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June 26, 2012 

Peter Magrath 
Interim President 
State University ofNcv-; York at Binghamton 
P.O. Box 6000 
Binghamton. New York 13902 

R.:: Case No. 02-12-2023 
St~te University ofNe\\' York at Biqghamton 

Dear President M2gmth: 

This letter is to notify you of the dcknnim.tion made by the U.S. Dep2rtment of Education, New 
York Offi;:e for Civil Rights (OCR), in the above-refen:nced complaint filed against the State 
University of New York at Binghamton. The complainant alleged that the University 
discr~r.1inated against him, on the basis of his disability, by denying him readmission to its 
Maste: of Public Administration (~fPA) progr2m on or about June 24, 20 ll. 

OCR is responsible for enforcing Section 504 of the Rehabilitation Act of 1973 (Section 504), as 
amended, 29 U.S. C. § 794, and its implementing regulation at 34 C.F.R. P::rrt I 04, which pro:J.ibit 
discrimination on the basis of disability in programs or activities receiYing financiaJ assistance 
from the U.S. Dcp3.rtment of Education (the Department). OCR also is responsible for cnfcr:ing 
Title II of the Americans with Disabilities Acts of 1990 (ADA), 42 U.S. C. § 12131 et g:!!., and 
its implementing regulation at 28 C.F.R Part 35. Under the ADA, OCR has jurisdiction oYer 
complaints alleging discrimin2tion on the basis of disability that are f:!ed against certain p:blic 
entities_ The University is a recipient of finuncial assistance fwm the Department. and is a 
public postsecondary educo.tion institution. Therefore, OCR has jurisdictioni3l authority to 
investigate this compl::-tint under both Section 504 and the ADA 

In its investigation, OCR int~rvie·wed the complainant and Univer:::ity staff. OCR also rc>·i~•';ed 
documcT113tion the complair:.::mt ;2nd the University subm1tted. OCR made t:hc following 
determinations. 

The comnlairsnt al!eped rbat the Uni-..:ersity discriminated against him, on the basis of his 
disabilityl(bJ(?J(CJ I by denying him rc:admission to its MPA pro,~mm on or about 

June 24, 201 L The complainant allegd th?.t the University denied him readmission to the lv~ PA 
Program after he revealed his disability to University staf[ 
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OCR determined that in fall 2010, the University accepted the complainant in its l\ ·1PA program 
as a regular, non-provision<:! student \Vithcn:t a-::y conditions on his admission. By letter dated 
October 12, 2010, the Assistant Director for Graduate Studies notified the complainant that a 
mid-semester review of his academic performance in the ?\:iPA program id~rtitied 
communication and analytical skills as 2rcas of concern. OCR d~termined that the complaino:mt's 
core MPA program courses and grades for the fall 2010 semester were as follows: (1) PAFF 510 
-Logic ofinquiry (4 credits), B-; 1 (2) PAFF 521- Foundations of Public Service (4 credits), B; 
and (3) PAff 580 -lntrouu..:tion to Local Government Management and Leadership (3 credits), 
B. At the end of the fall 2010 semester, the complainant's cumulative grade point :lYeragc 
(OPA) in the :v~PA. progra!ll was 2.89. 

With respect to academic standing, the Graduate School's policies s~::1k, "A cumulative grade 
point average (GPA) of at !east 3.0 is required for a graduate degree . To maintain satisfr.c:tory 
academic progress, students are required to earn a minimum grade-point average of 3.0 in aJl 
courses that the Graduate School counts to\vo.rd a degree. The Gradmte School 1~ay se\ er a 
student, when in the estimation of the Dean of the Graduate School, the student is not 
maintair:ing a satisfactory grade-point average, as rcqc:ired for graduation." 

