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Chairs Mayer and Liu, Senator Jackson and members of the Senate Committees on Education 

and New York City Education, thank you for holding this important hearing and for the 

opportunity to speak with you today.  My name is Dawn Yuster, and I am the Director of the 

School Justice Project at Advocates for Children of New York (AFC).   

 

For over fifty years, AFC has worked to promote access to a high-quality education for New 

York students who face barriers to success in school, focusing on students from low-income 

backgrounds. AFC provides a range of direct services, including free individual case 

advocacy, such as assisting students who are punished and excluded from school due to 

unaddressed or unsupported academic, emotional, behavioral, mental health, or physical 

health needs or disabilities, including through classroom removal, suspension, inappropriate 

transport to the emergency room, police intervention, arrest, summons, juvenile report, or 

family court appearance ticket. We work to help these students get the support they need to 

succeed in school. Additionally, AFC works on institutional reform of education policies and 

practices through advocacy and litigation. Our systemic work includes advocating for 

restorative, trauma-informed, and culturally-responsive approaches, supports, interventions, 

services and schools.  We are also a proud member of the New York State Solutions Not 

Suspensions Campaign and the Dignity in Schools Campaign–New York.   

 

Advocates for Children strongly supports the passage of the Judith Kaye Solutions Not 

Suspensions (SNS) Act (A. 5691/S. 1040). This bill is named after the State’s former Chief 

Judge because she was a champion for keeping kids in safe, supportive schools while 

reducing high rates of suspensions and arrests, which are linked to high rates of students 

experiencing poor academic outcomes, not graduating from high school, and future court 

involvement. Judge Kaye worked tirelessly to end the school-to-prison pipeline and create 

equitable, effective, and positive school discipline policies.  

 

Our testimony is dedicated to Judge Kaye. First, our testimony discusses data and reports 

illustrating the harm, and civil rights crisis, from exclusionary discipline disproportionately 

applied to certain student populations in New York. Next, our testimony highlights numerous 

reasons to pass the SNS Act. 
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INTRODUCTION 

 

Data Illustrating the Harm, and Civil Rights Crisis, From Exclusionary School Discipline and Its 

Disproportionate Application 

 

Exclusionary school discipline is an adult response to student behavior that includes removal or exclusion 

from the classroom or school environment. Too often when students are struggling, nationally and in New 

York, they are met with exclusionary school discipline and policing practices that only further traumatize 

them and results in a loss of crucial instruction time in the classroom.  Moreover, these practices perpetuate 

the school-to-prison pipeline, disproportionately harming Black and Brown students, students with 

disabilities, and students in foster care.  

 

Despite the New York City Department of Education’s (NYC DOE’s) efforts to reduce exclusionary 

discipline, during the 2021-22 school, the NYC DOE reported: 

➢ removing New York City students from class and suspending students from school 31,738 times 

from 1 to 180 days of school each time. 

➢ New York City students faced over 25,000 suspensions and an additional 6,600 classroom 

removals. 

➢ 5,371 students were removed from class or suspended from school two or more times. 

➢ students faced 2,446 student removals from class or suspension from school where police were 

contacted. 

 

Furthermore, when viewed in conjunction with the New York Police Department (NYPD) school safety data 

during the same period, the overall number of exclusionary school discipline and police interventions in 

student behavior is even more concerning. Indeed, in 2021-22, there was the highest ever publicly reported 

number of “mitigated” incidents where School Safety Agents or police responded to student behavior—

which could have and should have been managed appropriately by school staff—and then released the student 

back to school staff for further action: from 5,102 in 2018-19 to 8,223 in 2021-22, a 61.2% increase. In 

addition, in 2021-22, the NYPD reported 2,386 child in crisis interventions—incidents where School 

Safety Agents or police responded to students in emotional distress who were removed from class and 

then transported to the hospital for psychological evaluation. 8.8% of all child in crisis interventions 

involved students handcuffed by the NYPD and 29.3% of all child in crisis interventions involved students 

younger than 12. 

 

The disproportionate application of punitive, exclusionary discipline to certain groups of students, year 

after year, is a civil rights crisis. New York City data for the 2021-22 school year indicates: 

➢ NYC continues to have considerable work to do to address substantial racial disparities in 

suspensions. 

o Over half (51.6%) of superintendent’s suspensions (6-180 days), along with 41.7% of 

principal’s suspensions (1-5 days), went to Black students, who comprised only 20.7% of 

the public school population (not including charter schools).  

➢ School discipline disparities by disability status are worse than before the pandemic.  

o Students with disabilities—who are about 21.0% of the student population—received 

43.8% of superintendent’s suspensions and 38.9% of principal’s suspensions in 2021-22, 

compared to 43.0% and 38.5%, respectively, in 2018-19.  
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AFC’s new report released in January 2023, Building on Potential: Next Steps to Improve Educational 

Outcomes for Students in Foster Care, found that pre-pandemic, NYC public school students in foster care 

were suspended at almost four times the rate of the overall student population while comprising less than 

one percent of the overall population. See AFC’s report attached.   

 

Through our work over the years assisting thousands of families of students facing school discipline, we 

know the indelible harm on students, families, and the school community from removing students from class 

and suspending students from school for behavior that can and should be effectively supported and addressed 

at the school level. With each exclusion from school, we see students lose days, weeks, months, or up to a 

year of instructional time and sometimes disengage from school entirely, alienated from the place that should 

be a haven for learning. In the Appendix, we provide several stories of anonymized students represented by 

AFC who were harmed by exclusionary discipline. 

 

Exclusionary discipline practices place students at risk for experiencing a myriad of short- and long-term 

educational, economic, and social-emotional problems.1  These adult responses to youth behavior do nothing 

to address the root causes of student behavior, reduce time spent in class learning, and correlate with poor 

academic outcomes, decreased likelihood of graduating, and increased likelihood of entering the 

juvenile/criminal legal system. Additionally, a recent report from the Learning Policy Institute found that 

suspensions do not create opportunities for students to learn new approaches to communicating or resolving 

conflicts.2 

 

In a recent study of schools in New York City, the American Institutes for Research found: 

 

[M]ore severe exclusionary discipline does not serve as a deterrent to students’ future reported 

behavior, and for younger students it may instead exacerbate it. In addition, more severe exclusionary 

discipline has a consistent negative effect on many other long-term educational outcomes for 

students. Receiving a more severe exclusionary disciplinary response to an incident increases the 

number of days students miss due to absence during subsequent school years, increases the number of 

days they miss due to suspension in subsequent school years, decreases their likelihood of earning 

both English language arts (ELA) and math credits throughout their high school career, and decreases 

their likelihood of graduating.3 

 

                                                 
1 See, e.g., Advancement Project, Padres and Jovenes Unidos, Southwest Youth Collaborative, and Children & Family 

Justice Center of Northwestern University School of Law, Education on Lockdown: The Schoolhouse to Jailhouse Track 

(Mar. 2005), https://www.njjn.org/uploads/digital-library/Education-on-Lockdown_Advancement-Project_2005.pdf; 

Johanna Wald and Daniel Losen, Defining and Redirecting a School-to-Prison Pipeline, New Directions for Youth Dev., 

Fall 2003, at 9, 

https://pdfs.semanticscholar.org/6954/11a14bda3a82dd941c504272c57a8ccc4d44.pdf?_ga=2.95874396.118423638.154

1436106-983094117.1541436106.  
2 Learning Pol’y Inst., Pushed Out: Trends and Disparities in Out-of-School Suspension (2022), 

https://learningpolicyinstitute.org/product/crdc-school-suspension-report. 
3 LiCalsi, Osher, Bailey, “An Empirical Examination of the Effects of Suspension and Suspension Severity on Behavioral 

and Academic Outcomes,” American Institutes for Research (2021), https://www.air.org/sites/default/files/2021-

08/NYC-Suspension-Effects-Behavioral-Academic-Outcomes-August-2021.pdf. 

https://www.advocatesforchildren.org/sites/default/files/library/building_on_potential.pdf
https://www.advocatesforchildren.org/sites/default/files/library/building_on_potential.pdf
https://www.njjn.org/uploads/digital-library/Education-on-Lockdown_Advancement-Project_2005.pdf
https://pdfs.semanticscholar.org/6954/11a14bda3a82dd941c504272c57a8ccc4d44.pdf?_ga=2.95874396.118423638.1541436106-983094117.1541436106
https://pdfs.semanticscholar.org/6954/11a14bda3a82dd941c504272c57a8ccc4d44.pdf?_ga=2.95874396.118423638.1541436106-983094117.1541436106
https://learningpolicyinstitute.org/product/crdc-school-suspension-report
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Furthermore, students of color and students with disabilities are often disciplined more harshly and more 

frequently than their peers, causing serious, negative consequences for their academic success.4 The American 

Academy of Pediatrics and the American Psychological Association reported the significant negative health 

and mental health impacts of out-of-school suspensions on students, including negative impacts on self-

esteem and increased student alienation from school staff.5   

 

It is more critical than ever that children and families are welcomed into safe, supportive, and inclusive school 

environments and students are connected with the behavioral and mental health supports and services they 

need. As highlighted in recent advisories by the U.S. Surgeon General, the American Academy of Pediatrics, 

the American Academy of Child and Adolescent Psychiatry, and the Children’s Hospital Association, the 

COVID-19 pandemic has impacted the mental health and well-being of all children, exacerbated unmet youth 

mental health needs that existed before the pandemic, and spurred a national youth mental health crisis.6 The 

Centers for Disease Control (CDC) issued a warning of an accelerating mental health crisis among high 

school students with more than 4 in 10 students reporting they felt persistently sad or hopeless, and more than 

1 in 5 reporting they seriously considered attempting suicide in 2021.7 To address the youth mental health 

crisis, the CDC recommended that school districts use evidence-based approaches with demonstrated impact 

on behaviors, connect young people to needed services, and make “school environments safer and more 

supportive, with a strong focus on improving school connectedness.”8  

 

Given the unabated youth mental health crisis and harm from exclusionary discipline on youth mental health 

and academic, social, and other life outcomes, it is more urgent than ever that we overhaul New York 

Education Law governing school discipline and pass the SNS Act to heal our young people using trauma-

informed, restorative, and culturally informed approaches in school.  

 

Here are nine reasons to swiftly pass the SNS Act. 

 

 

 

                                                 
4 See U.S. Comm’n on Civ. Rts., Beyond Suspensions: Examining School Discipline Policies and Connections to the 

School-to-Prison Pipeline for Students of Color with Disabilities, Briefing Report (July 2019), 

https://www.usccr.gov/pubs/2019/07-23-Beyond-Suspensions.pdf.   
5 See Am. Acad. of Pediatrics, Pol’y Statement by Comm. on Sch. Health, Out of School Suspension and Expulsion, 112 

Pediatrics 1206 (2013), https://pediatrics.aappublications.org/content/pediatrics/112/5/1206.full.pdf; Am. Psych. Ass’n 

Zero Tolerance Task Force, Are Zero Tolerance Policies Effective in the Schools? An Evidentiary Review and 

Recommendations (Aug. 9, 2006), https://www.apa.org/pubs/info/reports/zero-tolerance-report.pdf. 
6 See U.S. Surgeon General, Protecting Youth Mental Health (2021), https://www.hhs.gov/sites/default/files/surgeon-

general-youth-mental-health-advisory.pdf; Am. Academy of Child & Adolescent Psychiatry, Pediatricians, Child and 

Adolescent Psychiatrists and Children’s Hospitals Declare National Emergency in Children's Mental Health, (October 

19, 2021), 

https://www.aacap.org/AACAP/zLatest_News/Pediatricians_CAPs_Childrens_Hospitals_Declare_National_Emergency

_Childrens_Mental_Health.aspx.   
7 Centers for Disease Control and Prevention,  Youth Risk Behavior Surveillance Data Summary & Trends Report: 2011-

2021, https://www.cdc.gov/healthyyouth/data/yrbs/pdf/YRBS_Data-Summary-Trends_Report2023_508.pdf. 
8 Id. 

https://www.hhs.gov/sites/default/files/surgeon-general-youth-mental-health-advisory.pdf
https://www.hhs.gov/sites/default/files/surgeon-general-youth-mental-health-advisory.pdf
https://www.cdc.gov/healthyyouth/data/yrbs/pdf/YRBS_Data-Summary-Trends_Report2023_508.pdf
https://www.cdc.gov/healthyyouth/data/yrbs/pdf/YRBS_Data-Summary-Trends_Report2023_508.pdf
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1. The NYS Education Department Safe Schools Task Force Report on Reducing Disparities in 

School Discipline Recommends Legislative Changes Similar to Those in the SNS Act 

 

The New York State Education Department (NYSED) convened a Safe Schools Task Force with a diverse 

group of stakeholders from around the state that examined data, consulted with experts, and had extensive 

discussions on how to reduce disparities in school discipline. The deliberative process culminated in the 

report, Recommendations for Reducing Disparities in and Reforming School Discipline in New York State, 

which the NYSED presented to the Board of Regents in January 2023. The report recommends amending 

NYS Education Law with provisions that are strikingly similar to those in the SNS Act.9 Among other 

similarities, NYSED’s report and the SNS Act both:  

➢ require proactive, supportive alternatives to punishment and exclusion that build a positive, inclusive 

school climate;  

➢ prohibit the use of exclusionary discipline for students in pre-Kindergarten through third grade 

(except when required by federal law);  

➢ limit the length of suspension to 20 days (in the vast majority of situations); and 

➢ require academic instruction and exams during suspension. 

 

2. The SNS Act Promotes Proactive, Preventative Measures and Better Academic and Social-

Emotional Outcomes for Students  

 

The SNS Act shifts the focus of school discipline from punishment to proactive, evidence-based alternatives 

that provide students equitable access to learning. This revised approach is consistent with that of the NYSED 

Commissioner and the Board of Regents who committed to minimizing punitive, exclusionary discipline 

practices as part of New York’s Every Student Succeeds Act (ESSA) plan.10 Subsequently, the Board of 

Regents “reaffirm[ed] its commitment to ensuring that all students have equitable access to learning 

opportunities in safe and supportive school environments free from discrimination, harassment, and bias 

including reducing dependence on exclusionary school discipline and increasing equity in education for all 

students.”11 

 

The SNS Act requires “schools to use the least severe action necessary to respond to any violation of the code 

of conduct before imposing a removal or suspension.” The bill lists examples of, but does not limit, options 

that schools can use, including social and emotional supports, interventions, and restorative practices such as 

class meetings, facilitated circles, conferences, and peer mediation. 

