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June 11, 2026 
 
VIA EMAIL 
 
Acting Assistant Secretary for Civil Rights 
U.S. Department of Education  
Office for Civil Rights 
Lyndon Baines Johnson Department of Education Building  
400 Maryland Avenue S.W. 
Washington, D.C. 20202  
Email: OCR.DC@ed.gov 
 
Denver Office for Civil Rights  
U.S. Department of Education  
1244 Speer Blvd., Suite 310  
Denver, CO 80204-3582  
OCR.Denver@ed.gov 
 
 
Re: Title VI Civil Rights Violations at Boulder Valley Public School District 
 

I. INTRODUCTION 
 

The Anti-Defamation League (“ADL”)1, submits this Complaint on behalf of Student A, 
along with his parents, all of whom are Jewish. Student A, who will soon complete 8th 
grade at Southern Hills Middle School (“SHMS” or “the school” ), has been subjected to 
continued antisemitic harassment on the basis of his Jewish ethnicity, shared ancestry, and 
national origin while attending the Boulder Valley School District (referred to herein as 
“BVSD” or “the District”). SHMS is a public school operated by BVSD, located in 
Boulder, Colorado. The District is a recipient of federal financial assistance and is therefore 
subject to the requirements of Title VI of the Civil Rights Act of 1964 (“Title VI”).2 BVSD 
has knowingly allowed its schools to become a hostile environment for Jewish students, 
has failed to take prompt and effective steps to address and remediate that hostile 
environment, and has thereby violated its legal obligations under Title VI and its 
implementing regulations. 
 
Accordingly, for the reasons set forth below, ADL respectfully requests that the Office for 
Civil Rights (“OCR”) initiate an investigation of Boulder Valley School District, a 
recipient of federal financial assistance, for violations of Title VI of the Civil Rights Act 
of 1964 and its implementing regulations, based on Jewish shared ancestry discrimination.  

 
1 ADL is a leading anti-hate organization dedicated to stopping the defamation of the Jewish people and 
securing justice and fair treatment to all. 
2 See 42 U.S.C. § 2000d et seq.; see also 34 C.F.R. § 100.3. 

mailto:OCR.DC@ed.gov
mailto:OCR.Denver@ed.gov
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ADL further requests mediation pursuant to Section 201(a) of OCR’s Case Processing 
Manual, to be followed by an investigation if mediation is not successful. 

Student A3 has been subjected to persistent, escalating, and severe antisemitic harassment 
at SHMS spanning two consecutive school years — 7th grade (2024–2025) and 8th grade 
(2025–2026) — by multiple fellow students. The harassment began with antisemitic 
remarks directed at Student A on the soccer field by classmates. As described further 
below, it escalated rapidly to include verbal slurs (including repeated use of the word 
“kike” directed at Student A), threats (including of gun violence), and Nazi salutes in 2024, 
and progressed to repeated physical assaults (including strangulation), antisemitic taunting 
in the lunch line, after school and in class (including organization of a game called “Jew 
touch tag” in PE, in which Jews are chased), and Holocaust-related mockery (including a 
student telling Student A in math class, “at least my grandma didn’t spend 8 years in 
hiding,” and asking Student A, “do you get scared when someone raises their hand?” and 
“do you get scared when someone counts to nine?”). On one occasion, a group of students, 
none of whom Student A believed were Jewish, threw a dollar bill into the air in front of 
Student A, and when Student A picked it up, one of the students said “well, well, well” 
while another recorded the interaction on video — conduct invoking the common 
antisemitic trope associating Jewish people with money and greed.  

The most violent incident occurred on December 15, 2025, when a classmate fashioned a 
Chromebook charging cord into a lasso, threw it around Student A’s neck without warning 
or provocation, and dragged Student A backward from a chair while calling Student A a 
“stupid kike” — conduct so severe it resulted in a police report, a formal founded bullying 
determination by SHMS, and a Juvenile Court Referral for third-degree assault. That 
incident was followed by a February 26, 2026 incident in which a former friend of Student 
A threatened to bring his father’s gun to school to shoot people and then stated in Student 
A’s Spanish class that “Hitler should have killed all the Jews when he had the chance”; a 
March 2026 assault in which a fellow student punched and kicked Student A multiple 
times; and an April 2026 incident in which a fellow student approached Student A while 
Student A was playing basketball alone at recess and spat in Student A’s face. During the 
spring 2026 semester, a swastika was found drawn in marker on the wall of the boys’ 
bathroom directly behind the main office at SHMS, accompanied by a racial slur targeting 
Black students. 

Student A’s parents put SHMS and BVSD on actual notice of antisemitic harassment in 
November 2024 and have continued to provide them with written, documented, and urgent 
notice through the present. SHMS itself produced a founded determination of antisemitic 
bullying in April 2025. The Boulder Police Department has opened two cases and has 
issued a juvenile criminal referral for third-degree assault. Formal written demands for 
protective supervision were submitted in January 2026. Despite all of this, the District 
failed to put into place systemic changes to address the continued antisemitic harassment 
Student A has been facing and has consistently placed the burden of avoiding the hostile 
environment on Student A — not on those responsible for creating it. Student A has been 
relocated from study hall to the principal’s office, no longer changes in the locker room for 

 
3 While we refer to Complainants anonymously herein out of concerns for safety and confidentiality, ADL 
remains ready to provide names and contact information for OCR personnel, and to make Complainants 
available for interviews and the potential mediation process, upon OCR’s request. 



https://www.bvsd.org/about/board-of-education/policies/policy/%7Eboard/j-policies/post/jdhb
https://www.bvsd.org/nondiscrimination-equal-opportunity
https://www.bvsd.org/nondiscrimination-equal-opportunity
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The harassment of Student A at SHMS did not begin with a single dramatic incident. It 
built gradually and relentlessly over the course of Student A’s 7th-grade year. In the fall of 
2024, Student A’s father initiated communications with SHMS Principal Melinda Murphy 
concerning a persistent pattern of targeting directed at Student A by fellow students 
following multiple incidents of bullying during PE class. Principal Murphy acknowledged 
the concerns and invited Student A’s father to reach out if specific names were heard 
repeatedly so that the school could address behaviors and trends before they advanced 
further. That invitation established actual notice from the outset of the communications, 
and Student A’s family took it seriously. 

In early November 2024, Student A’s father reported to Principal Murphy that two students 
— referred to herein as Student 1 and Student 2 — had been “really going at [Student A] 
quite a bit.” In the weeks preceding that communication, Student 1 had attempted to 
provoke Student A into a physical fight on more than one occasion, had told Student A that 
he would “kill” Student A if it did not mean going to jail, and had been engaging in 
aggressive retaliation following Student A’s reporting of the previous bullying (Student A 
had reported at least one incident through Colorado’s anonymous “Safe to Tell” reporting 
system). 

