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FGD-Student Righte and Recponcibilitiec:  Inferrogatione
and Searchec

Search and Seizure
Studente chdll be free from unreacondble cearch and celzure by cchool
officiale. School officlale may cearch a ctudent or a ctudentec ProPerN wWith
reaconable cauce or with the ctudent'ce concent.

New Jergey v. TLO, $69 US 225 (1985)
Jonec v. Larexo, 99 F 5&{]@;3. 22% (ED Tex. 1980)
Belnier v. Lund ¥28 F Sa}o]o. ¢7 (NDNY 1977

Searchec of Placec

Studente have a limited expecfarﬁon of Prtvacy of areac cuch ac lockere,
which are owned and J'oinﬁy controlled by the cchool. Thece areac may be
cearched on a cchool-wide or individudl bacic when the cchool deferminec
there e cauce 1o conduct cuch a cearch. In addition, the cchool dictrict hac
a reaconable and valid inferect in incuring that the lockerc are ProPerly
maintained. For thic reacon periodic incpection of lockere ic Permiggibie o
check for cdeanlinece and vandaliem. Any llegal tteme or cortraband
diccovered during cuch cearchee chall be conficcated b\/ echool officidle and
may be tumned over fo law enforcement officialc.

Zamora . ?omeroy, 029 F bl (10 ar. 198);
Singlefon v. Board of Educ. USD 500, 8% F. Su??. %6 (D. Kan. 199b)

Searchec of Studente
Searchec of ctudente’ outer clothing and 'PockeJrg may be conducted if
redgconable cauce exicte.

Singlefon v. Board of Educ. USD 500, M F. Su??. %6 (D. Kan. 199b)
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Doe v. Renfrow, ¢76 F SMPP. 102 (ND. hd 1979)

H@hly infrucive invacione of a ctudentc Privac\/, cuch ac cearchec of the
ctudentc pereon or drip cearchec, chal be conducted onI\/ i individudlized
reaconable cauce exicte fo believe that there ic a legifimate garFeer concern
due fo a ctudente pocceccion of  weapone or druge. Thece cearchec
muct be decigned to be min'umall\/ Intrucive, faking info account the ttem for
which the cearch e conducted.

Singfeton v. Board of Educ. USD 500, 84 F. SMPP. %06 (D. Kan. 1990)
Doe v. Renfrow, 62 F24 94 (Th Cr. 1980)
/40/7010 v. Northwectern School Dict, 26 F Sup]o. 24 1189 (D. S0 1998)
Police Involvement
Where cchool officidle intfiate a cearch and Police Involvement ic minimal,
the reaconablenece ctondard e aPPchable. “The ordinary warvant
recbuireMerﬁ and Probable cauce ctandard will O‘PPIY where ‘outcide’ Police

officerc inthiate, or are Predommanﬁy Involved n, a cchool cearch of a
ctudent or ctudent ProPerfy for Police Invectigative purpocec.

Myere v. State, 394 NE2d 19 (Ind. 2.00)
FSE v. State, A0 ¥4 T1 (Ok Crim. App. 1999
h Re Jocue T, R4 P24 ¥ (NM. (f. App. [99%)

Student Congent
H the Dictrict doec not have reacondble cauce 1o cearch a ctudent or hic
ProPerer, the Dictrict may cearch with the ctudentec free and volunmry
concent. However, coercion, whether exprece or LMPILed, lnvalidatec the
mPParerﬁ concent.

Jonec v. Latexo, 99 F 5&{]@;3. 22% (ED TTex. 1980)
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