 

                                                 
9 NYS Educ. Dep’t, Safe Schools Task Force Report: Recommendations for Reducing Disparities in and Reforming 

School Discipline in New York State (Dec. 2022), https://www.regents.nysed.gov/sites/regents/files/P-12%20-

%20Recommendations%20for%20ATT%20-

%20Recommendations%20for%20Reducing%20Disparities%20in%20and%20Reforming%20School%20Discipline%20

in%20New%20York%20State.pdf. 
10 N.Y.S. Dep’t of Educ., ESSA Plan (Jan. 12, 2018), http://www.nysed.gov/common/nysed/files/programs/essa/nys-

essa-plan.pdf; see also See Appeal of N.V.D. v. Board of Education of the Williamsville Central School District, Decision 

No. 17,985 (April 22, 2021), http://www.counsel.nysed.gov/Decisions/volume60/d17985. 
11 N.Y.S. Board of Regents, Resolution (Jan. 14, 2019), 

https://www.regents.nysed.gov/common/regents/files/Resolution_0.pdf. 

https://www.regents.nysed.gov/common/regents/files/P-12%20-%20Recommendations%20for%20ATT%20-%20Recommendations%20for%20Reducing%20Disparities%20in%20and%20Reforming%20School%20Discipline%20in%20New%20York%20State.pdf
http://www.nysed.gov/common/nysed/files/programs/essa/nys-essa-plan.pdf
http://www.nysed.gov/common/nysed/files/programs/essa/nys-essa-plan.pdf
http://www.counsel.nysed.gov/Decisions/volume60/d17985
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School-wide and individual interventions that use proactive, preventative approaches, address the underlying 

cause or purpose of the behavior, and reinforce positive behaviors, have been associated with increases in 

academic engagement, academic achievement, and reductions in suspensions and school dropouts.12 A U.S. 

Surgeon General advisory issued this month encourages the strengthening of relationships and the adoption of 

evidence-based practices within schools as a protective factor to guard against the negative effects of 

isolation, loneliness, and disconnection for young people.13 Additionally, the CDC recently noted that “school 

connectedness (i.e. the belief by students that adults and peers in the school care about them as individuals) 

has been shown to have positive effects on traditional academic achievement, including having higher grades 

and test scores, having better school attendance, and staying in school longer.” 

 

Restorative justice practices build and heal relationships, teach positive behaviors, and hold students 

accountable for their actions.14  There have been countless studies on the effectiveness of restorative justice 

practice and the benefits of using restorative justice practices for improving student behavior, academic 

outcomes, and school climate and decreasing the use of exclusionary discipline.15 For example, the RAND 

Corporation released a report detailing the positive impact of restorative discipline practices on classroom and 

school climate and on suspension rates. RAND found that teachers felt safer in schools using restorative 

discipline practices and that their schools had lower overall suspension rates and smaller disparities in 

suspension rates between Black and White students and between high-income and low-income students.16 

Many school districts in cities around the country use restorative justice practices to address student behavior 

and specifically to address conflict between students.   

 

As of 2020, 21 States (including Texas, Florida, and Tennessee) and the District of Columbia had enacted 

legislation supporting the use of restorative justice practice in schools.17 With enactment of the SNS Act, New 

York will join the ranks of these states by requiring all public school districts to include restorative justice 

practices as an alternative option to suspension or classroom removal in their codes of conduct. 

 

 

 

                                                 
12 See, e.g., U.S. Dep’t of Educ., Off. of Special Educ. and Rehab. Servcs., Positive, Proactive Approaches to Supporting 

Children with Disabilities: A Guide for Stakeholders (July 19, 2022), https://sites.ed.gov/idea/files/guide-positive-

proactive-approaches-to-supporting-children-with-disabilities.pdf. 
13 U.S. Surgeon General, Our Epidemic of Loneliness and Isolation (2023), 

https://www.hhs.gov/about/news/2023/05/03/new-surgeon-general-advisory-raises-alarm-about-devastating-impact-

epidemic-loneliness-isolation-united-states.html.  
14 See U.S. Comm’n on Civ. Rts., Beyond Suspensions: Examining School Discipline Policies and Connections to the 

School-to-Prison Pipeline for Students of Color with Disabilities, Briefing Report (July 2019), 

https://www.usccr.gov/pubs/2019/07-23-Beyond-Suspensions.pdf. 
15 Learning Policy Institute, Building a Positive School Climate Through Restorative Practices (Oct. 2021), 

https://learningpolicyinstitute.org/sites/default/files/product-

files/WCE_Positive_School_Climate_Restorative_Practices_BRIEF.pdf.   
16 RAND Corporation, Can Restorative Practices Improve School Climate and Curb Suspensions? (2018), 

https://www.rand.org/pubs/research_reports/RR2840.html. 
17 Georgetown Law Center on Poverty and Inequality, School-Based Restorative Justice Legislative Trends (2020), 

https://genderjusticeandopportunity.georgetown.edu/wp-content/uploads/2021/04/School-Based-RJ-Legislative-Trends-

1.pdf.   

https://www.usccr.gov/pubs/2019/07-23-Beyond-Suspensions.pdf
https://learningpolicyinstitute.org/sites/default/files/product-files/WCE_Positive_School_Climate_Restorative_Practices_BRIEF.pdf
https://learningpolicyinstitute.org/sites/default/files/product-files/WCE_Positive_School_Climate_Restorative_Practices_BRIEF.pdf
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3. The SNS Act Provides a Flexible Framework for School Codes of Conduct  

 

The SNS Act affords school districts ample flexibility to choose how to craft their student code of conduct; it 

does not prescribe one model. Rather, it sets forth parameters to promote consistency and equity in the 

administration of school discipline across the state while giving school authorities discretion to consider 

various factors, such as: 

1) the nature and impact of the student's alleged misconduct; 

2) the student's age, ability to speak or understand English, physical health, mental health, disabilities, 

and Individualized Education Program (IEP); 

3) the student's willingness to resolve the conflict and repair any harm; 

4) the student's prior conduct, the appropriateness of prior interventions, and the effectiveness of any 

prior interventions; 

5) the relationship, if any, between the student's academic placement and program and the alleged 

violation of the code of conduct; and 

6) any other relevant factors. 

 

This balanced approach is consistent with research indicating that too much discretion at the school level 

creates greater disparities in school discipline, compounding racial inequities.  A recent empirical study in 

New York City demonstrates the implications of educators' subjective discretions in the disciplinary process, 

finding that Black students are more likely to be persistently referred and suspended than their peers.18 In 

another report, researchers found that the greater the discretion at the school level, the greater the disparities 

in the use of exclusion and that disparities persisted most often in the discretionary decisions regarding minor 

incidents of misbehavior. 19 Overall, Black students were excluded at higher rates than White students, 

perpetuating inequities for students of color.20 Notably, this research on local discretion in decision-making 

shows that punitive approaches to school discipline do not result in safer environments or reduce serious or 

severe behavioral incidents.21 

 

4. The SNS Act Promotes Compliance with Federal Civil Rights Laws Protecting the Rights of 

Students with Disabilities 

 

The SNS Act requires schools to include in their codes of conduct behavior supports and interventions. This 

mandate will help schools comply with the requirements under the Individuals with Disabilities Education 

Act (IDEA) and Section 504 of the Rehabilitation Act to consider the provision of positive behavior supports 

and interventions to students with disabilities whose behavior impedes their learning or the learning of 

others.  In the case of a child with an IEP whose behavior impedes the child’s learning or that of others, the 

IEP Team must consider – and, when necessary to provide a Free Appropriate Public Education (FAPE), 

include in the IEP – the use of positive behavioral interventions and supports, and other strategies, to address 

                                                 
18 Richard O. Welsh et al, The Plight of Persistently Disciplined Students: Examining Frequent Flyers and the 

Conversion of Office Discipline Referrals Into Suspensions, Educational Eval. and Pol’y Analysis (2023). DOI: 

10.3102/01623737231155155.  
19 Sorensen, L.C, Bushway, S.D, Gifford, E.J., Getting Tough? The Effects of Discretionary Principal Discipline on 

Student Outcomes, Educ. Fin. and Pol’y, 17 (2): 255–284 (2022), 

https://www.edworkingpapers.com/sites/default/files/ai20-216-v022021.pdf.  
20 Id. 
21 Id. 

https://dx.doi.org/10.3102/01623737231155155
https://dx.doi.org/10.3102/01623737231155155
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that behavior.22 In the case of a child with a 504 Plan, behavioral supports, services, interventions, strategies, 

and modifications to policies used to support and respond to a student’s behavioral needs may be necessary to 

ensure a student receives a FAPE.23 It is critical that IDEA and Section 504 provisions designed to support the 

needs of students with disabilities and ensure a FAPE are appropriately implemented so as to avoid an 

overreliance on, or misuse of, exclusionary discipline in response to a child’s behavior. 

Given persistent disparities in school discipline by disability, it is critical that New York State and school 

districts statewide prioritize behavioral supports and interventions over suspensions or else risk violating the 

civil rights of students of disabilities. This is precisely what the SNS Act does. 

5. The SNS Act Codifies Existing Case Law Prohibiting Classroom Removals and Suspensions for 

Minor Student Behavior 

 

The SNS Act requires every New York public school to “prohibit classroom removals and suspensions to 

respond to tardiness, unexcused absence from class or school, leaving school without permission, violation of 

school dress code, and lack of identification upon request of school personnel.” New York state law already 

prohibits suspensions or other exclusions from instruction as a punishment for most of these behaviors. For 

decades, New York State Education Department Commissioner decisions have prohibited suspensions or 

other school exclusions for truancy or school absence.24 Codifying Commissioner’s decisions will promote 

clarity and transparency of the law by making it explicit, which can increase school district accountability for 

complying with the law.  

 

6. The SNS Act Contains Provisions That Can Reduce Overreliance on Punitive, Exclusionary 

Discipline 

 

New York’s current discipline law permitting suspensions for up to180 school days—an entire school year—

for students in pre-Kindergarten to 12th grade is wildly out of step with the rest of the country.  For example, 

Florida and Washington cap suspensions at 10 school days and California caps suspensions at 5 school days.25 

The SNS Act aims to reduce the overuse of suspensions by prohibiting suspensions for students in pre-

Kindergarten through 3rd grade (unless required under federal law); reducing the maximum length of 

                                                 
22 See 34 CFR §§ 300.324(a)(2)(i) and (b)(2); and 300.320(a)(4). 
23 See 34 C.F.R. § 104.33(b)(1)(i). 
24  See Matter of Ackert, 30 Ed. Dept. Rep. 31, 33 (Aug. 6, 1990) (“a student may not be suspended, expelled or dropped 

from school attendance for truancy”); Matter of Hynds, Decision No. 13,407 (May 4, 1995) (invalidating school policy 

of suspending student from class for lateness or nonattendance); Matter of Strada, Decision No. 13,434 (June 19, 1995) 

(invalidating school’s absence policy by which student with four absences could be removed from class and assigned to 

study hall on basis that it results in suspension of student from class due to truancy); Matter of Vitello, Decision No. 

12,813 (Sept. 25, 1992) (invalidating school policy of suspending student from class for cutting that class).  
25 See Florida Statutes §1003.01 (5)(a) (“Suspension…means the temporary removal of a student from all classes of 

instruction…for a period not to exceed 10 school days.”); Revised Code of Washington § 28A.600.015 (“(2) Short-term 

suspension procedures may be used for suspensions of students up to and including, ten consecutive school days…(4) 

School districts may not impose long-term suspension or expulsion as a form of discretionary discipline.”); California 

Statutes §48911.(a) (“The principal…or the district superintendent of schools may suspend a pupil from the school…for 

no more than five consecutive schooldays.”). 

https://sites.ed.gov/idea/idea-files/qa-addressing-the-needs-of-children-with-disabilities-and-idea-discipline-provisions/#Exclusionary_discipline
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suspensions from 180 to 20 school days; and requiring suspensions to be used as a last resort, after school 

officials consider using interventions and graduated, proportionate discipline.  

 

7. The SNS Act Holds Charter Schools to the Same State Law Requirements as All Other Public 

Schools Regarding School Discipline 

 

We are pleased that S. 1040 would clarify explicitly that charter schools must meet the same requirements of 

state law as district-run schools when seeking to suspend or expel students. Charter schools are public schools 

and must be held to the same requirements of state law as all other public schools regarding school discipline. 

In 2015, AFC released a report finding that most NYC charter school discipline codes failed to comport with 

legal requirements.26 See AFC’s report attached. Since that time, AFC has continued to see charter school 

discipline codes that include incomplete, inaccurate, and misleading information regarding parents' and 

students' rights. We frequently hear from parents whose children are suspended or expelled from charter 

schools without schools following basic due process procedures. For example, we have assisted in cases 

where charter schools did not provide parents with written notice of the student’s suspension, sometimes 

leaving parents unaware of the reason for or length of the suspension; did not provide parents with the 

opportunity for an informal conference or hearing prior to a suspension; and failed to offer any alternative 

instruction. 

 

In addition, charter schools often have discipline codes that permit suspension from school for minor 

infractions, including absences, tardiness, cutting class, dress code violations, talking back to staff, and 

impulsive behavior, as well as codes that permit suspension or expulsion as a penalty for any of the 

infractions listed, no matter how minor the infraction, rather than providing a list of graduated disciplinary 

measures. 

 

The SNS Act would clarify explicitly that charter schools must meet the same state law requirements as those 

of district-run schools when disciplining students, ending any perceived ambiguity.27 The bill would also help 

address a number of the challenges we have seen in our representation of families with students in charter 

schools by requiring charter schools and district schools to have codes of conduct that include a list of age-

appropriate graduated and proportionate disciplinary measures and require schools to use the least severe 

action necessary before imposing a suspension; to provide an education plan for the student’s academic 

instruction during their suspension; and to have procedures in place including providing written notice of the 

charged misconduct and due process rights and offering an opportunity for an informal conference with the 

principal or hearing depending upon the length of the proposed suspension, among other items. 