OCR determ;ned that on or about January 9, 2011, the complainant first notified the MPA 
pwgram chair (the Chair) that he has l(b)(?)(C) I OCR also determined that on or 
about January 14, 2011, the Chair met with the complainant, and infonned him that he had been 
severed from the }.fPA progmm for fc:iling to achieve at least a B grade in each of his fi:·st 12 
credits that count towards 2 the MPA degree, and maintain a cumula!rve GFA c! 3.0. In an 
electronic mail message (email), dated January 18, 2011, the Chair informed the complainant 
that he couid apply for readmission after the spring 2011 semester; but would not be guar2nteed 
a spot in the Progr2m if~e reapplied. OCR determined that by letter, dated Jamw.ry 19,201 I, the 
University formally severed the complainant from the MPA progrr:.m. 

OCR determined that during the spring 2011 semester, as a non-matriculated st1<dent. the 
complainant took the P AFF 520 - 2l ' 1 Century Governance course with his fall 20 I 0 professor 
for the PAFF 521 course (Professor 1); and retook the PAFF 510- Logic of h~uiry cour::c (in 
which he previously received a B~ grade) with an adjunct professor (Prol~ssor 2). OCR 
dctem:ined that in an email to Professors 1 and 2, d.Jted February 5, 2011, tb complainant 
stated, l (b)(?)(c) 