Student A’s father advised Principal Murphy that the language was “escalating in a very 
dark and negative direction.” Principal Murphy acknowledged receipt of the report and 
indicated she or Assistant Principal Sarah DiGiacomo would speak with Student A.7 No 
further documented follow-up or corrective action by the District appears in the record 
from this period. 

2. April 2025: Antisemitic Hate Speech, Nazi Salutes, and Physical 
Assault 
 

By April 2025, the harassment had crossed definitively into antisemitic hate speech and 
physical violence. On or around April 11, 2025, Student A’s father wrote to Principal 
Murphy to report that Student A had “shared some very troubling experiences with ongoing 
bullying at school over the last few weeks.” This bullying had “recently escalated to include 
antisemitic hate speech, seemingly coming from a group of boys who have been a persistent 
issue for both the school and [Student A].” Student A “had been physically assaulted twice 
this year (that we know of) and has now been subjected to Nazi salutes on the playground 
and today in Social Studies.” 

Student A’s father further noted that Student A had not shared the full extent of the 
harassment for most of the school year out of fear of retaliation — Student A was “afraid 
of further repercussions” from fellow students — and had been hesitant to tell even Student 
A’s parents. Student A’s father formally requested that the school provide a plan to address 
this behavior, including “a significant increase in supervision and greater engagement with 
parents regarding the rise of this behavior in the school,” and stated that “transferring 
[Student A] has to also be on the table” if the situation could not be remediated. 

 
7 Complainants are prepared to provide copies to OCR of email communications sent to school officials 
and/or district administrators to notify them of these incidents each time they learned of them from Student 
A. 
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These communications gave the District actual and documented notice, no later than April 
2025, that Student A was being subjected to antisemitic harassment — including Nazi 
salutes and physical assault — by multiple students at SHMS. 

3. April 14, 2025: Formal Bullying Investigation — Founded 
Determination 
 

The school’s own investigation corroborated and confirmed what Student A’s family had 
reported. Following a formal bullying complaint, SHMS conducted an investigation  into 
the conduct of a fellow student referred to herein as Student 3. Witnesses interviewed by 
the school reported hearing Student 3 say that Jews were “dirty” and “contaminated.” 
Student 3 had attempted to organize fellow students during PE class into a game Student 3 
called “Jew touch tag,” in which being Jewish would make one the student to be chased. 
Student 3 had been making jokes about the Holocaust during class periods. Nazi salutes 
had been directed at Student A. 

Based on information gathered during the investigation, SHMS formally determined that 
its bullying policy (JDHB) had been violated, finding that Student 3 “had made anti-
Semitic statements which created emotional harm and an unsafe environment for Jewish 
students.” These findings were documented in the school’s Infinite Campus records 
system, with a formal founded determination. The school further found that Board Policy 
AC (Non-Discrimination and Equal Opportunity) applied, “as the conduct of [Student 3] 
was directed toward a protected class.” 

The District’s own formal investigation produced a founded determination of bias-
motivated bullying against Student A on the basis of Jewish identity as early as April 2025 
— more than a year before this complaint is filed. It is against this backdrop of actual, 
confirmed, founded antisemitic harassment that all subsequent failures of the District must 
be assessed.  

4. May 2025: The Family’s Plea for the Following School Year 
 

Student A’s family concluded the 2024–2025 school year with documented and unresolved 
concerns about Student A’s safety and well-being. In May 2025, Student A’s father wrote 
to Principal Murphy to report that issues had “emerged again this week” and that “clearly 
some of the kids are just not getting it.” He formally requested that the school ensure that 
specific students — including Student 1 and Student 4 — not be assigned to Student A’s 
classes the following year, so that Student A could begin 8th grade with the best possible 
chance at a safe and productive school year. 

He stated: “If you can’t facilitate this then I am going to formally request that the district 
immediately assist us in a transfer of [Student A] to another BVSD school to make sure 
[Student A’s] mental wellbeing and academic success are protected. It has become clear 
that BVSD priorities are geared more to protecting students that can’t seem to follow the 
rules and conduct required of them over the rights of others.” 

Principal Murphy’s response was to note the request and commit to doing the school’s 
“best” to avoid scheduling conflicts, while declining to make any guarantee. She offered 
that if the family felt they would like an administrative transfer, she could “work through 
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that process.” No transfer was facilitated. No formal scheduling commitment was made or 
honored. When the 2025–2026 school year began, the harassment continued — and 
intensified. 

A. 8th Grade (2025–2026): Escalation to Repeated Physical Assault and 
BVSD Continued Failure to Act 

1. October 2025: Ongoing Distress; No Effective Intervention 
 

By early October 2025, Principal Murphy contacted Student A’s mother directly, 
expressing concern that Student A had “had a rough week so far” and noting her concern 
about Student A’s “emotional wellbeing.” Student A’s parents responded by requesting a 
meeting with school leadership to discuss the academic and emotional impact of the hostile 
school environment. A meeting was eventually scheduled. No meaningful change in 
Student A’s safety conditions resulted. 
 

2. December 15, 2025: The Cord Assault — Founded Bullying 
Determination and Boulder Police Department Involvement 

 
The most extensively documented incident in this complaint occurred on December 15, 
2025, in a third-period Transitions (study hall) class at SHMS. The Boulder Police 
Department  documented the incident as a third-
degree assault. The teacher assigned to the classroom had stepped out into the hallway to 
assist another student when, in her absence, a classmate referred to herein as Student 5 
targeted Student A. 

Based on Student A’s account and multiple corroborating witness statements, Student A 
was seated at a desk playing a game on a school-issued Chromebook and was not 
interacting with Student 5. A second student, who was friends with Student 5, first 
approached Student A claiming to have something important to say, in a deliberate effort 
to distract Student A and redirect Student A’s attention. While Student A was thus 
distracted, Student 5 moved behind Student A’s chair and fashioned a Chromebook 
charging cord into a lasso. Without warning or provocation, Student 5 threw the cord 
around Student A’s neck and immediately began pulling it backward. Student A was pulled 
from the chair and fell backward onto the floor, striking both elbows. Student A sustained 
a rug burn on the right elbow — visible and bleeding — and redness was subsequently 
observed on the side of Student A’s neck by school counseling staff. A photograph of the 
elbow injury was taken and preserved. 