 

                                                 
26 Civil Rights Suspended: An Analysis of New York City Charter School Discipline Policies, Advocates for Children of 

New York (February 2015), available at 

https://www.advocatesforchildren.org/sites/default/files/library/civil_rights_suspended.pdf. 
27 The New York State Charter Schools Act states that charter schools are not exempt from the compulsory education 

requirements of part one of Article 65 of the Education Law—where section 3214, the section of state law that sets forth 

due process requirements for school suspensions, is contained. See N.Y. Educ. Law § 2854(1)(b). In addition, the Charter 

Schools Act requires charter school discipline policies to meet “requirements of due process,” and such requirements for 

suspensions are found in Section 3214. See N.Y. Educ. Law § 2851(2)(h). Despite the current language of the law, the 

State Education Department’s current position has been not to require charter schools to comply with Section 3214. 
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8. The SNS Act Requires School Districts to Provide Students Serving Suspension the 

Opportunity to Stay on Track to Graduate  

 

The SNS Act requires school districts to provide students on suspension with an education plan, including 

provisions for ongoing academic instruction and a successful reentry to school. Additionally, students must 

have the opportunity to earn all the academic credit they would have been eligible to earn if they had been in 

class. This includes the opportunity to complete any missed assignments or take any missed examination or 

assessments during the student's suspension. This is critical so students do not fall behind in school. 

 

9. The SNS Act Requires School Districts to Provide Students Due Process Protections When 

Invoking Exclusionary School Discipline 

 

Current New York discipline law provides minimal due process protections for students suspended from 

school, which school districts and schools often exploit. For example, schools typically fail to provide 

families with copies of all evidence regarding the alleged incident before the suspension hearing. 

Consequently, families typically enter suspension hearings without the opportunity to adequately prepare or 

know whether it is best to proceed to hearing to challenge the charges, making the process inherently unfair. 

Additionally, the current law lacks procedures governing hearing decisions and appeals. The SNS Act 

remedies these procedural infirmities by providing due process requirements that all public schools must 

follow when imposing a suspension. 

 

CONCLUSION  

 

As a threshold for learning, all students must have equitable access to effective behavioral supports and 

interventions in schools with equitable, effective school discipline policies and practices.  The time is now for 

the swift passage of the SNS Act. 
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APPENDIX 

 to 

Testimony to be Delivered to the New York State Senate Standing Committees on Education and  

New York City Education 

 

Stories of Anonymized Former Clients of Advocates for Children of New York 

Subjected to Exclusionary School Discipline and Policing 

 

 

 

Christopher, a student with a disability in foster care, missed valuable instruction time 

when suspended from school:  

 

In July 2021, we learned that a ninth grader in foster care with an IEP with the disability 

classification Emotional Disturbance had been illegally excluded from school for the 

entire summer for alleged possession of a knife.  Christopher was suspended from his 

summer school site on the first day of classes.  His foster mother did not receive written 

notice of the suspension and was told that Christopher would not be able to come back to 

school until September, after a suspension hearing. The summer school site did not plan 

to conduct a Manifestation Determination Review (a meeting to determine if the student’s 

behavior resulting in suspension was related to the student’s disability or if the behavior 

happened because the school failed to implement the student’s IEP), which is mandatory 

when students are removed from class for more than 10 consecutive days and, in some 

instances, for more than 10 accumulative days.  The summer school had not provided 

Christopher with any alternate instruction during the suspension; instead, the school 

advised his foster care agency to contact local high schools to see if any of the other 

schools would take him.   

We escalated the case to the central DOE office requesting immediate assistance in this 

urgent school discipline and special education matter since Christopher was deprived of 

due process protections and illegally excluded from summer school.  Due to our 

advocacy, the DOE allowed Christian to return to summer school and receive necessary 

support.  

 

We escalated cases to the central New York City Department of Education for students like 

Carmelo who had been excluded from school due to COVID “health and safety concerns”: 

 

The parent of a Kindergarten student with an Autism classification on his IEP contacted 

us for assistance.  Her son, Carmelo, was placed in remote learning against his parent’s 

wishes because of behaviors related to his disability, including leaving the classroom, 

difficulties wearing a mask, and inability to maintain distance between himself and other 

students and school staff. The student had been home for over 4 months and had 

significant issues accessing remote instruction because of his learning, behavior, and 
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attention needs. Carmelo’s mother indicated that her son needed to receive instruction in 

person to get an appropriate education and not fall further behind.  From AFC’s 

conversations with the parent and the school, it was clear that Carmelo needed additional 

support to address his behavioral needs, including complying with wearing a mask and 

other COVID-related policies, but his school was unwilling to accept him back in person 

and provide the necessary supports.   

We escalated the case to the DOE to request Carmelo’s immediate return to in-person 

learning with his individual behavioral paraprofessional mandated on his IEP, additional 

support for Carmelo, and additional support for school staff to support Carmelo or for 

him to be transferred to another school that could support him. We shared with the DOE 

federal Department of Education guidance related to this issue to help school districts 

comply with federal law, including tips and suggestions to help young children with 

disabilities safely wear a mask.   

 

After we escalated the matter, Carmelo was immediately returned to school. We then 

helped his mother obtain a neuropsychological evaluation that has led to additional 

behavioral support in school and connection to a child psychiatrist.   

  

Tarik, a high school senior with no prior school discipline history, was suspended from 

school, issued a criminal summons, and almost did not graduate from high school:  

 

Tarik came to us as a high school senior with no prior disciplinary history.  A partner 

organization on the Dignity in Schools Campaign-NY referred him and his mother to us 

for help.  They were very concerned because Tarik was facing a 45-school-day 

suspension and a criminal summons for bringing a small amount of marijuana to school.  

Tarik and his mother were deeply worried about the consequences, including whether 

Tarik would be punished academically and unable to graduate from high school.   Tarik 

had passed all of his Regents exams and was merely credits shy of graduating.    

 

An AFC School Justice Project staff attorney advised the family of their rights and 

options.  AFC’s School Project Director then escalated the case to DOE staff in the 

central office and asked them to intervene.  As a result of our policy-level advocacy, staff 

in DOE’s central staff had issued a directive to the borough suspension offices in fall 

2018 that they could not suspend students for higher than the average length of 

suspension for any infraction except in extraordinary circumstances.  Consequently, Tarik 

was suspended from school for the average number of days for violating the discipline 

code infraction of bringing drugs to school – 21 days – instead of the 45 days that were 

initially threatened.  

 

The NYPD School Safety Agent who issued the summons told the family to just pay the 

criminal summons fine online.  We informed the family that most summonses get 

dismissed and offered to refer them to a public defense organization for representation.  
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While working to connect the family to a criminal defense lawyer, the family got a letter 

in the mail indicating that the summons was dismissed.  The family was glad that they 

had not needlessly paid a fine.  

 

While on suspension, Tarik was sent to an Alternative Learning Center (ALC).  We 

assisted the family in working with the ALC to get Tarik’s academic work from his home 

school.  It then became apparent that Tarik did not have enough credits to graduate.  As 

his family was about to give up on Tarik graduating from high school, we escalated the 

case again to our contacts at the central DOE office.  We advocated to get Tarik a 

comprehensive accounting of his credits and arrange for him to be enrolled in the summer 

school classes he needed to graduate.  Although he was, at first, understandably upset 

about having to attend summer school, he persisted in going to classes over the summer 

and completed everything he needed to earn his diploma. He is excited to graduate and is 

looking forward to attending community college.   

  

Nate, a student with a disability, needed behavioral and mental health supports and 

interventions and instead was bullied students and school staff and handcuffed by the 

police and then removed from school:    

 

Nate’s mother called AFC’s Helpline for assistance for her 11-year-old son.  Nate’s 

school kept threatening to suspend him from school for behavior related to his disabilities 

– Attention Deficit Hyperactivity Disorder (ADHD) and anxiety.  He was also getting 

bullied by other students who called him derogatory names.  Nate’s mother repeatedly 

asked the school for more behavioral support.  School staff told her she needed to seek 

mental health support outside of school.  Nate’s mental health deteriorated, and he began 

having suicidal thoughts. His mother took him to the emergency room several times, and 

he started receiving mental health support out of school.  Yet, in school, his challenging 

behaviors persisted.    

Nate’s mother continued asking the school for more help.  She requested a more 

supportive and therapeutic special education school.  However, the DOE kept delaying 

the process.  The school continually blamed the parent for Nate’s difficulties in school, 

inappropriately claiming that his difficulties stemmed from not taking medication.  At 

one point, school staff erroneously told the parent she needed to get a psychiatric 

evaluation for Nate on her own so that he could obtain more support in school.    

 

After the parent contacted AFC, a staff attorney on the School Justice Project helped the 

parent advocate for more appropriate behavior support in school.  AFC connected the 

school with a behavior specialist at the DOE’s borough support office to help the school 

support Nate. At the same time, AFC successfully advocated for the DOE to pay for an 

independent evaluator to conduct a psychiatric evaluation to better understand Nate’s 

significant needs, including whether he needed an Intensive Day Treatment program or 

other therapeutic setting.     
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The process of finding an available evaluator, getting the evaluation done, and getting the 

written evaluation report takes weeks.  In the meantime, the school continued to struggle 

with supporting Nate.  At one point, the school went so far as to call the police to address 

Nate’s behavior.   The police handcuffed Nate and then had him transported by 

Emergency Medical Services to the hospital without his mother’s consent. On top of that, 

Nate was suspended from school for the incident.  AFC represented Nate at the 

suspension hearing and successfully advocated for him to receive Home Instruction 

pending an Individualized Education Program (IEP) meeting to discuss the results of the 

psychiatric evaluation and determine an appropriate school placement.  AFC also filed a 

report with the NYPD School Safety Division about this incident and helped the parent 

understand her rights.    

AFC guided the parent through the daunting IEP and school placement process.  As a 

result, the parent found and enrolled Nate in an appropriate special education school.  At 

the school, Nate receives intensive emotional and behavioral support in small classes and 

has access to mental health clinicians and evidence-based therapeutic techniques.  The 

parent is pleased that Nate is currently doing really well in the new environment.   

  

Abram, a 17-year-old ninth grade student with an intellectual disability with limited 

English proficiency, faced up to a one-year suspension:   

 

In April 2019, DOE staff at a suspension hearing office contacted a member of the 

School Justice Project asking if we could represent a family at a suspension hearing.  The 

family had recently immigrated from the Dominican Republic, did not speak English, and 

did not understand what was going on.  Abram, a 17-year-old ninth grade student with an 

intellectual disability with limited English proficiency, was charged with possession of a 

knife and using the knife to threaten another student.  He was facing up to a one-year 

suspension.    

AFC staff analyzed the evidence and determined that Abram’s paraprofessional, assigned 

to provide Abram with behavioral support, had falsely accused Abram of waving a knife 

towards another student in a threatening manner.  We explained the hearing process to 

the family and recommended that the family proceed to hearing to fight the charges.  At 

the hearing, AFC cross examined the paraprofessional and poked several holes in her 

story.    The case was dismissed, and Abram was immediately reinstated back to school.    

Our advocacy did not stop there.  School Justice Project staff reviewed the student’s IEP 

and saw that the student, a recent immigrant who barely spoke English and had extremely 

low cognitive and academic abilities, was languishing in an inappropriate class and 

school.  We conferred with our colleagues in AFC’s Immigrant Students’ Rights Project 

who have expertise working with this population, and they agreed to help the family find 

an appropriate school environment and services for Abram so he can get the help that he 

needs to succeed in school.   
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Despite the decrease in the number and length of suspensions in New York City, schools 

still inappropriately suspended students with disabilities like Eli:  

 

One of AFC’s hospital partners reached out to us for assistance with one their clients, the 

parent of an 8th grade student, Eli, with emotional, attention, learning, and language 

disabilities. The school was repeatedly calling Eli’s mother to pick up her son early from 

school and suspending Eli from school. By the time we were connected with the family, 

Eli had already lost more than 21 school days of academic instruction, including three 5-

day suspensions in the months of November, December, and January – all without 

written notice of the suspensions, as required under state education law and NYC 

Department of Education (DOE) regulations. The school repeatedly suspended Eli from 

school instead of providing him with behavioral supports and interventions, a behavioral 

assessment, and a behavioral intervention plan, as recommended at the last meeting to 

discuss his Individualized Education Program (“IEP”). The school also still had not 

provided the parent with Eli’s IEP and had not held any meetings to discuss a behavioral 

intervention plan.  Additionally, the school had never conducted a Manifestation 

Determination Review (“MDR”), a mandatory meeting to determine if the student’s 

behavior resulting in suspension was related to the student’s disability or if the behavior 

happened because the school failed to implement the student’s IEP. The Dean 

erroneously and insistently told Eli’s mother that a student is not entitled to an MDR for 

principal's suspensions because they are short-term and in school.   

We escalated Eli’s case to the central DOE school safety and special education offices 

requesting that they help the parent and Eli’s school appropriately support Eli so he could 

learn in school.  We asked for: Eli to be reinstated in school; the DOE to conduct an 

immediate MDR; school staff to be trained on their obligations under the Individuals with 

Disabilities Education Act (“IDEA”), including training regarding MDRs; school staff to 

refrain from asking the parent to pick up Eli from school before the end of the school 

day; school staff to be provided with immediate and ongoing assistance of a behavioral 

specialist to create an effective behavioral assessment and behavior intervention plan for 

Eli; and the parent to be provided with Eli’s IEP.  

 

As a result of our escalation and follow-up advocacy, Eli went back to school and began 

receiving instruction again, and his mother received his IEP.  The school conducted an 

MDR and determined that Eli’s behavior was a manifestation of his disabilities and 

happened because his IEP was not implemented.  A special student support leader at the 

DOE borough office was dispatched to help the school conduct the behavioral evaluation, 

create the behavioral intervention plan, and help school staff effectively manage Eli’s 

behavior so he could remain in school learning.  
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Shannon, a 15-year-old student, was handcuffed by School Safety Agents and shot with a 

taser by the police after peers bullied her, and then she was issued a juvenile report and 

suspended from school:  

 

After receiving a call on our Helpline, we represented an intelligent, 15-year-old student, 

Shannon, at a suspension hearing.  Since Shannon began attending the school in the fall, 

her mother had repeatedly requested positive behavioral supports and interventions and 

an Individualized Education Program (“IEP”). However, the school never provided the 

supports or an IEP, despite Shannon’s significant mental health needs.  Early in the 

winter, Shannon became agitated and upset during lunch one day when another student, 

who had been bullying her for three months, threw food at her head. Instead of de-

escalating the situation and helping Shannon calm down, an administrator contacted 

School Safety Agents and NYPD precinct officers who then violently restrained her with 

handcuffs. Upon being restrained, she became more agitated.  An NYPD officer then shot 

Shannon with a taser gun even though she was already physically restrained.  To make 

matters even worse, the police officers hauled her off to a local precinct and gave her a 

juvenile report for disorderly conduct.  On top of that, the school suspended Shannon 

from school.     