(b)(?)(C) I 
r 

f.,.(b)[)(?m)(CCil ____________ --, ___ ___jl Protessor l rcp,!cd, t )(?)(c ) J 

l(b )(?)(C) .'-----:-----:--:---:---=--::--.J 

Jbut you may want to consider registering with the Sen!ces 
~~~~~-~"'::-~~--~~~ for Srudcnts with Disabilitks [Otfice] (SSDO) if your instructors should make accommodet:ons 

for you." Professor I st:J.ted to OCR that per a training delivered by the SSDO, "disclosc:rc of a 
disability is not c~:1ification of a disability," and it was his :.mdc:standirg that that self­
identification by a disabled student "did not require any kind of a response from lhim]," beyond 
providing the contact information for the SSDO. OCR determined that the complainant rC'ccivcd 
B grades in both PAFF 510 and PAfF 520 for the spring 2011 sere. ester. 

1 The course PAFF 510 is refe•Td TO as Rcse<:"ch Design :md l\·1ethods on the ccrr,rlainant's trdnscript. Herein<trter, 
OCR will refer tc th: course as PAff 510 and/or Logic oflnquiry. 
2 OCR. determinec tbt the C•:'n' p!aina:lc actually had I! credits 2f'"i his fr~r semc•ster in the rrcgra:r:, not 12. 
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OCR determined that on :\1arch 31, 2011, the complainant tiled an application for readmission to 
the MPA program. OCR determined that the complainc:nt's application for readmission included 
(1) his original MPA progrJm application (as d:rected by the I'vfPA. program); (2) core MPA 
course grades; (3) a persor,al statement; (4) work experiences; and (5) letters )freco:1:1r .. <:!dation. 
OCR fint!"ler detcrmin~d that in his personal statement, the complainant noted that his disability 
(Aspergcr's Syndrome) nffects his verbal and social skills. and therefore, he may be perceived as 
disintere~ted or inappropriate. OCR cetermined that on or ahout June 24, 2011, the U,1 :·..-crsity 
denied the coTp!ainant's application for readmission. 3 

OCR deterrnined that the University's readmission policy states, "Students applyir:g for 
readmission to a graduate program are subject to the rules, procedures, curriculum, ~nd st<mdards 
in effect at the time of readmission. Readmission is not automatic and may be subject to 
additional conditions set by the department or school or by the dean of the gradUJ.te school." The 
University informed OCR that it hP.s no specific written policy regru-ding rcQdmission into the 
MPA program, but considers applic<l . ..rlts' lik.cEhood of success in MPA program ifreadmit:ed. 

OCR determined that a comm:ttee, consisting of the Chair and the Assist:nt D:r~ctor, in 
consultation with Professor I, made the dete~tnination to deny !he complainant's readmission 
application. 4 The readmission committee members ack.nowledg2d that prior to :1pplyiqz for 
readmission to the MP A pro gram, the complainant infon1 ~d them that he has Asp.::ger' s 
syndrome; bt denied that the complainant was not readmitted based on his having a disability. 
Rather, the readmission committee members stated that they did not readmit the complain3Ilt to 
the MPA progmm because they did not believe that he had a likelihood of success in the prc;mm1 
upon readm:ssion. 

The Chair st<:tted that in determining the complainant's likelihood of success in the MPA 
program, he and the Assistant D:rector reviewed the complainant's readmission application.5 

Tl:e University, however, informed OCR that it was unable to locate and provide OCR with 
copies of the complainant's readmission scores or score sheets.{' The Chair stated that he and the 
Assistant Director considered the complainant's grades in the core courses (i.e., two 13s and one 
B-, for a cumulative GPA of2 .89, at the end of the fall 2010 semt.:ster; and :wa Bs in the spring 
2011 semest~r). T!:e Ch:!ir stated that he and !he Assistant Director also relied heavily upon 
Professor 1 's judgment regarding whether the complainant was likely to succeed in the MPA 
program, because Professor 1 was tenured; had taught at the School for 10 years; and kr:ev· what 
it took to succeed in the University's MPA progr:'lm. Fmther, the Chair stated th:"r: the 

J The Univer~ity staccd it was unn:,le to provide OCR with a copy of the denial email it sent to rhe co:nr 'nin:!nt 
regarding his n:admissior: aprl:cation, becms:? it J :J not ~·.-:t::l!n a copy. 
' The Assistant D'~cc:·Jr stated that she ~nd the Cl1air did net cons 1Jlt Professor 2, bec~use Pr0fc:ssor 2, as an adjunct 