During the course of the assault, Student 5 called Student A a “stupid kike” and stated, “all 
Jews are snitches.” When the bell rang, Student 5 fled the classroom. The teacher, who had 
been outside the classroom during the entire incident, returned to find Student A on the 
floor. Student A’s father subsequently confirmed to investigators that the teacher heard 
Student 5 direct the statement “all Jews are snitches” at Student A. It is unclear to 
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Complainants whether the teacher ever reported this antisemitic assault to administrators 
after it occurred.8  

Student A untied the cord from around Student A’s own neck. Three witnesses confirmed 
to investigators that Student 5 had placed the cord around Student A’s neck. Student 5 
himself admitted to investigators that he had done so, acknowledging only that it had been 
“a bad decision.” Following the incident, SHMS required Student A to remain behind and 
describe what had occurred, causing Student A to miss Student A’s Humanities class — a 
combined English and Social Studies period — with no documented effort by the school 
to assist Student A in making up the missed academic instruction. 

SHMS conducted a formal bullying investigation and issued a founded determination: 
Student 5’s conduct violated Policy JDHB, caused Student A emotional harm, and created 
an unsafe environment.9 

Due to the severity of the incident, the Boulder Police Department were involved and an 
investigation was opened into the matter.10 A Detective assigned to the case informed 
Student A’s parents that Student 5 would receive a juvenile summons for third degree 
assault.  

During the police investigation, Student A’s father emphasized to investigators that there 
had been ongoing antisemitic behavior at SHMS for approximately two years, including 
incidents the prior year in which students performed Hitler salutes directed at Student A, 
which incidents had been reported to the school but not effectively addressed. 

3. The District’s Response to the December 2025 Assault: 
Inadequate and Ineffective 

 
The District’s response to the December 15, 2025, assault, though documented, was wholly 
inadequate and ineffective to remediate the hostile environment or prevent its recurrence. 
Student 5 was suspended for the remainder of the week. Student A was to be reassigned to 
a different study hall section the following semester. That constituted the initial response: 
a one-week suspension of the aggressor11, and a class reassignment of the victim. 

In response to this incident, upon information and belief, BVSD failed to: 

• Speak with the student body at large about this incident.  

• Notify the larger BVSD community, including parents and students, that an 
antisemitic incident occurred.  

 
8 Based upon review of the Boulder Valley Police Department report associated with this incident, there is 
reference to an interview with the teacher, who indicated to a Detective that she did not report the assault to 
administrators. See, Boulder Police Department report, , attached hereto as Exhibit 1. 
9 See Bullying Investigation Report — December 15, 2025, attached hereto as Exhibit 2. 
10 See BVPD Police Report (Exhibit 1). 
11 Upon information and belief, complainants are unsure whether Student 5 served the full week of their 
purported suspension. 



 

 

   
 

8 
CONFIDENTIAL 
 

• Release a public statement denouncing and condemning antisemitism and 
antisemitic conduct, harassment or bullying.  

• Implement programming or training or provide educational information about 
antisemitism for students, faculty, or staff in response to the incident. 

On January 4, 2026, as Student A was preparing to return to school following the winter 
break, Student A’s parents had to proactively reach out to the principal to get further 
clarification on how the school would keep Student A safe when school started again. They 
submitted an urgent written email to Principal Murphy, copied to BVSD administration, 
stating that “the last two years have been met with significant bullying by multiple students 
and in multiple locations” and that their concern was “further heightened by the assault that 
took place during the final week of the semester in transitions.” They stated they were 
working with the Boulder Police Department and required “immediate adjustments 
confirmed by Monday afternoon before we believe [Student A] can safely return to school 
Tuesday morning.” Their specific requests were: 

1. A no-contact order between Student A and Student 5, immediately and strictly 
enforced, with any violation added to the police case file; 

2. Line-of-sight supervision of Student A at all times while at school, without 
exception; 

3. That Student A be excused from changing for gym class, with no grade penalty; 
and 

4. That Student A not attend Transitions and instead report directly to the office during 
that block. 

The District’s response was a support plan providing: weekly check-ins with Student A’s 
counselor; a break space in the office/counseling area; a provision that Student A leave 
class one or two minutes early to transition between classes while the hallways were clear; 
and a no-contact agreement between Student A and Student 5, effective January 6, 2026. 
The District did not provide line-of-sight supervision, despite the family’s request for that 
oversight and protective mechanism. 

In light of his concerns for the potential of Student A being further victimized or singled 
out in response to the incident,  Student A’s father responded to the school about the  early-
departure accommodation, explaining: “I don’t want [Student A] to leave early and draw 
more attention to [Student A] in this which will just lead to more bullying.” He asked the 
school to “get creative on how [Student A] can be best supervised when changing classes 
without calling attention to [Student A]. It isn’t fair to make [Student A] the center of 
attention when [Student A] didn’t do anything.” 

The no-contact order was violated the very first day it took effect and continued to be 
violated by Student 5 repeatedly and through multiple channels. On the very first day the 
order took effect, Student 5 approached Student A’s friends and began spreading false 
information about Student A. Student 5 subsequently told another student — referred to 
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herein as Student 6 — that Student A had “lied to the police” about what had happened, in 
direct violation of the order’s prohibition on sharing information about the incident.  

Student 5 also enlisted friends to approach Student A and relay messages on Student 5’s 
behalf within the school. When Student A encountered Student 5 in the hallways, Student 
A would comply with the no-contact order by turning around and walking away; Student 
5 did not reciprocate this compliance. Student A reported these violations as instructed. 
Student 5 was suspended for several days as a result of the initial violation. But the 
violations did not stop, and the hostile environment continued to intensify. 

4. January 2026: Retaliation and Fear; New Incident Involving 
Student 6 

 
In January 2026, as SHMS began investigating a new incident involving another student 
— referred to herein as Student 6 — Student A’s father wrote to Principal Murphy: 
“[Student A] is very concerned that if you speak to [Student 6], [Student A] will lose 
another friend. I know it’s impossible to investigate these things without talking to the kids 
but you can see how this is taking its toll on [Student A]. This is just becoming an 
impossible situation that is victimizing our child over and over.” 

This communication reflects the deeply harmful secondary consequence of the District’s 
pattern of inadequate response: to report harassment was to risk retaliation and the loss of 
friendships. The District’s failure to adequately address earlier incidents had created a 
school environment in which Student A, as the victim, bore the cost of every report. 

5. February 26, 2026: Harassment and Threats of Violence — 
Second Boulder Police Department Involvement 

 
On February 26, 2026, Student A was subjected to a new antisemitic incident at SHMS 
involving a classmate — referred to herein as Student 7 — which, upon information and 
belief, resulted in the opening of another Boulder Police Department case.12 The incident 
unfolded across multiple locations during the school day. Earlier that day, Student 7 stated 
that he was going to bring his father’s gun to school to shoot people. Subsequently, in 
Student A’s  Spanish class , Student 7 stated 
aloud that “Hitler should have killed all the Jews when he had the chance.” Upon 
information and belief, at the time the comment was made,  was 
present in the classroom. Student A reported the incident to Principal Murphy, who pulled 
Student A out of class to discuss what had occurred and indicated she wanted to determine 
what the school could do to help. However, no disciplinary action against Student 7 was 
communicated to Student A or Student A’s family, and no documented corrective measures 
resulted from the report. Student 7 was observed back in school the following day without 
apparent consequence. Following the incident, a friend of Student A filed a Safe To Tell 
report, to document and report what had taken place. The combination of Student 7’s 
explicit threat of gun violence invoking his father’s firearm and Student 7’s statement that 
he wished more Jewish people were killed by Hitler — on the same school day —

 
12 Complainants believe the information about this incident is contained in Boulder Police Department 
Report, . As of the date hereof, Complainants have requested the report, but they have 
not received a copy. 
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significantly increased the climate of fear and intimidation experienced by Student A at 
SHMS. 