 

AFC staff represented Shannon at the suspension hearing.  Although the suspension 

hearing office sustained the charge of engaging in threatening and reckless behavior 

against a School Safety Agent who was trying to restrain her, Shannon was suspended for 

only 10 days instead of the maximum 180 days (1 year).  AFC staff filed a complaint 

against the School Safety Agents with the Assistant Commissioner of the School Safety 

Division, who responded by ordering an immediate investigation into the matter.  The 

City did not pursue the juvenile report against Shannon in Family Court.    

 

As a result of our advocacy, Shannon was transferred to a more supportive school where 

we helped her get positive behavioral interventions and supports and an appropriate IEP.  

Shannon’s behavior has improved dramatically, and she has been able to focus on 

learning, which she thoroughly enjoys.  
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Ms. Lopez1 rejoiced when her daughter, Mia, was accepted to a local charter school for kindergarten. Ms. 

Lopez believed that this school would provide her daughter with the best chance of getting a high-quality 

education. However, within the first month of school, the charter school suspended five-year-old Mia for 

disruptive behavior, claiming that she had hit another student. Ms. Lopez was very concerned about Mia’s 

alleged behavior and therefore requested that Mia be evaluated to determine if she had a disability and 

needed special education services. While evaluations were pending, the charter school suspended Mia another 

two times for impulsive behavior. Ms. Lopez tried to find out from Mia what had happened, but given Mia’s 

age and a delay in her communication skills, Ms. Lopez was unable to get an explanation that she could 

understand. 
 

Ms. Lopez was devastated when the charter school principal then told her that, based on the charter school’s 

policy, because Mia had received three suspensions, the charter school was expelling her after just two months 

of kindergarten. The principal stated that the school would give Ms. Lopez a two-week “grace period” to return 

Mia to her preschool (for which she was no longer eligible) or enroll her at her zoned elementary school. 

During those two weeks, Mia could attend school if her mother stayed with her the whole time. 
 

Ms. Lopez had chosen the charter school because it had touted the extra support it provided to students to 

help them succeed. But at the time when Mia needed support, the charter school told Ms. Lopez to take Mia 

someplace else. Ms. Lopez could not believe that the charter school was giving up on Mia so quickly. 
 

Mia’s charter school expelled her without providing written notice of the charges against Mia and the school’s 

proposal to expel her, without scheduling a hearing to consider Mia’s actions and determine an appropriate 

penalty, and without following any procedures required to protect the rights of students with disabilities even 

though Mia was being evaluated for special education services. Without the opportunity for a hearing, Mia’s 

mother did not have the chance to ask questions about what had happened or to suggest a less severe 

response that would address Mia’s behavior and allow her to stay at the school. Because the school did not 

follow the required procedures for students with disabilities, Mia did not receive a behavioral assessment to 

determine the cause of her behavior and develop effective intervention strategies. 
 

When Advocates for Children of New York (AFC) reviewed the charter school’s discipline policy, we found that, 

although it had been approved by the charter school’s authorizer and the New York State Board of Regents, it 

did not comport with the requirements of the law. The policy did not require notice prior to imposing 

suspensions or expulsions, did not require a hearing prior to suspensions or expulsions, did not place any limits 

on the kinds of infractions that could trigger an expulsion, and did not include any of the legal protections 

required for students with disabilities. Indeed, a school administrator acknowledged that, before AFC’s 

involvement in Mia’s case, she had not been aware of the need to follow additional procedures for students 

with disabilities, as they were not included in the charter school’s policy. 
 

After AFC intervened, Mia was able to stay at the charter school and begin receiving special education supports 

and services, including an individualized behavioral plan, that helped to improve her behavior in class. 
 

•  •  • 
                                                           

1 All names in this report have been changed to protect the anonymity of the students and parents we have assisted. 



February 2015  |  5 

Over the past few years, Advocates for Children of New York (AFC) has assisted an increasing 

number of parents who have contacted us with concerns about charter school suspensions and 

expulsions.  In the past year-and-a-half alone, AFC has provided guidance or legal representation 

to more than 100 parents in charter school suspension and expulsion cases.  Most of these parents 

had celebrated winning the charter school lottery and wanted their children to continue attending 

the charter school. 

 

In helping parents with these cases, AFC found that charter school discipline policies were not 

always readily available.2  Parents often did not have a copy of the policies, and the policies were 

not always available online. 

 

In June 2013, we sent Freedom of Information Law (FOIL) requests to the three New York City 

charter school authorizers,3 all charter schools operating in NYC during the 2012-2013 school 

year, and, to the extent possible, charter schools opening in NYC during the 2013-2014 school 

year seeking, among other things, copies of their discipline policies.  Charter schools are required 

to comply with FOIL requests,4 and most charter schools responded.  From the FOIL responses 

and charter school websites, we were able to review 164 discipline policies from 155 of the 183 

charter schools operating in NYC during the 2013-2014 school year.5  These discipline policies 

came from large charter school networks as well as from small, independent charter schools. 
 
 

From our review, we found:  
 

(1) 107 of the 164 NYC charter school discipline policies we reviewed permit suspension or 

expulsion as a penalty for any of the infractions listed in the discipline policy, no matter 

how minor the infraction.   

 

By contrast, the New York City Department of Education’s (DOE) Discipline Code aligns 

infractions with penalties, limiting suspension to certain violations and prohibiting 

expulsion for all students under age 17 and for all students with disabilities.6 

 

                                                           
2 New York charter schools operate independently from the school districts in which they are located.  N.Y. EDUC. LAW § 2850(2) 

(2014).  These schools are exempt from most state and local laws, § 2854(1)(b), and are responsible for creating their own discipline 

policies that meet certain legal requirements.  See id. § 2851(2)(h). 
3 The three charter school authorizers for New York City charter schools are the New York State Board of Regents, the Board of 

Trustees of the State University of New York, and the Chancellor of the New York City Department of Education.  See N.Y. EDUC. LAW 

§ 2851(3).  Currently, the New York City Department of Education does not have the authority to accept new charter applications, but 

continues to be responsible for the existing charter schools that it authorized.  See N.Y. EDUC. LAW §§ 2851(3), 2852(9), (9-a). 
4 N.Y. EDUC. LAW § 2854(1)(e). 
5 Seven charter schools provided multiple discipline policies, as they have different discipline policies for different grade levels.  
6 In each section, we provide a comparison with the New York City Department of Education’s Discipline Code and Regulations of the 

Chancellor.  These regulations and policies do not apply to charter schools, but provide useful comparisons because they apply to the 

vast majority of students in New York City.  It is important to note that we do not uphold the DOE Discipline Code as a model.  Indeed, 

we are working with other advocates to reform the DOE Discipline Code so that it relies less on excluding students from school.  While 

we receive numerous calls from parents requesting assistance with suspensions from DOE district public schools, the vast majority of 

those cases involve the implementation of the DOE’s regulations and policies rather than the illegality of the policies themselves. 
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(2) 82 of the 164 NYC charter school discipline policies we reviewed permit suspension or 

expulsion as a penalty for lateness, absence, or cutting class, in violation of state law. 

 

(3) 133 of the 164 NYC charter school discipline policies we reviewed fail to include the right 

to written notice of a suspension prior to the suspension taking place, in violation of state 

law.  

 

(4) 36 of the 164 NYC charter school discipline policies we reviewed fail to include an 

opportunity to be heard prior to a short-term suspension, in violation of the U.S. 

Constitution, New York State Constitution, and state law. 

 

(5) 25 of the 164 NYC charter school discipline policies we reviewed fail to include the right 

to a hearing prior to a long-term suspension, in violation of the U.S. Constitution, New 

York State Constitution, and state law. 

 

(6) 59 of the 164 NYC charter school discipline policies we reviewed fail to include the right 

to appeal charter school suspensions or expulsions, even though state law establishes a 

distinct process for charter school appeals.  

 

(7) 36 of the 164 NYC charter school discipline policies we reviewed fail to include any 

additional procedures for suspending or expelling students with disabilities, in violation 

of federal and state law.  

 

(8) 52 of the 164 NYC charter school discipline policies we reviewed fail to include the right 

to alternative instruction during the full suspension period, in violation of state law. 

 
 

While charter schools should be able to discipline their students, they must uphold the rights of 

their students and provide them with a fair discipline process.  The Charter Schools Act requires 

charter school authorizers to ensure that charter applications include discipline policies and 

procedures that comport with the law.7  Yet, all three authorizers of New York City charter 

schools have approved charters for schools that have legally inadequate discipline policies. 

 

 

 

 

  

                                                           
7 The Charter Schools Act states: “An application for a charter school shall not be approved unless the charter entity finds that: (a) the 

charter school described in the application meets the requirements set out in this article and all other applicable laws, rules and 

regulation.”  N.Y. EDUC. LAW § 2852(2).  The charter school application must include discipline procedures.  Id. § 2851(2)(h).   
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Based on these findings and our work assisting families in charter school 

suspension and expulsion cases, we recommend:  
 

(1) Charter school authorizers and the Board of Regents should ensure that charter school 

discipline policies meet the requirements of the law and are aligned with federal 

guidance.  They should not approve or renew charter schools unless they have discipline 

policies that comply with the law. 

 

(2) The State Legislature should amend state law to affirm that charter schools must abide 

by the requirements of Section 3214 of the New York Education Law and its 

regulations, ending any perceived ambiguity in the law. 

 

(3) The State Legislature should amend state law to include explicit standards for expelling 

students to ensure that expulsions for all schools, including charter schools, are limited to 

the most severe and dangerous behaviors in accordance with decisions of the New York 

State Education Department (NYSED) Commissioner. 

 

(4) The State Legislature should amend state law to require all public schools, including 

charter schools, to provide full-time alternative instruction when students are suspended 

or expelled.  New York City district public school8 students are currently entitled to full-

time alternative instruction when they are suspended for more than five days.  

 

(5) The State Legislature should amend state law to require charter schools to report 

suspension and expulsion data.  Charter school authorizers and the Board of Regents 

should consider suspension and expulsion data, as well as student attrition data, in charter 

school renewal applications. 

 

(6) Because charter schools and the DOE both have responsibilities to students with 

disabilities who face suspension or expulsion, charter school authorizers should 

collaborate with the DOE to develop a memorandum of understanding delineating their 

respective responsibilities to ensure that these students are receiving protections required by 

federal and state law. 

 

(7) Charter school authorizers and the Board of Regents, with input from parents, advocates, 

and students, should develop a model discipline policy to provide guidance to charter 

school leaders.  In addition, authorizers should provide training for charter school leaders 

and staff in suspension procedures, discipline of students with disabilities, and positive 

approaches to discipline, such as restorative justice, peer mediation, social-emotional 

learning, or positive behavior interventions.  

 

                                                           
8 We use the term “district public school” to refer to New York City public schools that are not charter schools. 
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(8) Charter school authorizers and the Board of Regents should identify and promote best 

practices and innovative, positive approaches to discipline, as encouraged by the U.S. 

Departments of Education and Justice. 

 

(9) NYSED should post the Education Commissioner’s charter school suspension and 

expulsion appeal decisions on the NYSED website, alongside the district public school 

appeal decisions that are already posted. 

 

(10) The State Legislature should amend the Charter Schools Act to require all charter 

schools to distribute their discipline policies to students and parents at the beginning of 

the school year and post the policies on their websites along with contact information for 

the appeals/grievance process. 

 

 

We make these recommendations in recognition that suspension and expulsion can have 

devastating consequences for the students involved.  Suspended students are more likely to repeat 

a grade,9 drop out of school,10 have increased behavioral problems in school,11 and come into 

contact with the juvenile justice system.12  This data is particularly troubling because, nationally 

and locally, African American students and students with disabilities are suspended from school at 

rates disproportionate to their peers.13  One year ago, the federal government called upon all 

public schools to curb reliance on suspension, expulsion, and zero tolerance policies and to 

increase use of positive interventions, such as conflict resolution, counseling, and other inclusive 

approaches to discipline, to address suspension disparities and to minimize the negative impact of 

suspension on students.14  Improving school discipline in these ways is integral to creating high-

quality public schools, including charter schools, that work for students, teachers, and school 

communities. 

 

 

 

  

                                                           
9 T. Fabelo et al., COUNCIL OF STATE GOV’TS JUSTICE CTR., BREAKING SCHOOLS’ RULES: A STATEWIDE STUDY OF HOW SCHOOL DISCIPLINE 

http://csgjusticecenter.org/wp-RELATES TO STUDENTS’ SUCCESS AND JUVENILE JUSTICE INVOLVEMENT 54 (2011), available at 

content/uploads/2012/08/Breaking_Schools_Rules_Report_Final.pdf. 
10 Id.; see Linda M. Raffaele Mendez, Predictors of Suspension and Negative School Outcomes: A Longitudinal Investigation, 99 NEW DIRECTIONS 

FOR YOUTH DEV. 17 (2003). 
11 S.A. Hemphill et al., The Effect of School Suspensions and Arrests on Subsequent Adolescent Antisocial Behavior in Australia and the United 

States, 39 J. ADOLESCENT HEALTH 736, 736-44 (2006). 
12 Fabelo, supra note 9, at 61. 
13 See U.S. DEP’T OF EDUC., OFFICE FOR CIVIL RIGHTS, DATA SNAPSHOT: SCHOOL DISCIPLINE (Mar. 2014), available at 

http://www2.ed.gov/about/offices/list/ocr/docs/crdc-discipline-snapshot.pdf; N.Y. CIVIL LIBERTIES UNION, STUDENT SAFETY ACT REPORTING 

http://www.nyclu.org/files/ssa_suspension_factsheet_2013-2014.pdfON SUSPENSIONS 2013-2014 (2014), available at .  
14 See U.S. DEP’T OF EDUC., GUIDING PRINCIPLES: A RESOURCE GUIDE FOR IMPROVING SCHOOL CLIMATE AND DISCIPLINE (Jan. 2014), available at 

http://www2.ed.gov/policy/gen/guid/school-discipline/guiding-principles.pdf; see also U.S. DEP’T OF EDUC. & U.S. DEP’T OF JUSTICE, DEAR 

COLLEAGUE LETTER: NONDISCRIMINATORY ADMINISTRATION OF SCHOOL DISCIPLINE (Jan. 8, 2014), available at 

http://www2.ed.gov/about/offices/list/ocr/letters/colleague-201401-title-vi.pdf. 

http://csgjusticecenter.org/wp-content/uploads/2012/08/Breaking_Schools_Rules_Report_Final.pdf
http://csgjusticecenter.org/wp-content/uploads/2012/08/Breaking_Schools_Rules_Report_Final.pdf
http://www2.ed.gov/about/offices/list/ocr/docs/crdc-discipline-snapshot.pdf
http://www.nyclu.org/files/ssa_suspension_factsheet_2013-2014.pdf
http://www2.ed.gov/policy/gen/guid/school-discipline/guiding-principles.pdf
http://www2.ed.gov/about/offices/list/ocr/letters/colleague-201401-title-vi.pdf
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We are often asked which laws charter schools must follow when disciplining students.  Here is a 

list of certain key provisions, but it is not a comprehensive list of the laws that charter schools 

must follow.  The requirements of some of these laws will be discussed in more detail later in the 

report. 