~rofessor, could not llttest to the cocr.plaina:Jt's likelihood of success in the pro;r:un. 
- OCR det.:rrnined th~i: ::1 the ::-mc1ii to the complainant, dated Ja,,u:~ry 18, 2011, the c~~J :r stated. ';Ou; goal :n the 
rndmission process is to deter:rine whether we believe you ar~ ! ikely to sucreed in the p:·c·Jgram based ,)n ~ny 
cxpcriel'2CS you have afkr you were severed from it. Other experiences would be cm:rse work, profc ;<.ional 
e:np1oyment or any rekv~:1t volunteer or other activities. If :h.- only change in your rcd:nissior. applic~!ion ,, .. as 
that you ~•2>sed the Logic of Inquiry ccur5e with a ''8," I'm not convinced that acco:11plishn: ~'; l would demormrate 
to me that you were a strong cand idate fer r.:ture success in the progra:n. I i 1g~cr grades, nc·,, experiences and 
refc;-:n:cs that attest ro your re11di:1ess 10 the progr:::m would be more p~rsuasive ., 
'' OCR dcterm ined that !h,~ complainant's ~n itia) Jdnission score was 3.08. 
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complaina'1t did not exhibit a strong interest in public service. OCR determined, however, that 
in an email to the complain:mt, dated January 20, 2011, th(! Chair stated, "I do not doubt your 
interest in public policy at all. The experiences you describe [i.e., interning for United States and 
}.;;::w York State congressmen, and working for a re:1t-control agency for the last three summers J 
re-flects a clear interest in public policy issues- that's great"7 further, OCR detcnninec" that in 
his personal statement the complainant s1ated tbat his interest in the l'vfPA program was to 
further his desire to pi.!rsue a career in public service that he gained while inteming for the 
congressmen. 

The Assistmt Di~cctor stated that she, the Chair, and Professor l focused on the com:r;lai.nant's 
acad~mic record, and deferred to Professor I 's judgment regarding the complaimnt because of 
his status as a tenured professor \Vho has taught many courses in the MPA progmrr . The 
Assistant Director further noted that the complainant only received a B gn:de after retaking the 
PAff - 510 course, in which he previously received a B~ grade. 

Professor 1 stated that he spoke with the Assistant Director regarding the complainant's 
application for rec:dmission, but did not recall the specific dctr:ils of his conver~atior.. ·Nith her. 
Professor 1 stated that he believed he infonned the Assistant Director that the complainant was a 
marginal student, at best; and about the complainant's performance when working on a group 
project that :-equired te:1mwork. Professor 1 stat~d lhat he informed tb; Assistant Direcwr that 
the complainant hQs "tmst issues," was not engaged, and had difficulty working in g:-oups. 8 

Professor l stated '.:hat the complainant had problems working in a tc;:un setting, and the ability to 
work in gm:1ps is essential for a person who wants to work in public administrati0n. Prof,~ssor 1 
inform:;d OCR that he beE~ved that the complainant's behavior might have be('~ related to his 
disability. Professor 1 stated that he shared his co:lcerns about the complainant's behavior with 
the Assistant Director, but never infer:::ed the Assistant Director tbrt he relate~d the 
comrlainant's behaviors with his disability in recommending that the complain~m!'s readmission 
application be denied. 

Professor 1 stated that he also believed that the complainant should not be readmitt~d kcause 
the complainant did not have a s~:rong public service ethic of which he wns Eware. Prcfc.::sor 1 
also noted that on o!le occasion d1:ring class, the complainant told him that he had not completed 
the assigned reading due for that class session; and sometimes, w.hen he called on the 
comp!ninant, the complainant's responses indicated that he "had not completed the rcadln~s and 
did not provide much of an answer." Professor 1 acknowledged to OCR, however, trat the 
complainant someti!nes "was a good v.Titer" and vo 1unteercd to participate. Professor 1 also 
stated that other students had come to class unprepared, but said that the complainant was unique 
in his honesty about it. 

7 The Chair further sr;:ted that :m additional internship or work exp -2ri~nce \'ias not a requirc:r.ent for readrr.ission. 
1 P:·o fc'Ssor 1 .:.;i"'laint:d that at ·he c:-~d of the semester, ·the g:·vup of students w:th wl".om the ~o:npla:n:J.nt was 