What makes this incident particularly significant is Student 7’s prior relationship with 
Student A. In May 2025, Student A’s father had explicitly identified Student 7 to Principal 
Murphy as one of Student A’s friends — a student whose presence in Student A’s classes 
would provide Student A with “more support to be successful next year.” Student 7 had 
been listed among Student A’s friend group at the end of 7th grade. By February 26, 2026, 
that friendship had deteriorated, or so poisoned by the broader antisemitic climate at 
SHMS, that Student 7 had now become a perpetrator of antisemitic harassment and conduct 
targeting Student A. 

Upon information and belief, a Boulder Police Department investigation was opened with 
Student 7 as the named perpetrator.13  These incidents represent the continuation of a 
pattern of antisemitic harassment and targeting of Student A that the District has 
consistently failed to prevent or effectively remediate. 

6. March 24, 2026: Physical Assault — Student A Punched and 
Kicked by Student 1 

 
Then on March 24, 2026, Student A was physically assaulted at SHMS by Student 1 — the 
same student who, as far back as November 2024, had threatened to kill Student A and had 
repeatedly attempted to provoke fights.  

Student A’s father wrote to Principal Murphy and Assistant Principal DiGiacomo that 
evening: “[T]here appears to be a clear violation of the school’s JDHB policy and Colorado 
law SB23-296. Specifically, the incident involved physical contact intended to intimidate 
[Student A], a clear power differential, and a repeated pattern of behavior over an extended 
period. [T]here is no justification for physical assault.” He further reported that upon 
picking Student A up from school, another student yelled across the parking lot: “Hey 
[Student A] I heard you got bitch slapped today” — demonstrating that the assault was 
known to, and treated as entertainment by, the wider student community. 

Student A’s father directly and explicitly connected this assault to the District’s earlier 
failure to honor the family’s request for line-of-sight supervision: “I also want to reference 
our request for hallway supervision from December; the denial of that request has 
contributed to this ongoing behavior. This repeated targeting has significantly impacted 
[Student A’s] mental health, [Student A’s] academic performance, and [Student A’s] legal 
right to an education.” He requested the written report mandated by Policy JDHB within 
the sixty-day timeframe required by that policy. 

Although the events described in this paragraph did not involve specifically antisemitic 
harassment, they speak to the generally hostile environment Student A has faced at BVSD, 
and BVSD’s repeated failure to appropriately address serious incidents.  

 

 
13 Id. 



 

 

   
 

11 
CONFIDENTIAL 
 

7. April 14, 2026: Student A Spat Upon and Subjected to More  
Harassment at Recess 

 
Less than three weeks after the March 24, 2026 assault, Student A was targeted yet again. 
On April 14, 2026, during recess, while Student A was playing basketball alone, a student 
referred to herein as Student 8 approached Student A and spat directly in Student A’s face. 
Student 8 had a documented pattern of initiating unwanted physical contact with Student 
A — conduct that had previously been reported to the school and addressed only with lunch 
detention before eventually escalating to spitting in Student A’s face. Following the April 
14, 2026, incident, Student 8 was suspended for one day. The school’s response to Student 
A was to advise Student A to “let us know if it happens again.” When a school staff member 
asked Student A why Student A believed Student 8 had engaged in the conduct, Student A 
responded: “because the school doesn’t have consequences.” The staff member did not 
respond. 

Student A’s parents submitted a formal report to SHMS, characterizing the incident as “an 
unprovoked physical assault” and requesting that the school initiate a formal investigation. 
In that report, Student A’s parents noted: “We have raised this concern multiple times and 
are still awaiting a follow-up response. Since our initial request in December for line-of-
sight supervision and escorts in the hall [Student A] has been physically assaulted multiple 
times.” They further noted that they were still awaiting the written report from the March 
24, 2026, Student 1 assault, and described the District’s repeated failure to produce timely 
documentation as “yet another example of the school’s inability or unwillingness to enforce 
its own policies.” 

8. April 2026: Student A Excluded from Off-Campus School Field 
Trip 

 
By April 2026, the hostile environment at SHMS had so thoroughly compromised Student 
A’s ability to participate in school activities that Student A’s parents were forced to make 
the heartbreaking decision to keep Student A from attending an off-campus school field 
trip to a Topgolf facility. Student A informed , the  teacher who was 
the lead faculty member for the trip, that Student A could not be placed in a group with 
certain students. The school’s response was that groups could not be changed, and that the 
only students who would be separated from Student A were those subject to existing no-
contact orders — not the broader group of students who had been harassing and assaulting 
Student A throughout the year. 

Student A’s mother wrote to the school: “Given the ongoing and repeated bullying [Student 
A] has endured, we are not confident that [Student A’s] safety and wellbeing can be 
adequately ensured in an off-campus setting. This is a difficult decision, as I know [Student 
A] would otherwise benefit from and enjoy the experience.” She added: “It is deeply 
concerning that [Student A] must miss out while students involved in repeated bullying 
and physical assault can still participate. All students are entitled to feel safe and included 
in school activities and this is clearly an epic failure for Southern Hills.” The students who 
had harassed and physically assaulted Student A participated in the Topgolf field trip. 
Student A stayed home. 
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B. The District’s Pattern Of Systemic Failure 

Across two school years, BVSD and SHMS have demonstrated a consistent pattern of 
inadequate and ineffective response to the antisemitic hostile environment targeting 
Student A. The following summarizes the District’s specific, documented failures: 

Failure to remediate and effectively address an antisemitic incident following a 
founded bullying determination. Despite SHMS’s own April 2025 founded 
determination that Student 3 had made antisemitic statements creating emotional harm and 
an unsafe environment for Jewish students, the District failed to issue any school-wide 
statement,  failed to speak directly with the larger student body about what had occurred, 
and failed to implement educational programming for students, faculty and staff about  
antisemitism. The founded determination produced no measurable change in the school 
environment and no systemic changes were made to ensure this type of antisemitic 
harassment would not happen again. 
  