 

Charter schools must comply with the U.S. Constitution and federal statutes and regulations.15 
 

 U.S. Constitution  
 

In 1974, in the landmark case of Goss v. Lopez, the U.S. Supreme Court established that 

suspending students from school without first providing them with notice and an opportunity to 

be heard violated the Due Process Clause of the 14th Amendment of the Constitution.16  While 

the Court was addressing suspensions of ten days or less, the Court also noted that longer 

suspensions or expulsions may require more formal due process procedures.17  Since there are no 

federal statutes or regulations that govern the process of suspending students, the Goss decision is 

the federal guidepost for minimum due process requirements for student suspensions. 

 

 Individuals with Disabilities Education Act (IDEA)18  

 and Section 504 of the Rehabilitation Act19

 

These federal statutes and their implementing regulations include requirements that schools 

provide additional protections to students with disabilities when disciplining them. 

 

Charter schools must comply with the New York State Constitution.  Charter schools must meet 

the same health and safety, civil rights, and student assessment requirements applicable to other 

public schools except as provided in the Charter Schools Act.20  Charter schools are exempt from 

all other state and local laws and regulations except as provided in the Charter Schools Act.21  

 

 

                                                           
15 See N.Y. EDUC. LAW § 2854(1)(b). 
16 Goss v. Lopez, 419 U.S. 565, 581 (1975). 
17 Id. at 584. 
18 20 U.S.C. §§ 1400-1482 (2014); 34 C.F.R. Part 300 (2014). 
19 29 U.S.C. § 794; 34 C.F.R. Part 104. 
20 N.Y. EDUC. LAW § 2854(1)(b). 
21 Id. 
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  New York State Constitution
 

Similarly to the United States Constitution, the New York State Constitution includes a Due 

Process Clause.22 

 

  New York State Charter Schools Act (Charter Schools Act)23  
 

This law governs the requirements for charter schools.  When it comes to discipline, charter 

school applications must include “rules and procedures by which students may be disciplined, 

including but not limited to expulsion or suspension from the school, which shall be consistent 

with the requirements of due process and with federal laws and regulations governing the 

placement of students with disabilities.”24  The Charter Schools Act also states that the 

exemptions of charter schools from the requirements of state law shall not affect “the 

requirements of compulsory education of minors established by part one of article sixty-five [of 

the Education Law].”25  Part one of article sixty-five, entitled “Compulsory Education,” includes 

Section 3214, which sets forth due process requirements for school suspensions.26 

 

  New York State Education Law Section 321427 
 

This state law governs student suspension.  The law codifies the Goss v. Lopez decision by setting 

out the due process requirements and procedures that New York public schools must follow 

when seeking to suspend a student from school.  Section 3214 and its implementing regulations 

include a set of procedures for students facing suspensions of five days or less and an additional 

set of procedures for students facing suspensions of more than five days. 28  It also includes 

procedures regarding disciplining students with disabilities, in line with the federal laws mentioned 

above.29 

 

Court decisions interpreting these federal and state provisions are also applicable.  Furthermore, 

the Commissioner of the New York State Education Department (Education Commissioner) is 

                                                           
22 N.Y. CONST. art. I, § 6 (2014) (“No person shall be deprived of life, liberty or property without due process of law.”). 
23 N.Y. EDUC. LAW §§ 2850-2857. 
24 Id. § 2851(2)(h). 
25 Id. § 2854(1)(b). 
26 See N.Y. EDUC. LAW, art. 65.  
27 Id. § 3214.  Some charter school advocates have claimed that Section 3214 does not apply to charter schools, citing the provision of 

the Charter Schools Act that states that charter school applications must include “rules and procedures by which students may be 

disciplined, including but not limited to expulsion or suspension from the school, which shall be consistent with the requirements of due 

process and with federal laws and regulations governing the placement of students with disabilities.”  Id. § 2851(2)(h).  However, this 

argument ignores the facts that the Charter Schools Act explicitly states that the state law exemption does not affect part one of article 

65 (where Section 3214 is contained) and that New York’s “requirements of due process” for suspensions are found in Section 3214.  In 

2011, a group of legal service organizations wrote to the State Education Department, which, in response, confirmed that the State 

expects charter schools, at a minimum, to meet the requirements of Section 3214.  Given the argument that some charter school 

advocates have made, we recommend that the State Legislature end any perceived ambiguity by amending state law to clarify that Section 

3214 applies to charter schools.  Nevertheless, we note that most of our key findings do not rest solely on the applicability of Section 

3214 to these schools. 
28 See id. § 3214(3); N.Y. COMP. CODES R. & REGS. tit. 8, § 100.2(l) (2014). 
29 N.Y. EDUC. LAW § 3214(3)(g).  In addition to establishing protections for students with disabilities, Section 3214 also references article 

89 of the New York State Education Law.  The state regulations implementing the laws regarding discipline for students with disabilities 

are found in N.Y. COMP. CODES R. & REGS. tit. 8, Part 201. 
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authorized to decide discipline appeals from district public schools30 and from charter schools.31  

As a result, the Education Commissioner has issued decisions further clarifying the requirements 

that schools must follow when seeking to suspend or expel students. 
 
 

 

Although the New York City Department of Education (DOE) Discipline Code and Chancellor’s 

Regulations do not apply to charter schools, these policies provide an important point of 

comparison because they govern school discipline for the vast majority of New York City 

students. 

 

  

                                                           
30 See N.Y. EDUC. LAW § 310.  The Education Commissioner’s decisions for district school suspension cases are available online at 

http://www.counsel.nysed.gov/Decisions/dcommissionersdecisions. 
31 N.Y. EDUC. LAW § 2855(4); N.Y. COMP. CODES R. & REGS. tit. 8, § 3.16(a); see G.L. v. King, No. 695-12 (N.Y. Sup. Ct. Sept. 18, 2012).  

The Education Commissioner’s decisions for charter school suspension cases are not available online. 

http://www.counsel.nysed.gov/Decisions/dcommissionersdecisions
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 107 of the 164 NYC charter school discipline policies we reviewed permit •

suspension or expulsion as a penalty for any of the infractions listed in the discipline policy, 

no matter how minor the infraction. 
 

  What’s Required
 

In deciding suspension appeal cases, the New York State Commissioner of Education has 

explained repeatedly that disciplinary penalties imposed on students must be proportionate to the 

severity of the student’s misconduct.32  The Education Commissioner has also explained that 

permanent suspension or expulsion from school is “an extreme penalty that is generally 

educationally unsound except under extraordinary circumstances, such as where the student 

exhibits ‘an alarming disregard for the safety of others’ and where it is necessary to safeguard the 

well-being of other students.”33 

 
Furthermore, guidance from the federal Department of Education explains that school discipline 

policies should define offense categories and ensure that “clear, developmentally appropriate, and 

proportional consequences apply for misbehavior.”34  As the guidance explains: “Developmentally 

appropriate consequences take into account the developmental differences of students at various 

stages of childhood and adolescence, as well as the cognitive and emotional maturity of the 

students served.  Proportional consequences generally involve disciplinary responses that match 

the severity of the consequences to the severity of the behavior violation, with mild consequences 

being used for minor offenses, and harsher consequences – including, in particular, exclusionary 

discipline – being used as a last resort and only for the most serious infractions.”35  This alignment 

of infractions with ranges of penalties helps to ensure that students receive a fair, proportionate 

penalty for their conduct, as required by law.  Furthermore, discipline policies with graduated 

penalties provide guidance to decision-makers, schools, parents, and students on what constitutes 

a proportionate penalty and puts parents and students on notice as to the possible punishments 

that students may face based on their misconduct.  

 

  NYC DOE Discipline Policy
 

The NYC DOE Discipline Code divides infractions into five levels of misconduct, provides a 

range of possible penalties for each infraction, and places limits on the use of certain penalties for 

                                                           
32 See, e.g., Appeal of T.C., 47 N.Y. Educ. Dep’t Rep., Decision No. 15,697 (2007); Appeal of Harlan, 40 N.Y. Educ. Dep’t Rep., Decision No. 

14,488 (2000); Appeal of Mace, 40 N.Y. Educ. Dep’t Rep., Decision No. 14,433 (2000). 
33 Appeal of Dale C., 40 N.Y. Educ. Dep’t Rep., Decision No. 14,423 (2000) (internal citations omitted).  
34 U.S. DEP’T OF EDUC., GUIDING PRINCIPLES: A RESOURCE GUIDE FOR IMPROVING SCHOOL CLIMATE AND DISCIPLINE 13 (Jan. 2014), available at 

http://www2.ed.gov/policy/gen/guid/school-discipline/guiding-principles.pdf. 
35 Id. at 14. 

http://www2.ed.gov/policy/gen/guid/school-discipline/guiding-principles.pdf
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certain infractions.36  For example, lower level infractions, such as failing to wear the required 

school uniform, making noise in the hallway, or failing to be in one’s assigned place, may result in 

a parent conference or loss of extracurricular privileges for a student, rather than suspension from 

school.37  The NYC DOE Discipline Code authorizes more severe penalties for students, 

including short-term and long-term suspensions, as students get older and as they commit higher 

level infractions.38  The NYC DOE Discipline Code permits expulsion from school only for the 

most severe infractions and only for general education students who were at least 17 years old at 

the start of the school year.39  

 

  NYC Charter School Policies
 

Similarly to the NYC DOE Discipline Code, many of the charter school policies we reviewed 

align infractions with a range of penalties.  However, 107 of the charter school discipline policies 

that we reviewed do not align infractions with specific disciplinary responses and allow for 

suspension or expulsion for any violation of the code of conduct.  Such discipline policies, on their 

face, allow schools to impose the same punishment on a student who chews gum in class as on a 

student who uses a weapon to cause serious injury to a classmate.  Furthermore, such discipline 

policies ostensibly allow schools to impose vastly different punishments on two similarly situated 

students who engage in the same misconduct, increasing the likelihood of results that are biased 

and unfair.  Some of the policies we reviewed gave school staff unbridled discretion to impose 

suspensions of any length and even expulsion for infractions as minor as chewing gum, drinking 

soda, bringing a phone to school, littering, lying, and using an elevator without permission, and 

for infractions as vague as engaging in “unacceptable behavior” and “refusing accountability.”   

 
Indeed, AFC has assisted parents whose children were suspended from their charter schools for 

minor misconduct, such as laughing during detention, holding on to the teacher’s leg, walking out 

of the classroom to use the bathroom, and wearing the wrong shoes.  By addressing these 

infractions through suspensions instead of by other means, schools forced these students to miss 

valuable instructional time. 

 
It is particularly concerning that 107 charter school discipline policies allow schools to impose 

expulsion as a penalty for any infraction for students of any age.  When charter schools expel 

students, the district public schools are required to admit them and serve them.  Thus, expulsion 

for low-level infractions gives charter schools a way to send students they find difficult back to 

district public schools, making students’ punishment for violating a charter school rule a one-way 

ticket to a district public school.40 

                                                           
36 See N.Y.C. DEP’T OF EDUC., CITYWIDE STANDARDS OF INTERVENTIONS AND DISCIPLINE MEASURES (Sept. 2013) (hereinafter referred to as 

http://schools.nyc.gov/NR/rdonlyres/188AF3E2-F12B-4754-8471-“N.Y.C. D.O.E. DISCIPLINE CODE”), available at 

F2EFB344AE2B/0/DiscCodebooklet2013final.pdf. 
37 See id. at 17 and 23.   
38 See id. at 5, 17-29. 
39 See id. at 15, 27, 28, 29. 
40 The Charter Schools Act allows charter schools to refuse admission to a student who has been expelled or suspended from a district 

public school until the period of suspension from the public school has expired. N.Y. EDUC. LAW § 2854(2)(d). The law does not permit 

district public schools to refuse admission to a student who has been expelled or suspended from a charter school. 

http://schools.nyc.gov/NR/rdonlyres/188AF3E2-F12B-4754-8471-F2EFB344AE2B/0/DiscCodebooklet2013final.pdf
http://schools.nyc.gov/NR/rdonlyres/188AF3E2-F12B-4754-8471-F2EFB344AE2B/0/DiscCodebooklet2013final.pdf
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The cases in which we have assisted parents whose 

children faced expulsion from their charter schools 

include: a seven-year-old student with a disability who took 

a small car part resembling a LEGO piece from another 

student and refused to let go of it when asked by a staff 

member; a ten-year-old student with a disability with no 

prior suspensions who stated he wished he could throw a 

bomb at the school; and an eleven-year-old who lived in a 

homeless shelter, had no prior suspensions, and sent one 

e-mail with inappropriate language to a classmate.  

 
The State does not make publicly available the number of 

students who have been expelled from charter schools.  