assigned to work i:1 :: is ..-:_,_!! 20 !0 P :\i":F 521 course told Professor I that the cor.1rlair. :~1~ had '"trust isst.:cs," and that 
it '·'•~s very cha ilenghg working with the ccmplainnn:. Profes5or l also stated •h:n the C'l1lC·!ainant often wouid 
"'hide" his work on the scre<:'n of his computer from others, inc!uc!i~.g Pro!i;:ssor 1. Profec;s::~ 1 't2:ed ,1-,~t he .:Ld not 
sh~rl! thb cor ~ern with th~: comp!ainant at any time. 
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T::e Vnivenity informed OCR that in the past six years, only one other student (Student A), who 
is not disabled, had Zippl!ed for readmission to the MPA program. OCR detennined tblt Student 
A's core !\-fPA. prog1·n!n courses and grades for the fall 2009 semester were as follows: (l) PA!T 
510- Logic ofinquiry (4 credits), B-; (2) PAFF 521 -Foundations of Public Servi:.:e (4 credits), 
B; and (3) PAFF 537- Organizational Behavior (4 credits), B. OCR determined that Student 
A's CP.-\ for the core MPA courses \vas 2.9. OCR determined that in or around fa:J 2009, 
Student A was severed from the MPA program for failing to earn at least a B gra~c in each of his 

credits th2t 9 first 12 count toward the MP i\ degree. OCR further determined that Student A (like 
the complainant) received a B- grade in P AFF 51 0 before being severed from the progwm, and 
received a B grade upon retaking the course as a non-matr:culated sntde:n. OCR also dete1mined 
that in his fall 2009 mid-semester r~view, the Assistant Director idt:'ntificd the following a::-eas of 
concern regarding Student A's academic performance: communication- class particip::nion and 
analytical skills. 

In spring 20 l 0, Student A appli:::d for re2dm:ssion to the MPA progn.m. OCR determir c·d that 
the readmission committee, consisting of the former Chair and the Assist;:mt Director, witr input 
from Professor 1, :-cviewed Student A's readmission application. Tbe read:;:ission cor.-:.mittee 
gave Student A an adjus!<:d rendmission application score of 2.9; bast"d on his GPA in th~ core 
MPA clas5l'S, personal statement, work experience, and letters of recommendation. OCR 
detem:ined that in or around June 2010, the readmission committee conditionally readmitted 
Student A ir.to the MPA program for the fall 2010 scmester. 10 

The fonner Chair stated that at the time, she agreed to readmit Student A because despite his 
retaking the PAfF 510 cour.se and receiving only a B, he received a strong gn;,de (A-) ~n the 
\\i:Jter session 2009 China Study Abroad Program (the Study Abroad Program) lc,i by Pro;:cs.sor 
l; ;;,nd Professor 1 had advocated o:1 Student A's behalf. The Assistant Directo:- stated that she 
also agreed to readmit Student A based on his perf<Jmlance in the Study Abroad Progr<:rn with 
Professor 1. Professor 1 stntcd that he advoc~tcd for Student A's rendmission because he felt 
Siude!1t A had demonstrated a strong public service ethic, based on ccr.versJtions with Stud~r.t A 
and his service as a volunteer firefighter. Professor 1 also stated that Studer:t A had 
demonstr:1ted academic progress, pointing to Student A's grade of A- in that course. 11 P:c,fessor 
I ackno,_-vlt;({ged to OCR, however, that Student A wa.s ''never V·.'as a strong student, and that was 
an understatement." Professor 1 steted that in retrospect, he would not have Sl<pported Student 
A's rer;.Jr::1ission. Professor 1 also acknowledged that Student A received a C+ on the resc~rch 
paper, and his overall grade was bolstered by the class participation and his blog. 12 Student A's 
professor for the P AF F 510 course he retook in spring 2010 (Professor 3) stated that Student A 
just passed her course with a B g;ade. Professor 3 also stated tho.t prior to Student A's 
rc-C!.dmission, during a faculty meeting the Assistant Director a~tended, she voiced her doubts 

~ OCR determ>:d that Student A Nt~mpted !5 credits during his first sc-m ester; howeve:. 3 of t~e crecits were for 
two ba~ic skills courses that did not co:;nt to\\':\rd the MPA degree. 
1 ~ OCR :e:e:-:;:incd that Stude'1t A's cr:ginal admi.>sion scur~ also was 2.9. OCR dC'cc:r~'r.ed that upon re:ldmis-;ion, 
Student A ~g:Jin was rr-qu :red to take a basic skills writing coe<rs~ (Wri(ng V.'o~kshop PA!-F 539A). 
11 OCR further determined that Student A's transcr!pt incorrectly indicates that S:udcr1t A received 4 credits c-f a 4.0 