Failure to enforce the no-contact order. The no-contact agreement between Student A 
and Student 5 was violated by Student 5 on the very first day it was in effect. Student A, 
placed in the position of monitoring and reporting the violation, was again made to bear 
the burden of protecting Student A’s own safety.  

Denial of line-of-sight supervision. Despite an urgent, written, formal request submitted 
on January 4, 2026 — following a physical assault that resulted in a criminal referral — 
the District denied the family’s request for line-of-sight supervision of Student A in the 
school hallways. Student A’s father directly and explicitly attributed the subsequent March 
2026 assault to that denial. The District’s own records contain this attribution in writing. 

Failure to produce required written reports. Policy JDHB requires a written report 
following a bullying investigation within sixty days of a formal complaint.14 SHMS failed 
to follow District policy as it relates to the April 2025 antisemitic harassment incident. 
Complainants did not receive any written report of the purported investigation until eight 
months later and only at Complainants request.15  

No school-wide or District response to antisemitism. Despite a founded finding of 
antisemitic bullying, two police cases, one criminal referral, multiple formal written 
complaints from Student A’s parents over two years, a swastika drawn on the wall of the 
boys’ bathroom adjacent to the main office, a student’s threat to bring his father’s gun to 
school to shoot people, and that same student’s statement in a classroom — in the purported 
presence of  — that “Hitler should have killed all the Jews when he had 
the chance,” the District has never: spoken with the student body at large about the pattern 
of antisemitic incidents; issued any public statement denouncing antisemitism; or 
implemented any form of educational programming, training, or curriculum on 
antisemitism directed at students, faculty, or staff. No response by the school or District 
was aimed at remedying the antisemitic environment.  

 
14 See, District policy JDHB: , https://www.bvsd.org/about/board-of-education/policies/policy/~board/j-
policies/post/jdhb 
15 See, Bullying Investigation report, attached hereto as Exhibit 3.  

https://www.bvsd.org/about/board-of-education/policies/policy/%7Eboard/j-policies/post/jdhb
https://www.bvsd.org/about/board-of-education/policies/policy/%7Eboard/j-policies/post/jdhb
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With respect to the April 14th, 2025 antisemitic incident, the report notes, “[h]owever, 
admittedly, the Principal had not written and shared an outcome report with the 
Complainant and did not implement a support plan…” and “[a]n investigation outcome 
report was given to the Complainant in January of 2026 upon the Complainant’s request.”18 
The report continues that a “… support plan was not put in place with supportive measures 
in addition to the schedule change.”19 Complainants did not receive a report about this 
incident until nine months later, far exceeding the JDHB policy required 60 day timeline 
for a report to be issued. 
 
In reference to the December 2025 physical assault on Student A and violation of the no-
contact order by Student 5, Investigator Romero stated “…however, there is no evidence 
of additional supports or interventions to prevent the student from violating the no contact 
order in the future.” Missing in this report is any mention that Student A was called a 
“stupid kike” while he was being assaulted, a clear antisemitic reference to Student A’s 
Jewish heritage, in addition to being told “all Jews are snitches.”  
 
 

2. Report Recommendations 
 
The report recognized the emotional toll these incidents had on Student A. The report 
identifies where SHMS should have been implementing additional supportive measures for 
Student A. It recommends the school utilize “District Restorative Practices” and that staff 
receive training, so they are equipped to intervene with students “as a means to address 
behaviors prior to them escalating into more serious incidents.” The report further 
recommends school wide training for staff and students to “create a more inclusive culture 
and community…”20 
 
However, this report wholly fails to address any evaluation of BVSD’s and SHMS’ 
required legal obligations under Title VI of the Civil Rights Act of 1964 as described below 
in Section III, which further demonstrates BVSD’s failure to promptly and effectively 
address the continued hostile environment Student A was facing on the basis of his Jewish 
ethnicity and shared ancestry.  
 

3. Report Deficiencies and Failures To Address A Hostile 
Environment 

 
The report was not completed until June 9th, 2026. BVSD has known since at least April 
of 2025 that Student A was being harassed on multiple occasions and that Student A’s 
parents were contacting SHMS to report the continued antisemitic harassment and 
bullying. Despite this continued notice, despite the purported remedial measures, no 
systemic changes were implemented to stop the antisemitic harassment from continuing. 
This report fails to effectively evaluative the underlying acts of harassment in relation to 
the targeting of Student A based upon his Jewish ethnicity and shared ancestry. The report 
provides little to no discussion on the potential for other systemic changes, programming, 

 
18 Id at page 1. 
19 Id at page 2. 
20 See, BVSD KE-R Complaint Report, page 4. 
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and educational efforts SHMS and BVSD could institute to address antisemitism in the 
District.  
 
Lastly, and of critical importance, there is a complete failure on the part of  BVSD to 
address and evaluate the hostile environment Student A was facing as a result of his Jewish 
ethnicity and shared ancestry. There is no discussion or evaluation regarding the District’s 
responsibility of ensuring the schools they operate take effective steps to promptly and 
effectively address and remediate hostile environments in relation to Title VI federal legal 
obligations. These findings fail to evaluate whether the reported incidents of harassment 
individually or in the aggregate created a hostile environment based upon Student A’s 
Jewish national origin and shared ancestry, as the report only speaks to whether SHMS 
followed District policy JDHB.  

The report itself makes clear that SHMS did not implement additional measures to address 
the incidents reported. BVSD is responsible for SHMS and all schools within their district. 
BVSD failed to adequately and effectively address the antisemitic hostile environment 
Student A has been facing for nearly two years.  
 

C. Impact on Student A 

The impact of two years of sustained, escalating antisemitic harassment on Student A has 
been severe, pervasive, and lasting. Student A is currently prescribed  

medication  as a direct result of the hostile 
environment at BVSD. Student A no longer changes in the locker room for gym class. 
Student A’s study hall period is spent in the principal’s office rather than with peers. 
Student A’s parents describe Student A as existing in a constant state of fight or flight, with 
learning comprehensively compromised. Student A stopped playing basketball — a sport 
Student A had actively participated in and enjoyed — for the remainder of the school year 
as a direct result of the harassment, and feels uncomfortable participating on the same team 
on a go-forward basis because the same students who have harassed and intimidated 
Student A at school also participate in that basketball league.  

Student A, who previously wore a Star of David necklace openly and with pride, no longer 
does so. Student A does not want to tell anyone he is Jewish, denying his own religious 
and ethnic identity — a profound and deeply troubling consequence of the hostile 
environment. This reflects the degree to which the District’s failure to protect Student A 
has forced Student A to conceal a core aspect of their identity in order to avoid further 
targeting. Student A should never have to even consider hiding their religious identity.  