Even if this figure were available, it would mask the true 

impact of lax charter school expulsion policies.  We have 

heard from parents whose charter schools threatened to 

expel the student if the parent did not withdraw the 

student from the school.  These charter schools told these 

parents that they could avoid having an expulsion in their 

children’s records only by withdrawing them from their 

charter schools.  The schools encouraged the parents to 

withdraw their children even when the schools had not 

conducted expulsion hearings and even when the students’ 

misconduct had not shown “an alarming disregard for the 

safety of others”—the State’s standard for determining 

whether expulsion is an appropriate penalty for a student’s 

behavior.  The charter schools were able to threaten 

expulsion based on the schools’ discipline policies that 

allowed for expulsion for any infraction. 

 

 

PEYTON is a charter school 
student diagnosed with 

Attention Deficit Hyperactivity 
Disorder (ADHD). When he was 
in fifth grade, his charter school 
sought to expel him because he 
threw a bag of food on the floor 

and then swept it up with a 
“bad attitude” and because he 
had three previous suspensions 

for relatively minor misbehavior. 
 

JARVUS is a student diagnosed with Attention Deficit 
Hyperactivity Disorder (ADHD). Last year, when Jarvus 

was ten years old, he attended a charter school that had 
a policy of suspending students when they accumulated 
demerits. Jarvus received demerits for behaviors such as 
calling out in class, leaving his seat without permission, 
and talking back to staff, and therefore, Jarvus’s charter 

school suspended him multiple times. Eventually, the 
charter school developed a behavior intervention plan to 

help address Jarvus’s behaviors in class rather than 
excluding him from class. By that time, however, Jarvus 
had already missed more than twenty days of school. 

 

 

JEREMIAH attended a charter 
school with a strict discipline 

policy. When Jeremiah was in the 
fifth grade, he received detention 

for behaviors such as talking 
while standing in line, playing 
with his pencil, not following 

directions, and failing to 
complete his homework on time. 
The charter school principal met 
with his mother and informed her 

that unless she withdrew him 
from the charter school, the 
school would expel him. The 

charter school never informed 
Jeremiah’s mother of the 

expulsion process or her rights. 
Feeling like she had no choice, 

Jeremiah’s mother withdrew him 
from the charter school and 

enrolled him in his zoned school. 
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To ensure that students receive a proportionate and fair penalty for their conduct, charter school 

discipline policies should include a graduated list of infractions aligned with penalties from least to 

most severe and should place limits on the use of suspension for minor infractions.  The policies 

should prohibit expulsion except for the most severe and dangerous misconduct that shows “an 

alarming disregard for the safety of others.” 
 
 

 

82 of the 164 NYC charter school discipline policies we reviewed permit • 

suspension or expulsion as a penalty for lateness, absence, or cutting class, in violation of 

state law. 
 

 What’s Required 
 

Under Section 3214 of the New York State Education Law, only a student who is “insubordinate 

or disorderly or violent or disruptive, or whose conduct otherwise endangers the safety, morals, 

health or welfare of others” may be suspended or expelled from school.41  The New York State 

Supreme Court and the Education Commissioner have held that schools may not suspend 

students for being late or absent or for cutting class.42  Schools may take other actions to address 

truancy, but may not resort to suspensions or expulsions.  

 

The Education Commissioner has explained that suspending a student for truant behavior is not 

only illegal; it is also poor educational policy.43  As the Education Commissioner has explained: 

“[A] policy that addresses nonattendance by suspending a student’s right to attend school sends a 

logically inconsistent message to school-age children.”44  Indeed, when the problem is that a 

student is failing to go to class on time or at all, prohibiting the student from attending class fails 

to teach the student the importance of being present for instruction.   

 

NYC DOE Discipline Policy 
 

The NYC DOE Discipline Code does not allow suspension or expulsion as penalties for lateness, 

absence, or skipping class.45  In cases of truancy, school personnel must meet with the student and 

parent to determine needed supports and an appropriate course of action.46  

 

                                                           
41 N.Y. EDUC. LAW § 3214(3)(a). 
42 See Blackman v. Brown, 100 Misc. 2d 566, 568 (N.Y. Sup. Ct. 1978) (explaining that truancy does not fit into any of the categories of 

authorized suspensions under § 3214(3)); Appeal of Ackert, 30 N.Y. Educ. Dep’t Rep. 31, 33 (1990) (holding that “a student may not be 

suspended, expelled or dropped from school attendance for truancy”); Appeal of Hynds, 34 N.Y. Educ. Dep’t Rep., Decision No. 13,407 

(1995) (invalidating school policy of suspending student from class for lateness or nonattendance); Appeal of Strada, 34 N.Y. Educ. Dep’t 

Rep., Decision No. 13,434 (1995) (invalidating school policy by which student with four absences could be removed from class and 

assigned to study hall on basis that it results in suspension of student from class due to truancy); Appeal of Vitello, 32 N.Y. Educ. Dep’t 

Rep., Decision No. 12,813 (1992) (invalidating school policy of suspending student from class for cutting that class).   
43 See Appeal of Hynds, 34 N.Y. Educ. Dep’t Rep., Decision No. 13,407 (1995). 
44 Id. 
45 N.Y.C. D.O.E. DISCIPLINE CODE at 3, 17, 23. 
46 Id. at 3. 
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  NYC Charter School Policies
 

While many charter school discipline policies prohibit 

suspension or expulsion as penalties for lateness, absence, 

or skipping class, half (82) of the charter school discipline 

policies we reviewed allow for suspension or even 

expulsion for being late to class or absent from class or 

skipping class. 

 
AFC has assisted parents whose children faced suspension 

or expulsion for lateness or absence based on these 

discipline policies. 

 
Charter school discipline policies must be revised to ensure 

that they do not allow suspension or expulsion as penalties 

for lateness, absence, or cutting class.  Furthermore, charter 

school authorizers should strongly encourage charter 

schools to use guidance interventions, not only penalties, 

with students who exhibit truant behaviors. 

 
 

 

The Charter Schools Act requires charter schools to have 

discipline policies that include procedures “consistent with 

the requirements of due process.”47  In the landmark case 

of Goss v. Lopez, the U.S. Supreme Court held that the Due 

Process Clause of the Constitution prohibits schools from 

suspending students from school, even for a short period 

of time, without first providing them with notice and the 

opportunity to be heard.48  The Court found that these 

procedures are necessary because schools can make 

mistakes in the disciplinary process and it is important to 

protect students against suspensions that are unwarranted.  

As the Court stated: “Disciplinarians, although proceeding 

in utmost good faith, frequently act on the reports and 

advice of others; and the controlling facts and the nature of 

the conduct under challenge are often disputed.”49 

 
 

                                                           
47 N.Y. EDUC. LAW § 2851(2)(h). 
48 See Goss, 419 U.S. at 573-74, 581-584. 
49 Id. at 580. 

 

 
GARNETT was in the middle 
of his last year at his charter 

school when the school 
sought to expel him. The 

charges against Garnett were 
that he was late to class four 
times without excuse, absent 

from school on three days 
without excuse, skipped a 
class, and failed to have 

teachers sign a self-
evaluation chart. The charter 

school’s policy gave the 
school the discretion to use 
any penalty listed, including 
suspension or expulsion, to 

address any of the listed 
infractions, which included 

absence and lateness.  
Following an expulsion 

hearing, the school suspended 
Garnett for the remainder of 

the school year, providing 
him with only two hours of 
instruction per day for the 

rest of his time at the school.  
In other words, for missing 

the equivalent of four days of 
school, Garnett’s punishment 
was to miss four months of 

school. 
 



February 2015  |  17 

New York State Education Law Section 3214 codifies the Goss v. Lopez decision by setting out the 

due process requirements and procedures that New York public schools must follow when 

seeking to suspend a student from school.50 
 
 

 133 of the 164 NYC charter school discipline policies we reviewed fail to •

include the right to written notice of a suspension prior to the suspension taking place, in 

violation of state law. 
 

  What’s Required
 

Federal and state law requires schools to provide notice before a student is suspended from 

school.51  In Goss v. Lopez, the U.S. Supreme Court explained that schools must provide oral or 

written notice of the charges against a student and the basis for the accusation prior to even a 

short-term suspension.52  If the student’s presence poses a continuing danger to people or 

property or an ongoing threat of disrupting the academic process, only then may a school remove 

a student immediately.53  In such cases, the school must provide the student with notice of the 

charges as soon as possible after the student starts the suspension.54 

 
Similarly, Section 3214 requires schools to provide notice of the charged misconduct, even in the 

case of short-term suspensions.55  The implementing regulations of Section 3214 provide 

additional detail requiring schools to give parents written notice of a proposed suspension, 

including a description of the underlying incident.56  The regulations require schools to send 

notice to the parent in the parent’s dominant language within 24 hours of the decision to 

recommend suspension using a method “reasonably calculated to assure receipt.”57  Schools 

should provide parents with oral notification in addition to written notice of a proposed 

suspension,58 but oral notice cannot be a substitute for written notice.59  Schools must provide the 

notice of a proposed suspension prior to the actual suspension unless the student’s presence in 

school presents a continuing danger to people or property or ongoing threat of disruption to the 

academic process, in which case notice should be provided as soon as practicable after the 

suspension begins.60  If a school recommends a suspension of more than five days, Section 3214 

requires the school to provide the student and parent with reasonable notice of the opportunity 

for a hearing and their rights at that hearing, including fair notice of the charges against the 

student, so that the parent and student can prepare for the hearing.61   

 

                                                           
50 N.Y. EDUC. LAW § 3214(3). 
51 Goss, 419 U.S. at 581-83; N.Y. EDUC. LAW §§ 3214(3)(b), (c). 
52 Goss, 419 U.S. at 581. 
53 Id. at 581-83. 
54 Id. 
55 N.Y. EDUC. LAW § 3214(3)(b)(1). 
56 N.Y. COMP. CODES R. & REGS. tit. 8, § 100.2(l)(4). 
57 Id. 
58 Id. 
59 Id.; Appeal of B.L.G., 50 N.Y. Educ. Dep’t Rep., Decision No. 16,101 (2010). 
60 N.Y. EDUC. LAW § 3214(3)(b)(1). 
61 Id. § 3214(3)(c)(1); Bd. of Educ. of Monticello Cent. Sch. Dist. v. Comm’r of Educ., 91 N.Y.2d 133, 139-40 (N.Y. App. Div.1997).  
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  NYC DOE Discipline Policy
 

The NYC DOE Chancellor’s Regulations have far more detailed 

notice requirements than the state law and regulations for 

proposed short-term and long-term suspensions.62  For example, 

for proposed suspensions of more than five days, Chancellor’s 

Regulation A-443 includes a list of more than 20 items that the 

DOE is required to include in the written suspension notice 

including the specific reasons for the suspension; the alternative 

instruction arrangements for the student; the date, time, and place 

of the suspension hearing; a list of rights that the student and 

parent have at the hearing; and a list of agencies providing free or 

low-cost assistance at suspension hearings.63 

 

  NYC Charter School Policies
 

While some charter school discipline policies require the schools to 

provide written notice of a proposed suspension or expulsion, 133 

of the NYC charter school discipline policies we reviewed fail to 

include the right to written notice of a suspension prior to the 

suspension taking place. 

 
We have received calls from parents who have not received written 

notice of a proposed suspension.  Instead, the charter schools in 

these cases called the parents to inform them that the school would 

be suspending their child.  Sometimes, parents were unsure about 

the charges leading to the suspension because they had not 

received written or even oral notification of the specific charge.  

They were informed merely that their children were suspended and 

could not attend school.  We have had cases in which charter 

schools failed to provide written notice even where the charter 

school was proposing a long-term suspension or expulsion.  

 
All charter school discipline policies should require schools to 

provide parents and students with advanced written notice of a 

proposed suspension of any length or expulsion, including the 

charge and information about their rights, prior to the suspension 

or expulsion taking place, or as soon as practicable after the 

suspension has begun if exigent circumstances exist.  

                                                           
62 See N.Y.C. DEP’T OF EDUC., REGULATION OF THE CHANCELLOR A-443 (hereinafter referred to 

as “N.Y.C. D.O.E. CHANCELLOR’S REG. A-443”) §§ III.B.2(j)-(k), III.B.3(n) (2004), available at 

http://schools.nyc.gov/NR/rdonlyres/E711B08E-B149-49DA-BCFA-

9BAF174F0096/0/A4433504Combined.pdf. 
63 See N.Y.C. D.O.E. CHANCELLOR’S REG. A-443 § III.B.3(n). 

 
 

 
TYRONE’s mother 

received a text message 
from the principal of 

Tyrone’s charter school 
asking if she was 

available to meet with 
him for an hour the 

following school day. 
When Tyrone’s mother 
arrived at the school, 
she was surprised to 

learn that the charter 
school wanted to expel 

her son and that the 
“meeting” was actually 

for the purpose of 
expelling Tyrone. At the 
end of the meeting, the 
school’s superintendent 

informed Tyrone’s 
mother that she could 

withdraw him from 
school to avoid his 

expulsion. 
 

http://schools.nyc.gov/NR/rdonlyres/E711B08E-B149-49DA-BCFA-9BAF174F0096/0/A4433504Combined.pdf
http://schools.nyc.gov/NR/rdonlyres/E711B08E-B149-49DA-BCFA-9BAF174F0096/0/A4433504Combined.pdf
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36 of the 164 NYC charter school discipline policies we reviewed fail to  • 

include an opportunity to be heard prior to a short-term64 suspension, in violation of the 

U.S. Constitution, New York State Constitution, and state law. 
 

  What’s Required
 

In Goss v. Lopez, the U.S. Supreme Court explained that, if a student facing suspension denies the 

charges, the school must provide an explanation of the school’s evidence and an opportunity for 

the student to present his or her side of the story prior to suspension from school.65  If the 

student’s presence poses a continuing danger to people or property or an ongoing threat of 

disrupting the academic process, only then may a school remove a student immediately.66  In such 

cases, the school must provide the student with this opportunity to be heard as soon as possible 

after the student starts the suspension.67 

 
Under Section 3214 and its implementing regulations, prior to a suspension of one to five days, 

schools must inform students and parents of their opportunity to request an informal conference 

with the principal, at which the student and parent have a right to present their version of the 

incident and question witnesses.68  Similar to the requirement for notice, the conference must take 

place prior to the suspension unless the student poses a continuing danger to people or property 

or an ongoing threat of disruption to the academic process, in which case the conference should 

take place as soon as practicable after the suspension begins.69 

 

  NYC DOE Discipline Policy
 

For suspensions of five days or less, the DOE Chancellor’s Regulations require the principal to 

hold a conference with the parent and student and include more detailed requirements than state 

law and regulations regarding this opportunity to be heard.70  The conference is an opportunity to 

discuss the facts surrounding the incident; “determine whether or not a suspension is justified; 

devise collaboratively satisfactory solutions for the student’s return to his/her program; and 

prevent further disruption of the student’s education.”71  

 

  NYC Charter School Policies
 

While most of the charter school discipline policies that we reviewed include an opportunity to be 

heard prior to a short-term suspension, 36 of the discipline policies we reviewed fail to include an 

opportunity to have an informal conference with the principal, or any opportunity to be heard, 

prior to a short-term suspension, in violation of the law. 