(A) in this course, instead of an A-. OCR determined that S:udent A's ~r:!r~script shedd have indicatC'd that he 
recei\ ~d an A-, i.e., 3.575 and not a 4.0 in the course. 
1
; Pro:·cssor I informed OCR that the stu,~c-nts' grndes for the Study Abro:!d !"rogram \Vere calculated as f(,(!ows: 

50%, for class participation; 25% fJr writing a blog; and 25% for a ~,~sea:ch paper. 
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about -.vhether Studc:-nt A would be successful if rec:dmitted to tht! MPA progretm. The for:ner 
Chair also stated that the decision to readmit Student A was wrong, as he stmggled terribly for 
the rest of his time in the \1PA program. OCR detem1ined that Student A was ultimately severed 
from the MP A progr;::m in or ::round fall 20 II. 

Based on the evidence (including witness interviews, OCR's revicv,· of the docl!m:;ntation 
submitted, and the absence of admissions documentation for the complainant), OCR dcte~mined 
that the University did not proffer solely legitimate. non-discriminatory :e<1.sons fo:· the MPA 
program faculty's decision not to readmit the complainant to the MPA program. Spedfically, 
the readmission committee members stated th:1t they ;.:id not :l'ndmit the compbinant to tb.1: MPA 
prog:·am because of his academic performance; however, they readrr:.itted Student A to th<~ MPA 
program, al:hough he (like the complainant) received a B- in PAFF 510 before being severed 
from the prograrr:. a:Jd rece:\·cd only a B after reta}cing the course. Professor 3 informed OCR 
that she had expressed doubts to faculty, including the Assi:.-:tant Director, about Stude:'lt A's 
likelihood of success if readmitted; and Professor 1 ac!..!lowledged that Student A ''/as never a 
s~rong student. OCR determined that the University originally adr:1itted the conplainant to the 
program without conditions, and gave him an adrr;ission score of 3.08; whereas the Un:Ycrsity 
admitted Student A conditionally, and gave him an admission score of 2.9. The UniwP:ity did 
not provide OCR with the cnmpbi11.ant's readmission scores. OCR determined that Stude:~lt A's 
readmission score did not increase, and remained 2.9; and the Uciversity readmitted S'.:uder.t A to 
the progr~un, but again only conditionally. OCR f\:rther determir!ecl that dl·spite having similar 
academic deficienc-ies, the University did not afford the con'lplainant the opportunity for 
conditional readmission, as it had for Stud.:nt A Additionully, the Chair's and Profcss.Jr 1 's 
~valuations of the complaincmt's interest in public service were inccr.sistent with the evidence; 
namely, the complainant had participat::!d in congressional and public se:rv:ce agency internships, 
and the Chair had previously stated that he did not doubt th~ complainant's interest in public 
policy. Moreover, the Ch:lir and Assistant Director stated that they defer~ed to Profest;or 1 's 
assessment of the complainm1t which included Professor 1 's consideration that the 
complainant's "tntst issues" and difficulty with group work were related to the complainant's 
disability. 

On June 26, 2012, the University voluntarily signed an agrecrr.ent, a copy of which is enclosed 
herewith, ,,·hich when fully implemented \Vi1l resolve the aforementioned concerns regarding the 
allegation. OCR will monitor the implementation of the resolt.:b.m ag::ccment. If the University 
fails to implcmcr:t the terms ofthe agreement, OCR wiil immediately resw::e its invc--::tigation. 

This Jetter sets forth OCR's determination in an individual OCR case. This letter is not a JcTmal 
statement of OCR policy and should not be relied upon, cited, or cor.strued as such. OCR's 
fonnal policy statements arc approved by a duly authorized OCR official and made availatle to 
the public. The complainant may have the right to file a pri·v.::te suit in federal court whether or 
not OCR f:r:ds a violation. 

It is unlawful to harass or intimidate :::r:. individual \vho has filed a compl~int or partici]Xl!t~d in 
actions to secure protected rights. If this should occur, the complain::ont may file a separate 
complaint with OCR. alleging these acts. 
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Vnder the freedom of Information Act, 5 U.S.C. § 552, it may be n;?cessary to release this letter 
and related correspondence and records upon request. In the event that OCR receive.-; such a 
request, it will seek to protect, to the extent provided by law, personally idcm:i-5nble infor.nation 