Student A was forced to miss the April 2026 off-campus school field trip because Student 
A’s parents could not be confident their child would be physically safe in an off-campus 
setting. Student A’s family has concluded that the environment at SHMS is so unsafe that 
they have begun planning to leave the school district entirely. Student A has been removed 
from the school out of concerns for his mental health and well-being,  

 
 



https://www.ed.gov/sites/ed/files/about/offices/list/ocr/docs/antisemitism-dcl.pdf
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or otherwise hold to account the perpetrators of unlawful anti-Semitic harassment and 
violence.”25 
 
The conduct Student A  experienced at Southern Hills Middle School — including explicit 
antisemitic slurs, Nazi salutes directed at Student A, Holocaust jokes used to demean and 
exclude, and physical assaults accompanied by statements like “stupid kike” and “all Jews 
are snitches” — falls squarely and unambiguously within Title VI’s coverage as antisemitic 
discrimination based on Jewish shared ancestry and national origin. 
 

C. The District Has Permitted and Failed to Effectively Remediate a 
Hostile Environment in Violation of Title VI 
 

OCR has long recognized that a school district violates Title VI when peer harassment 
creates a hostile environment and “the harassment is encouraged, tolerated, not adequately 
addressed, or ignored by school employees.”26 To establish a hostile environment 
violation, OCR must find that: (1) a hostile environment based on national origin existed; 
(2) the recipient had actual or constructive notice of the hostile environment; and (3) the 
recipient failed to take prompt and effective steps reasonably calculated to end the 
harassment, eliminate any hostile environment and its effects, and prevent the harassment 
from recurring.27 All three elements are clearly satisfied here. 
 

1. A Hostile Environment Based on Jewish Shared Ancestry Exists at 
Southern Hills Middle School 
 

A hostile environment exists where harassing conduct is “sufficiently serious that it 
adversely affects a student’s ability to participate in or benefit from the school’s 
program.”28 OCR looks to “the totality of the circumstances” and considers, among other 
factors: the type, frequency, and duration of the conduct; the relationship between the 
parties; the number of individuals involved; whether the conduct was directed at more than 
one person; the location of the incidents; the age and grade of those involved; and the 
effects of the conduct on the complainant’s education.29 
 
The conduct to which Student A has been subjected is both individually severe and 
collectively overwhelming. It includes: 
 

• Repeated use of the epithet “kike” — a virulent antisemitic slur— including during 
and immediately following a physical assault; 

 
25 Exec. Order No. 14188, Additional Measures to Combat Anti-Semitism, 90 Fed. Reg. 8847 (Jan. 29, 
2025), https://www federalregister.gov/documents/2025/02/03/2025-02230/additional-measures-to-combat-
anti-semitism 
26 See U.S. Dep’t of Educ., Office for Civil Rights, Dear Colleague Letter on Harassment and Bullying 
(Oct. 26, 2010), at 2. 
27 Id. at 3–4. 
28 Id. at 2. 
29 Id. at 3. 

https://www.federalregister.gov/documents/2025/02/03/2025-02230/additional-measures-to-combat-anti-semitism
https://www.federalregister.gov/documents/2025/02/03/2025-02230/additional-measures-to-combat-anti-semitism
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• The statement “all Jews are snitches,” directed at Student A in connection with 
reporting of assault. 

• Student 3 and others performing Nazi salutes directed at Student A on the 
playground and in Social Studies class. 

• Statements to the effect that “Hitler should have finished the job.” 
• Being called a “stupid kike” during a physical altercation. 
• Exclusion and change in PE activities out of concern of fear of being bullied and 

harassed. 
• Student 3 attempting to organize fellow students into a game called “Jew touch tag” 

— in which being Jewish made one the target to be chased. 
• Holocaust jokes directed at Student A and made in Student A’s presence during 

class time. 
• Three separate, documented physical assaults: (a) a Chromebook charging cord 

fashioned into a lasso, thrown around Student A’s neck, and pulled until Student A 
fell from a chair; (b) Student A being punched and kicked multiple times; and (c) 
Student A being spat upon in the face. 

• A student threatening to shoot others at the school, and on the same day stating that 
more Jews should have been killed in the Holocaust.  

• A juvenile criminal referral issued for third-degree assault. 
 

This pattern of conduct is clear. It is not borderline. It is pervasive, sustained over two full 
school years, inflicted by multiple perpetrators in various locations throughout the school, 
and documented in the District’s own records, in two Boulder Police Department files, and 
in extensive written communications from Student A’s family to BVSD and the school. It 
has subjected Student A to conditions so severe that Student A is now on  

 medication, cannot participate in PE class or change in the school locker 
room, has been removed from the normal study hall environment,  was forced to miss a 
school field trip attended by the very students responsible for the harassment, and finally, 
Student A’s parents were forced to remove him from the school entirely  

as a result of the sustained harassment. 

The harassment is “subjectively and objectively offensive” and is “so severe or pervasive 
that it limits or denies” Student A’s “ability to participate in or benefit from” the 
educational program at SHMS.30 A hostile environment plainly exists. 

2. The District Had Actual Notice of the Hostile Environment 
 

Actual notice exists where school officials responsible for taking corrective action received 
notice of the harassment.31 There is no question as to actual notice here. The District 
received: 
 

 
30 Id. at 2. 
31 Id. at 4. 
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• Direct, detailed written communications from Student A’s father beginning in 
November 2024, reporting escalating threats, harassment, and intimidation by 
identifiable students. 

• A formal written report in April 2025 documenting Nazi salutes, antisemitic slurs, 
and two separate physical assaults of Student A during the school year. 

• SHMS’s own April 2025 founded determination of antisemitic bullying, confirmed 
in Infinite Campus. 

• An urgent formal communication in January 2026 following a physical assault that 
had resulted in a police report, specifying the need for a no-contact order and line-
of-sight supervision. 

• A police investigation  resulting in a Juvenile Court Referral 
for third-degree assault against Student 5. 

• A no-contact order violated on its first day, duly reported to the school and resulting 
in a further suspension. 

• Upon information and belief, a formal report in February 2026 resulting in the 
opening of Boulder Police Department . 

• A formal written report of a physical assault on March 24, 2026, explicitly 
connecting the assault to the District’s denial of the earlier supervision request; and 

• A formal written report of an assault on April 14, 2026, along with the family’s 
documented complaint that prior required written reports had not been produced. 

 
The District’s actual notice is indisputable. SHMS’s own Principal initiated 
communications with Student A’s mother in October 2025 to express concern about 
Student A’s emotional wellbeing, confirming that school administration was directly aware 
that the situation was causing significant harm. The Superintendent was copied on urgent 
family communications. There is ample documentation to establish that BVSD and SHMS 
had long-term notice of the ongoing harassment of Student A.  
 