                                                           
64 Some charter school discipline policies define a short-term suspension as a suspension of five days or less.  Others define a short-term 

suspension as a suspension of ten days or less.  The numbers referenced in this section reflect the schools’ policies for short-term 

suspensions, however defined. 
65 Goss, 419 U.S. at 581-83. 
66 Id. 
67 Id. 
68 N.Y. EDUC. LAW § 3214 3(b)(1); N.Y. COMP. CODES R. & REGS. tit. 8, § 100.2(l)(4). 
69 N.Y. EDUC. LAW § 3214(3)(b)(1); N.Y. COMP. CODES R. & REGS. tit. 8, § 100.2(1)(4).  
70 N.Y.C. D.O.E. CHANCELLOR’S REG. A-443 § III.B.2. 
71 Id. § III.B.2(l). 
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Many of the parents who have contacted AFC about charter school suspensions were not given an 

opportunity to meet with the charter school or to present their version of events or question 

witnesses regarding their children’s short-term suspension.  They were told simply that the student 

was being suspended or were invited to attend a meeting prior to reinstatement. 

 
Charter school discipline policies should require schools to provide parents and students with the 

opportunity for an informal conference with the principal where they may question witnesses, 

present their version of events, and disagree with the recommended penalty before the start of the 

short-term suspension, or as soon as practicable after the suspension has begun if exigent 

circumstances exist. 
 
 

 25 of the 164 NYC charter school discipline policies we reviewed fail to  •

include the right to a hearing prior to a long-term72 suspension, in violation of the U.S. 

Constitution, New York State Constitution, and state law. 
 

 What’s Required 
 

In Goss v. Lopez, the U.S. Supreme Court was addressing an Ohio statute concerning suspensions 

of ten days or less.73  The Court explained that the more severe the proposed suspension, the 

more formal the due process that schools must provide to students, and noted that longer 

suspensions or expulsions may require more formal procedures.74  In keeping with this general 

guidance, prior to suspending students for more than five days, Section 3214 requires schools to 

provide students and parents with an opportunity for a formal hearing where they may be 

represented by counsel, question witnesses, and present evidence, including witnesses, on the 

students’ behalf.75  A federal district court in New York has also held that students and parents 

have the right to review evidence prior to a disciplinary hearing in order to prepare an adequate 

defense to the charges against the students.76  At the hearing, the school must prove through 

                                                           
72 Although Section 3214 prohibits schools from suspending a student for more than five days without the opportunity for a hearing, the 

numbers in this section apply to long-term suspensions even if charter schools defined long-term suspensions as suspensions of more 

than ten days. 
73 Goss, 419 U.S. at 567-68, 584.  
74 Id. at 576, 584. 
75 N.Y. EDUC. LAW § 3214(3)(c)(1). 
76 Ross v. Disare, 500 F. Supp. 928, 934 (S.D.N.Y. 1977). 

 
 

OMAR’s charter school suspended him from school for four days for horse playing with another 
student and talking back to a teacher. The school’s discipline policy stated that parents would 
receive written notice when the school proposed a suspension of five days or more, but did not 
require the school to provide written notice for shorter suspensions. The discipline policy also 

failed to include the right to an informal conference with the principal for students facing short-
term suspensions. Omar’s mother did not receive written notice of his suspension from school or an 
opportunity for a conference. The principal called her one evening and simply told her that Omar 

was suspended for the next four school days. 
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competent and substantial evidence that the student participated in the charged misconduct.77  

The hearing must be recorded, and a hearing officer must make findings of fact and 

recommendations as to the appropriate measure of discipline.78 

 

  NYC DOE Discipline Policy
 

The DOE Chancellor’s Regulations require district public schools seeking to suspend a student 

for more than five days to provide parents with the right to have a hearing before a hearing officer 

at an independent DOE office and include more detailed procedures than the state law and 

regulations regarding these hearings.79  At the hearing, the parent and student have the right to be 

represented by an attorney, question witnesses, and present evidence.80  In addition, among other 

rights, they have the right to review, in advance, the evidence the school intends to present at the 

hearing, including a list of the names of potential witnesses.81  

 

  NYC Charter School Policies
 

While most of the charter school discipline policies we reviewed include the right to a hearing for 

students facing long-term suspensions, 25 of the charter school discipline policies that we 

reviewed do not include the right to a hearing prior to a long-term suspension. 

 
Of the charter school discipline policies that include the right to a hearing prior to a long-term 

suspension, a number of policies fail to include all of the rights outlined in Section 3214.  For 

example, 15 policies that include the right to a hearing fail to include the right to question 

witnesses and 14 policies fail to include the right to present evidence at the hearing. 

 
Furthermore, a number of policies that we credited as including the right to a hearing for students 

facing long-term suspension provide for a hearing only when students face suspensions of more 

than ten days, in violation of Section 3214, which requires a hearing when students face 

suspensions of more than five days. 

 
Unlike DOE district public school suspension hearings, which have independent hearing officers 

with experience in suspension procedures, charter schools often have a member of the charter 

school staff preside over the hearing.  Thus, detailing the required hearing procedures in the 

charter school’s discipline policy is particularly important to provide guidance to parents, students, 

and charter school staff. 

 
AFC has represented parents whose children did not receive adequate due process prior to a long-

term suspension or expulsion from their charter schools.  We have heard from parents who were 

merely told, without any explanation of the right to due process, that their children were no longer 

                                                           
77 Bd. of Educ. of Monticello Cent. Sch. Dist. v. Comm’r of Educ., 91 N.Y.2d 133, 140-41 (N.Y. App. Div.1997); Bd. of Educ. of the City Sch. Dist. 

of the City of N.Y. v. Mills, 293 A.D.2d 37, 39 (N.Y. App. Div. 2002). 
78 N.Y. EDUC. LAW § 3214(3)(c)(1). 
79 See N.Y.C. D.O.E. CHANCELLOR’S REG. A-443 § III.B.3. 
80 Id §§ III.B.3(n)(12), (15). 
81 Id. §§ III.B.3(n)(6), (7), (14). 
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allowed to attend the charter school or encouraged to withdraw their children from the school to 

avoid expulsion.  We have also heard from parents whose schools held a meeting where the 

school leader simply informed the parent that the student would be suspended or expelled.  There 

was no presentation of the school’s evidence and no opportunity for the parent or student to 

question witnesses or present his or her own evidence. 

 
Charter school discipline policies should require schools to provide parents and students with the 

opportunity for a hearing prior to a suspension of more than five days with all of the rights and 

procedures outlined above.  
 
  

 59 of the 164 NYC charter school discipline policies we reviewed fail to  •

include the right to appeal charter school suspensions or expulsions, even though state law 

establishes a distinct process for charter school appeals. 
 

  What’s Required
 

Parents and students may appeal charter school suspensions and expulsions.82  In 2012, the New 

York State Supreme Court held that parents or students seeking to appeal a charter school 

suspension decision must follow the grievance procedure set out in the Charter Schools Act.83  

This process requires parents wishing to appeal charter school suspension or expulsion decisions 

to submit a complaint to the charter school’s Board of Trustees, and then, if not adequately 

addressed, to the charter school’s authorizer, and then, if not adequately addressed, to the Board 

of Regents.84  The Board of Regents has delegated to the Education Commissioner its authority to 

investigate and respond to charter school grievances.85 

 

  NYC DOE Discipline Policy
 

The suspension appeals process for students in district public schools differs from the process for 

students in charter schools because the Charter Schools Act outlines a distinct process for charter 

                                                           
82 See N.Y. EDUC. LAW § 2855(4); see G.L. v. King, No. 695-12 (N.Y. Sup. Ct. Sept. 18, 2012). 
83 G.L. v. King, No. 695-12 (N.Y. Sup. Ct. Sept. 18, 2012). 
84 N.Y. EDUC. LAW § 2855(4).   
85 N.Y. COMP. CODES R. & REGS. tit. 8, § 3.16(a); see G.L. v. King, No. 695-12 (N.Y. Sup. Ct. Sept. 18, 2012).  

 

 
DAVID is a student with a disability at a 

charter school. His charter school suspended 
him by sending a notice home to his mother 

stating that her son was suspended and could 
not return to school for 30 days. There was no 
opportunity for a hearing. In violation of the 
law, the school’s discipline policy allows the 

school to suspend students, without advanced 
notice or a hearing, for up to 30 days upon 

approval of the school leader. 
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school complaints.  The DOE Chancellor’s Regulations on 

school discipline require the written notice to parents about 

proposed short-term and long-term suspensions to include 

the right to appeal the suspension decision.86  The 

Chancellor’s Regulations include the address for the DOE’s 

Office of Legal Services,87 and the sample suspension 

notices in the Chancellor’s Regulations also include contact 

information.88  The DOE Discipline Code includes the 

right to appeal, directs parents to the applicable 

Chancellor’s Regulations for more information about the 

appeals process, and provides the website for the 

Chancellor’s Regulations.89 

 

  NYC Charter School Policies
 

Although the New York State Supreme Court has made 

clear the appeals process that parents must follow in charter 

school suspension or expulsion cases, the vast majority of 

charter school discipline policies do not include a complete 

and accurate description of this process.  Fifty-nine of the 

164 charter school discipline policies that we reviewed do 

not discuss a suspension appeals process at all.  Only 20 of 

the 164 charter school discipline policies that we reviewed 

have an accurate and complete description of the appeals 

procedure outlined in the Charter Schools Act. 

 

We have received calls from parents who want to challenge 

a charter school suspension or expulsion decision but do 

not know the process for doing so.  Moreover, we have 

found that contact information for the Board of Trustees is 

rarely provided to parents and students, making it difficult 

for parents to exercise their right to appeal even when the 

school’s discipline policy explains that right. 

 

Charter school discipline policies should explain the right to 

appeal and outline the appeals process, including contact 

information for each level of appeal.

 

                                                           
86 N.Y.C. D.O.E. CHANCELLOR’S REG. A-443 §§ III.B.2(k), III.B.3(n)(23). 
87 Id. §§ IV.A.1 n.17; IV.B.1; IV.B.3 n.18; VI. 
88 Id. Appendix C, Appendix E, Appendix F. 
89 N.Y.C. D.O.E. DISCIPLINE CODE at 15. 

 

 
ELAINE’s mother contacted 
AFC because she wanted to 
appeal the charter school’s 

decision to expel her 
daughter from school for 
making an inappropriate 
comment about another 

student. The charter school 
had been the only school 

Elaine had ever attended. The 
charter school’s discipline 
policy stated that parents 

could appeal expulsion 
decisions pursuant to the 

grievance procedure in the 
Charter Schools Act, but the 

discipline policy failed to 
explain this procedure. The 
school’s expulsion decision 
letter stated that Elaine’s 
mother could appeal the 
decision by writing to the 

school’s Board of Trustees, 
but the letter failed to 

provide names and contact 
information for the Board 

members. The school’s 
website did not list contact 

information for the Board of 
Trustees; nor was this 

information provided in the 
school’s family handbook. 
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 36 of the 164 NYC charter school discipline policies reviewed fail to include •

any additional procedures for suspending or expelling students with disabilities, in violation 

of federal and state law.  
 

  What’s Required
 

Federal and state law prohibits schools, including charter schools, from discriminating against 

students with disabilities.  When it comes to discipline, federal and state law requires school 

districts and charter schools to follow certain procedures to protect students with disabilities from 

being punished for behavior related to their disabilities.90  When a school has suspended a student 

with a disability for more than ten days in a row, or for ten cumulative days resulting from shorter 

suspensions for a pattern of similar behavior, then the parent must receive a copy of the state’s 

procedural safeguards,91 which lists the rights and protections that students with disabilities have 

when suspended or expelled, and the student has the right to a Manifestation Determination 

Review (MDR).92  When the student has an Individualized Education Program (IEP), the NYC 

DOE is responsible for conducting the MDR, even for students in charter schools.93  When the 

student has a Section 504 plan, and not an IEP, the charter school itself must hold the MDR.94 

 
At the MDR, the participants, including the parent, must discuss the student’s disability, the 

supports recommended on the student’s IEP or Section 504 plan, and the behavior leading to the 

student’s suspension(s) from school.95  If the behavior leading to the student’s suspension(s) was 

caused by or had a direct and substantial relationship to the student’s disability or was the direct 

result of the school’s failure to provide supports required by the student’s IEP or Section 504 

plan, then the student’s behavior was a “manifestation” of his or her disability.96  When the 

student’s behavior is determined to be a manifestation of his or her disability, the student has the 

right to return to school immediately.97  In addition, the team must conduct a Functional 

Behavioral Assessment (FBA) in order to evaluate the student’s behavior and create a Behavior 

Intervention Plan (BIP) for the student based on the evaluation or revise the student’s existing 

                                                           
90 See 20 U.S.C. § 1415(k); N.Y. EDUC. LAW § 3214(3)(g). 
91 See 20 U.S.C. § 1415(k)(1)(H); 34 C.F.R §§ 300.530(h), 300.536(a); N.Y. COMP. 

CODES R. & REGS. tit. 8, §§ 200.5(f)(3)(iv), 201.2(e), 201.7(a). 
92 See 20 U.S.C. § 1415(k)(1)(E); 34 C.F.R. §§ 300.530(e)(1), 300.536(a); N.Y. COMP. 

CODES R. & REGS. tit. 8, §§ 201.2(e), 201.4. 
93 N.Y. EDUC. LAW § 2853(4)(a) (assigning certain responsibilities under the Individuals with Disabilities Education Act (IDEA) to the 

school district in which a charter school student resides); see also N.Y. STATE EDUC. DEP’T, CHARTER SCHOOLS AND SPECIAL EDUCATION, 

http://www.p12.nysed.gov/psc/specialed.html. 
94 Charter schools must comply with all federal and civil rights laws, including Section 504 of the Rehabilitation Act.  See N.Y. EDUC. LAW 

http://www.p12.nysed.gov/psc/specialed.html§ 2854(1)(b); see also N.Y. STATE EDUC. DEP’T, CHARTER SCHOOLS AND SPECIAL EDUCATION, .  

