit for only a few mins and sometimes longer. 

The last two weeks they would use a timer for 2 mins. But she still sat on the table. 

There had been times where  would bang his head on the cement ground and nothing 
be done. 

 would hit himself so much on his ears he would go home with them bruised. 

 liked to chew and play with lanyards,  got many of them,  would shove them 
in his mouth play with them all day but also share them with , the lanyards would be on 
the floors in their mouths, it was to the point the lanyards smelled and would be hard from 
the spit and salvia and she would continue to let them use them. 

 did not attend specials, so when  and I would go into the sensory room, 
would stay back in the classroom, and  would watch tv as she played on her phone and 

 was on her prep period. This was daily. When  was in art or gym  got to 
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watch tv with just . I know this because I would bring  in to use the restroom during 
sensory room time because I honored his bathroom asks. 

 had iPad when he came in from 825 to 9 

He also got to watch iPad during lunch, and he would watch the tv at any time we had 
downtime or when he would get upset. 

It was made very known that  did NOT like . She said this. 

If  took his shoes off outside, he also had the same punishment as  and would have 
to walk on the woodchips to the bench. 

If  cried outside because he was upset, she would let him cry for 30 plus mins without 
any affection or any procedures to calm him down. She would tell me to ignore him. He 
would punch himself in the head and ears. When he did that i would cover his ears and 
calm him down, when he got really bad, I would then sit with him and hold him. 
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