that if releas~d could constitute an unwarranted im·.::~.sion of personal priYacy. 

If you hr:xe questions ::bout OCR's determination, please contact Jeanette Tejada Bustc•s, 
Compliance Team Attorney, at (646) 428-3 777 or iea!lettc.te1a0cth'.I_;i1Qsfdled.gov~ or G1na 
D:::;:tasco, Compliance Tea:n Attorney, at (646) 428-3924 or gir .. ~am;J.,<>C:Q@".~g.gov. 

Sincerely, 

~--. 
Timothy C. J. B~ar.chard 
Regional Director 

Encl. 
cc: 



RESOLl~TiO~ ACREEr\!El'\T 

The State U !I iversity of Xcw York. Binghamto~ On p;ersity 
Case No. ~'}2~12~2023 

In order to resolve :he allegation in Cu.sc No. 02~12~2023, The State University ofNew York at 
Binghamton University (the University) assures the U.S. Department of Edu~ation, New York 
Office for Civil Rights I, OCR), that :twill take the following actions pllrSuant to the rcquin.';nents 
of Sc-;;.t!on 504 of the Rch:iliilitation Act of 1973 (Section 504), as nrr:e~dcd, 29 U.S.C. § 794 1.nd 
its implementing regulation at 34 C.F.R. Part 104, and Tit!e I1 oftl:c c\;neric:.u1s with Disabilities 
Act of 1900 {the ADA), 42 V.S.C. § 12131 m; ~-, and its imp:cm c~ti1~g reg:.: !a tim: at 28 C.F. R. 
Part 35: 

Act!on Item 1: 

i3y July l, 2012, the University \\~!l sc:1d a letter to the complainant offerit:g him n::.dmiS'sion 
into the University's GraduJte School of Public ;\dmini:>trmion for 6e fa! i 2012 tenn. 

Reporting RE't] uircm ents: 

a. By July l, 2012, the University will provide OCR with a copy cfthe offer lcrte. 

b. By Auh'Ust 30, 2012, t'J.e L'niversity will notify OCR whether the co~p1::ir:'nt 

rcenw!id for the fn!l 2012 te:-r.1. 

Action Hem 2: 

By Sep:e m ht-r 30, 20 12, the University will prm.·i de training to a11 adm in i st!"2tors and faeu! ty 
involved \Vith making admissions and readmissions decisions \vith respect to the Gra::!Lstc 
School of Pub!ic Admin:stra•ion (including the Chair of the Masters in Public Administration 
(MPA) progmm, the Assistant uirector of Greduntc Studies, and tenured facu!ty) regarding the 
requi~emcnrs of Section 504 and the ADA as epp!ied to admissions :-md rer.drr.issicns, including 
the prohibition on using disability as a factor in denying adm:s:don or readmission. 

Reporting Requirement: 13y September 30, 2012. the Ull'ivcrsity will provi·:le 
docmll~ntation demonstrating that !he tra:ning referenced in Act;on Item 2 was provi:i;:d 
to all app;icable 2.Jministrawrs 2.nd facdty. rhis documentation will include, but will not 
be limited ro, the date(s) ofthe training; the name and crcder1tials of the tr-ainer; copies of 

any training materi3ls used. ir:cluding any handcllts, guides, or other m3terials: anc-l Dt)Of 
of attendance by administr2tors 2..nd staff. 

~o Admission of Ua.bHity or Wrongdoing 
By agreeing to the :erms of ~his Resc!u:ion Agrccr':lent, r,cithcr the University nor :cr.y of its 
officials, Dfi'iccrs, emrloy~cs, agents or repres(.'nt:>:ives admit to <.1ny J:nbility or wrongdoing, r:nd 
nociling herein shall be c.onstrued as an admission ofliah11ity or v-.-rongdoing. 
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The University under.stnnds that OCR will not close the monitoring of this a&lTt'er::ent u:1til OCR 
d~tennines that the recipient hos fulfilled the tcm1s of this agreement and is in compli:mce >vitn 
the regulations impk:menting Section 504, at 34 C.F.R. § 104.42 and § 104.43, at!d t!Je ADA, nt 
28 C.F.R. § 35.130, which were at issue in this ca~c. The L1:-:iversity a!s:o undcrstc·l.nds that by 
signing this agreement, it agrees to provide data and other infonnation in a timely mcnner in 
accordance with the reporting requirements of this af:,'Teement. Further the Univcrsi~y 

under;;tands that during the monitoring of this agreement, if necessary, OCR may visit th-:: 
University, interview staff and students, and request such addir'onnJ reports or data as <!r~ 

necessary for OCR to detcrmi11e whether 6e University has ti.J!filled the terms of this agreeMent 
and is in con:;;liancc >vith the r~g<..tlations implementing Section 504, at 34 C.f .R. § I 04.42 and § 
i 04.43, and the ADA, D.t 28 C.F.R. § 35.130, which were et issue in this case. 
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S1gnature: ' 
. 

Date: ·-- ~!?-JJ?..O_L1__ ;!V-f.J\ <-:.:..- • ': -~..P 
I hrrvey Ster:ger~\ C. :, 
President c~- \ 
University at l~!nton 
The Sta:.: University· of New York 