3. The District Failed to Take Prompt and Effective Steps to End the 
Harassment 
 

Having actual notice of a hostile environment, a school district must take “prompt and 
effective steps reasonably calculated to end the harassment, eliminate any hostile 
environment and its effects, and prevent the harassment from recurring.”32 Those steps 
must be tailored to the circumstances; a school that takes superficial action that fails to 
actually stop the harassment has not met its Title VI obligation.33 The District’s responses, 
considered individually and collectively, were not prompt, not effective, and not 
reasonably calculated to end the harassment, eliminate its effects, or prevent recurrence. 

In April 2025, following a founded determination of antisemitic bullying, the District took 
no school-wide action to address the antisemitism. Complainants are unaware as to whether 
administrators even identified the students who violated BVSD or SHMS policies or 
whether any disciplinary action was taken against them. There were no systemic changes 
at either the school or district level; no statements were issued condemning antisemitism; 

 
32 Id. 
33 Id. at 5. 
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no programming was implemented to train students and faculty. The founded 
determination was entered into a computer system — and the hostile environment 
continued. No meaningful action was taken to address the antisemitic harassment. 

In December 2025, following a physical assault accompanied by antisemitic slurs, a police 
report, and a request for specific protective measures, the District suspended Student 5 for 
one-week, reassigned Student A’s study hall class, and declined to provide line-of-sight 
supervision. The no-contact order it did provide was violated on day one, with inadequate 
follow-through.  

The subsequent physical assault in March 2026 — by a student whose threatening conduct 
had been reported since November 2024 — directly followed the District’s denial of the 
supervision request Student A’s parents had submitted two months earlier. Student A’s 
father told the District precisely this in writing. The April 14, 2026, spitting incident 
followed within weeks. 

Throughout this two-year period, the District does not appear to have: 

• Issued any public or school-community statement denouncing antisemitism; 

• Held any assembly or school-wide discussion of antisemitism; 

• Implemented any educational programming, curriculum, or training on 
antisemitism for students, faculty, or staff; 

• Took any effective documented District-level action in response to any of the 
family’s formal written reports before June, 2026; 

• Ensured the enforcement of its own policies (including by producing required 
written investigation reports within the sixty-day period mandated by Policy 
JDHB); or 

• Provided adequate supervision to protect Student A despite an explicit, 
documented, and reasonable request for such supervision. 

Instead, the District consistently placed the burden of navigating the hostile environment 
on Student A: moving Student A out of classes, excusing Student A from the locker room, 
relocating Student A to the principal’s office during study hall, and ultimately allowing 
Student A to be excluded from a school field trip that Student A’s aggressors attended 
without consequence. 

The District’s failure to take prompt and effective action was not the result of ignorance. It 
was the result of a blatant failure to protect the safety and civil rights of a Jewish student 
in its care. In the face of repeated, documented, urgent, and specific notice that Student A 
was being targeted with antisemitic harassment, bullying and assault, BVSD failed to 
remedy a hostile environment, which constitutes a violation of Title VI of the Civil Rights 
Act of 1964. 
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IV. SUGGESTED REMEDIES 
 

For the foregoing reasons, Complainants urge OCR to require Boulder Valley School 
District to take, at a minimum, the following steps to come into compliance with Title VI 
and ensure that Student A and all Jewish students are safe and welcome: 
 

1. Ensure that the BVSD community understands and recognizes antisemitic 
discrimination by incorporating the IHRA Definition, including its guiding 
examples, in the District’s policy manuals and documents related to discrimination, 
consistent with Executive Orders 13899 and 14188 and the values of free speech 
and academic freedom. BVSD should also announce its commitment to utilize the 
IHRA Definition when investigating and responding to incidents of harassment and 
discrimination to determine whether they are motivated by antisemitic animus; and 
amend its codes, policies, and procedures concerning discrimination, retaliation, 
intimidation, harassment, bullying, and violence to clarify that conduct falling 
within the IHRA Definition and examples will be considered discriminatory and 
retaliatory treatment in violation of those codes, policies, and procedures. 

 
2. Communicate and enforce a zero-tolerance policy for antisemitic conduct. Said 

communication should be disseminated to all BVSD educational stakeholders, 
including administrators, teachers, faculty, employees, students, and families. 
 

3. Issue a standalone statement denouncing antisemitism in all its forms. We 
recommend BVSD use the following language: 

 
We condemn antisemitism in all its forms. BVSD is committed to taking all 
necessary actions, including discipline where appropriate, to address and 
ameliorate discrimination and harassment based on actual or perceived 
Jewish shared ancestry or ethnicity. Antisemitic bullying, harassment and 
targeting of Jewish students because of their Jewish ancestral and ethnic 
identity, is contrary to BVSD’s institutional values and nondiscrimination 
and conduct codes and unacceptable.  

 
4. Implement mandatory training on antisemitism to all BVSD administrators, 

teachers, faculty, and staff who interact with students. The training should 
familiarize all members of the community with traditional as well as contemporary 
antisemitic stereotypes and conspiracy theories and their social and political 
functions, so that the BVSD community will be able to better identify and respond 
to antisemitic incidents in the future. Such training should incorporate the IHRA 
working definition of antisemitism with its guiding examples, along with 
information on how to respond to and report antisemitic incidents and the District’s 
legal obligations under Title VI. 

 
5. Implement mandatory curriculum on antisemitism and the Holocaust for all BVSD 

students including the student body at SHMS. The training for students should also 
include the No Place For Hate program facilitated by the ADL. 
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6. Review BVSD policies and procedures to ensure that they adequately address the 

Title VI prohibition on discrimination based on race, color, and national origin, 
including discrimination based on a student’s actual or perceived shared ancestry 
or ethnic characteristics (e.g., antisemitism); revise its policies and procedures 
accordingly; and submit the revised policies and procedures for OCR’s approval. 
This includes: 

• Amending BVSD Board Policy JDHB to include explicit provisions 
addressing bias-motivated bullying based on Jewish shared ancestry, 
and establishing clear, consistent, and enforceable disciplinary 
consequences for violations. 

• Amending BVSD Board Policy AC to adopt the IHRA definition and 
provide explicit guidance to school administrators on the application of 
Title VI to antisemitism. 

 
7. Adopt new policies and procedures for administrators and other employees 

regarding Title VI’s prohibition against retaliation. The revised policies and 
procedures should ensure that BVSD will protect students who report civil rights 
violations, and that it will take prompt and effective action to stop retaliatory 
harassment that occurs as a result of a student’s report of discriminatory conduct.  

 
8. Undertake a disciplinary review of all SHMS staff or faculty members who failed 

to report, respond to, or appropriately address antisemitic incidents involving 
Student A, including the teacher present during the December 15, 2025 incident. 

 
9. Development and implementation of a confidential and accessible reporting 

mechanism for students to report antisemitic incidents without fear of retaliation 
outside of a Safe To Tell Reporting System. 

 
10. Create a confidential reporting process for teachers, faculty, and staff to require 

reporting of antisemitic harassment and bullying to appropriate administrators if 
they observe, witness or are notified of said antisemitic conduct occurring as it 
relates to students at BVSD.  

 
a. In the alternative, if said process already exists, renew training to ensure 

teachers, faculty and staff are properly trained on recognizing 
antisemitism so that they are able to effectively report incidents when 
they occur.  
 

b. Should said process currently not exist, once created, train all teachers, 
faculty, and staff to understand their obligations around these reporting 
mechanisms, the importance of their roles as educators in stopping 
harassment, and reiterating BVSD’s commitment to a harassment-free 
and welcoming school environment.  
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11. Conduct an annual audit for the next five academic years of all complaints of
national origin discrimination, including shared Jewish ancestry discrimination, to
ensure they are addressed by the District in a timely and effective manner.
Consistent with OCR guidance, BVSD will apply the IHRA definition of
antisemitism and examples when evaluating such complaints.

12. Implement an audit of all bullying and bias-incident reported to Southern Hills
Middle School for the 2024–2025 and 2025–2026 school years, to be reviewed by
OCR, with findings provided to OCR within ninety (90) days.

13. Implement mandatory annual District-wide reporting to OCR on the number and
disposition of antisemitic incident reports at all BVSD schools, for a period of no
less than three (3) years.

14. Facilitation of a voluntary administrative transfer of Student A to another school
within BVSD — or support for enrollment in another school of the family’s
choosing — should Student A’s family determine that the environment at SHMS
cannot be made safe.

15. A formal written apology to Student A and Student A’s family from BVSD.

16. Take immediate steps to remediate the individual harm to Student A as a direct
result of the antisemitic harassment and hostile environment endured while in the
District. This should include reimbursement by BVSD for past and future out-of
pocket costs directly incurred for academic support, counseling costs, mental health
services, and medication costs.

CONCLUSION 

For the foregoing reasons, Complainants urge OCR to (1) initiate an investigation of 
BVSD, a recipient of federal funding, for violations of Title VI and the statute’s 
implementing regulations, and (2) require BVSD to undertake, at a minimum, the remedial 
measures outlined above to ensure that Jewish students and all students in the district are 
safe and welcome. Complainants request mediation pursuant to Section 201(a) of OCR’s 
Case Processing Manual, to be followed by an investigation if the mediation is not 
successful.  

Respectfully submitted, 

Rachel Grinspan James Pasch 
Director, Litigation Counsel   VP, National Litigation  
Anti-Defamation League (ADL) Anti-Defamation League (ADL) 
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EXHIBIT 2 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 





image, or verbal expression, or physical or electronic act or gesture, or a pattern 
thereof, that is intended to coerce, intimidate, or cause any physical, mental, or 
emotional harm to any student.” 
 
Board Policy JDC Student Conduct establishes the School District’s commitment to 
the expectation that students conduct themselves in a manner compatible with the 
school’s function as an educational facility. Conduct by students or others that 
disrupts or threatens to disrupt the operation of a school; interferes in any manner 
with the public or private rights of other students or members of the community; 
threatens or endangers the health or safety of any person will be addressed. 
 
Board Policy KE provides for additional District review if parents/guardians/students 
are not satisfied with the outcome of this investigation. 
 
Determination of whether the investigation substantiated that bullying occurred:  
Based on the information gathered, the school has determined that policy JDHB was 
violated by Student #2 as it was confirmed that he placed a charging cord around 
Student #1  neck as the  incident caused him emotional harm and created an unsafe 
environment. These findings are documented in Infinite Campus.  
 
 
 



 
 
 
 
 

EXHIBIT 3 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 



Bullying Investigation  
Re: 4/14/2025 incident 

 
Student #1   
Student #2  
 
Incident: 
On 4/14/25  it was reported that Student #2  had used anti Semitic language 
directed toward Student #1  on the playground, cafeteria, and during class on 
multiple occasions. Witnesses reported that they had heard Student #2 say that 
Jews were “dirty,” and “contaminated,” was trying to get kids to play “Jew touch tag” 
during PE, and had made jokes about the holocaust during class periods.  
 
Summary of investigative findings: 
Applicable policy: Board Policy JDHB Bullying establishes the School District’s 
commitment to a school climate conducive to teaching and learning that is free 
from any type of bullying behavior. The Policy defines bullying as “any written text or 
image, or verbal expression, or physical or electronic act or gesture, or a pattern 
thereof, that is intended to coerce, intimidate, or cause any physical, mental, or 
emotional harm to any student.” 
 
Board Policy JDC Student Conduct establishes the School District’s commitment to 
the expectation that students conduct themselves in a manner compatible with the 
school’s function as an educational facility. Conduct by students or others that 
disrupts or threatens to disrupt the operation of a school; interferes in any manner 
with the public or private rights of other students or members of the community; 
threatens or endangers the health or safety of any person will be addressed. 
 
Board Policy AC Non Discrimination and Equal Opportunity applies as the conduct of 
Student #2 was directed toward a protected class.  
 
Board Policy KE provides for additional District review if parents/guardians/students 
are not satisfied with the outcome of this investigation. 
 
Determination of whether the investigation substantiated that bullying occurred:  
Based on the information gathered, the school has determined that policy JDHB was 
violated by Student #1 as it was confirmed that he had made anti Semitic 
statements which created emotional harm and an unsafe environment for Jewish 



students. These findings were recorded in IC with a finding that bullying allegations 
were founded.  
 



 
 
 
 
 

EXHIBIT 4 
 









schools to utilize. For the past two years, the Complainant communicated the peer conflicts and 
bullying and harassment  was enduring as well as the emotional toll it was taking on . In each 
incident, there could have been an attempt to repair harm through restorative justice in addition to 
disciplinary measures and appropriate supportive measures.  
  
 

Recommendation 
 

Based on my investigation I recommend the school utilize the District Restorative Practices 
Coordinator and resources when there is ongoing conflict between students. This includes a 
proactive approach to prevent an escalation of behavior as well as when there are serious incidents 
that have been investigated and founded. There are many ways to implement restorative practice in 
the form of restorative conversations, student mediations, and restorative circles for groups of 
students or classrooms.  
 
Furthermore, I recommend the staff receive training presented by the District Restorative Practices 
Coordinator and be given the resources necessary to intervene with students as a means to address 
behaviors prior to them escalating into more serious incidents.  School wide training with the 
Bullying Prevention Coordinator and Director of Equity should also be considered not only for 
staff, but for students as well in order to create a more inclusive culture and community, with shared 
norms and expectations with how students interact with one another.                      

 
 

 
Respectfully,  

 
 
Katie Romero 
Complaints Investigator 
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