Under Section 504, schools, including charter schools, are required to hold manifestation meetings for students with disabilities 

whenever a “change in placement” occurs.  Johnston County (NC) Sch., 56 I.D.E.L.R. 305 (2011); see Waln v. Todd County Sch. Dist., 388 

F.Supp.2d 994, 999-1000, n.6 (D.S.D. 2005). 
95 See 20 U.S.C. § 1415(k)(1)(E); 34 C.F.R. § 300.530(e); see Johnston County (NC) Sch., 56 I.D.E.L.R. 305 (2011).  
96 20 U.S.C. § 1415(k)(1)(E); 34 C.F.R. § 300.530(e)(1)-(2); N.Y. COMP. CODES R. & REGS. tit. 8, § 201.4(c)-(d); see also Johnston County (NC) 

Sch., 56 I.D.E.L.R. 305 (2011).  
97 20 U.S.C. § 1415(k)(1)(F)(iii); 34 C.F.R. § 300.530(f)(2); N.Y. EDUC. LAW § 3214(3)(g)(3)(viii); N.Y. COMP. CODES R. & REGS. tit. 8, § 

201.4(d)(2)(ii); see also Johnston County (NC) Sch., 56 I.D.E.L.R. 305 (2011). 

http://www.p12.nysed.gov/psc/specialed.html
http://www.p12.nysed.gov/psc/specialed.html
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plan to improve supports.98  Functional Behavioral Assessments and Behavior Intervention Plans 

are tools that, when used correctly, may reduce a student’s unwanted behaviors and increase 

positive, desirable behavior in school.  If the student’s behavior is a manifestation of his or her 

disability, the student may be excluded from school only if, based on specific criteria, the student 

has been placed temporarily in an interim alternative education setting determined by the IEP 

team, convened by the NYC DOE’s Committee on Special Education, or through the special 

education impartial hearing system.99  

 
If the student’s behavior is found not to be a manifestation of his or her disability, the school may 

discipline the student in the same manner that it would discipline a student who does not have a 

disability.100  However, the student is still entitled to receive educational services that will enable 

the student to continue to participate in the general education curriculum and make progress on 

the goals listed on his or her IEP, as well as a Functional Behavioral Assessment and Behavior 

Intervention Plan.101 

 
A parent has a right to an expedited hearing through the special education impartial hearing 

system if he or she disagrees with the MDR decision or disagrees with the decision to place the 

child in an interim alternative education setting.102 

 
The procedure outlined above should occur for students with disabilities as well as students 

whom the school has reason to believe may have a disability, when certain criteria are met, such as 

when the parent has already requested a special education evaluation.103  In addition, if a parent of 

a student who is not presumed to have a disability requests a special education evaluation during a 

suspension, the student has the right to an expedited evaluation from the NYC DOE.104 

 

  NYC DOE Discipline Policy
 

The NYC DOE policy follows the federal and state law and regulations for disciplining students 

with disabilities.  The DOE Chancellor’s Regulations on school discipline include procedures for 

conducting expedited evaluations, conducting MDRs, providing procedural safeguards, 

conducting Functional Behavioral Assessments and developing Behavior Intervention Plans, 

providing alternative instruction that meet the requirements of state and federal law, placing 

students in an interim alternative education setting, determining which students are eligible for 

these protections, and requesting expedited impartial hearings.105  The DOE Discipline Code also 

                                                           
98 20 U.S.C. § 1415(k)(1)(F)(i)-(ii); 34 C.F.R. § 300.530(f)(1); N.Y. COMP. CODES R. & REGS. tit. 8, §§ 201.3, 201.4(d)(2)(i). 
99 20 U.S.C. §§ 1415(k)(1)(G), (k)(2),  (k)(3)(b); 34 C.F.R. §§ 300.530(g), 300.531, 300.532; N.Y. EDUC. LAW § 3214(3)(g)(3)(iv); N.Y. COMP. 

CODES R. & REGS. tit. 8, § 201.7(e). 
100 20 U.S.C. § 1415(k)(1)(C); 34 CFR § 300.530(c); N.Y. EDUC. LAW § 3214(3)(g)(3)(vi); N.Y. COMP. CODES R. & REGS. tit. 8, § 201.9(c)(2); 

Johnston County (NC) Sch., 56 I.D.E.L.R. 305 (2011). 
101 20 U.S.C. § 1415(k)(1)(D); 34 CFR § 300.530(d)(1); N.Y. COMP. CODES R. & REGS. tit. 8, § 201.10(c), (d). 
102 20 U.S.C. § 1415(k)(3)(A), (k)(4)(B); 34 C.F.R. § 300.532; N.Y. COMP. CODES R. & REGS. tit. 8, § 201.11. 
103 20 U.S.C. § 1415(k)(5); 34 CFR § 300.534; N.Y. EDUC. LAW § 3214(3)(g); N.Y. COMP. CODES R. & REGS. tit. 8, § 201.5. 
104 20 U.S.C. § 1415(k)(5)(D); 34 C.F.R. § 300.534(d)(2)(i); N.Y. COMP. CODES R. & REGS. tit. 8, §§ 201.5(e), 201.6. 
105 N.Y.C. D.O.E. CHANCELLOR’S REG. A-443 §§ II, IV.C. 
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includes information about MDRs, procedural safeguards, and Functional Behavioral Assessments 

and Behavior Intervention Plans.106  

 

  NYC Charter School Policies
 

Despite the detailed federal requirements for students with disabilities, 36 of the 164 charter 

school discipline policies reviewed fail to include procedures that charter schools must follow 

when suspending or expelling a student with a disability.  While the other policies mention 

procedures for students with disabilities, many of these policies describe the procedures 

incorrectly or do not provide sufficient guidance to charter schools about the steps they must take.  

 

AFC has received calls from parents where the charter school failed to follow the required 

procedures when suspending students with disabilities.  We have heard from many parents whose 

students with disabilities have been suspended for more than ten days with no MDR because the 

charter schools have not notified the DOE of the need to hold this required meeting.  In these 

cases, AFC or the parent has had to contact the DOE to initiate the MDR despite the charter 

school’s obligation to do so.  In one case, a student with an IEP was out of school for more than 

a month without an MDR until AFC contacted the DOE to hold one for him.  In another case, 

the DOE scheduled the MDR after the parent walked into a DOE office looking for help because 

her eight-year-old son, who had an IEP, was receiving only a few hours of tutoring per day at a 

public library during his three-month suspension from his charter school.  The charter school had 

never contacted the DOE to conduct an MDR and had never informed the parent of the right to 

an MDR. 

 
Charter school discipline policies should include complete, accurate information about the rights 

of students with disabilities when facing repeated class removals, or suspension or expulsion from 

school, and these policies should offer sufficient guidance for charter school staff to implement 

the required procedures properly.   

                                                           
106 N.Y.C. D.O.E. DISCIPLINE CODE at 4, 7, 13, 15. 

 
When ISAIAH was in the second grade, his charter school sought to expel him for impulsive 
behavior. Isaiah’s charter school had a letter from Isaiah’s neurologist diagnosing him with 
Asperger syndrome, as well as a copy of a letter his mother had written requesting special 

education evaluations so that he could receive services. When Isaiah’s mother contacted AFC, he 
had already been out of school for more than ten days as he awaited an expulsion hearing. Isaiah’s 
mother had not received the procedural safeguards or information about any of her rights related 
to the discipline of students with disabilities. The school had not contacted the DOE to expedite 

evaluations or schedule an MDR. The school’s policy did not include any of the protections 
required by law for students with disabilities or students presumed to be students with disabilities. 

After AFC got involved, Isaiah began receiving services to address his behaviors. His behavior 
improved and he was able to succeed at his charter school. 
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 52 of the 164 NYC charter school discipline policies we reviewed fail to •

include the right to alternative instruction during the full suspension period, in violation of 

state law.  
 

  What’s Required
 

Section 3214 states that, when a student is suspended, “immediate steps shall be taken for his or her 

attendance upon instruction elsewhere.”107  

 

While Section 3214 does not specify the degree or exact nature of the alternative instruction, 

decisions of the Education Commissioner have explained that schools must provide a student 

suspended from school with instruction that is “substantially equivalent” to the instruction the 

school provided to the student prior to suspension108 and allow students to complete all of their 

required academic courses.109  Alternative instruction must consist of actual instruction, and may 

not consist solely of homework assignments or study hall.110  While the Education Commissioner 

has found two hours of instruction to be acceptable in certain cases, the key question is whether or 

not the instruction provided is “substantially equivalent.”111  As noted with respect to Key Finding 

#7, above, there are additional alternative instruction requirements for students with disabilities. 

 

  NYC DOE Discipline Policy
 

The DOE Chancellor’s Regulations on school discipline require NYC district public schools to 

provide all students who are serving suspensions of more than five days with full-time alternative 

instruction.112  For the first five days of suspension, the DOE is required to provide full-time 

instruction to elementary and middle school students and a minimum of two hours per day of 

alternative instruction to high school students.113  In addition, the DOE is required to provide 

information about the location of alternative instruction in its suspension notice.114  The DOE’s 

alternative instruction policy recognizes that students who are suspended from school need access 

to adequate instruction during suspension if they are going to be successful when they return to 

school.  

  

  NYC Charter School Policies
 

While most charter school policies include the right to alternative instruction, 52 of the 164 

charter school discipline policies reviewed fail to include the right to alternative instruction for the 

length of the student’s suspension.  Of the policies that mention a student’s right to alternative 
                                                           

107 N.Y. EDUC. LAW § 3214(3)(e).  
108 Appeal of M.W. and L.W., 50 N.Y. Educ. Dep’t Rep., Decision No. 16,238 (2011). 
109 Appeal of Lee D., 38 N.Y. Educ. Dep’t Rep., Decision No. 14,029 (1998) (admonishing school board for failing to comply with 

alternative instruction requirement where student was offered alternative instruction in mathematics, chemistry, and English, but no 

instruction in history and Spanish). 
110 Appeal of Miller, 35 N.Y. Educ. Dep’t Rep., Decision No. 13,598 (1996) (internal citations omitted). 
111 See, e.g., Appeal of M.W. and L.W., 50 N.Y. Educ. Dep’t Rep., Decision No. 16,238 (2011). 
112 See N.Y.C. D.O.E. CHANCELLOR’S REG. A-443 § III.B.1(e)-(g). 
113 Id.  
114 Id. §§ III.B.2(k), III.B.3(n)(3). 
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instruction, 27 policies state that students will receive only two hours per day of alternative 

instruction during suspension, regardless of the length of the suspension.  Some policies require 

the school to provide as little as one hour per day of instruction.  

 

We have received calls from parents where the charter school has suspended their child and failed 

to offer any alternative instruction during the suspension, as well as calls where the alternative 

instruction has been inadequate under the law.  For example, in one case, a ninth-grade charter 

school student was suspended, without notice or the opportunity for a hearing, for more than a 

month.  His school failed to provide him with any alternative instruction during this time.  In 

another case, a four-day suspension placed a family living in a homeless shelter in crisis because 

the school did not provide alternative instruction.  The family’s shelter did not allow teenagers to 

remain in the shelter unsupervised, and the parent was unable to take off from work.  In a third 

case, in which a student was suspended for 30 days, the charter school merely sent assignments 

home with the student.   

 

In more than two-thirds of AFC’s cases in which charter schools have provided alternative 

instruction, the charter schools have offered only two hours of instruction per day.  Therefore, 

some charter school students serving long-term suspensions are receiving several hours of 

instruction per day less than the DOE Chancellor’s Regulations require for district public school 

students.  It should be noted that a number of the charter schools offering only two hours per day 

of alternative instruction have extended school days, thereby making the alternative instruction 

much less than “substantially equivalent” to the instruction the student would normally be 

receiving in school. 

 

Charter school discipline policies should inform students and parents of their right to receive 

actual alternative instruction, not simply assignments, immediately upon suspension or expulsion 

from school.  Furthermore, charter schools should provide full-time alternative instruction, or at a 

minimum, should provide instruction that is substantially equivalent to the instruction provided to 

students prior to suspension.   

 

A charter school sought to expel WILLIAM, a 15-year-old 
student with a disability. For 14 days, while waiting for the DOE 
to conduct a Manifestation Determination Review, the charter 

school sent William to meet with a paraprofessional for two 
hours per day at a public library. The paraprofessional was not 
qualified to provide instruction and did not attempt to do so. 
Rather, William worked independently on class assignments 

while the paraprofessional listened to music and played games 
on his cell phone. William asked the paraprofessional for help, 

explaining that he did not understand how to complete the 
work on his own. The paraprofessional told William to try his 

best to complete the work. Although William started the school 
year doing well in school, he quickly began to fall behind in his 
class work. The charter school began providing William with 

actual instruction only after AFC intervened. 
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(1) Charter school authorizers and the Board of Regents should ensure that charter school 

discipline policies meet the requirements of the law and are aligned with federal guidance.  They 

should not approve or renew charter schools unless they have discipline policies that comply 

with the law. 

 

Specifically, as discussed in this report, charter school authorizers and the Board of Regents 

should ensure that charter school discipline policies: align infractions with penalties to help 

ensure proportionate disciplinary responses; reserve expulsions for the most severe and 

dangerous infractions that meet the standard established by the Education Commissioner; 

prohibit suspensions and expulsions for absence, lateness, or skipping class; require written 

notice prior to a suspension of any length; provide the opportunity for an informal conference 

prior to a suspension of five days or less; provide the opportunity for a formal hearing prior to a 

suspension of more than five days; include the appeals process and contact information; include 

a complete description of the rights of students with disabilities; and include adequate, and, 

preferably full-time, alternative instruction.  Additionally, authorizers and the Board of Regents 

should strongly encourage charter schools to include positive approaches to discipline, as 

recommended in federal government guidance. 

 

Charter school authorizers have expressed to us the limited capacity they have to review and 

revise the discipline policies of the schools they authorize.  Ensuring such capacity must be part 

of any discussion about lifting the cap on the number of charters in New York State.115 

 

(2) The State Legislature should amend state law to affirm that charter schools must abide by the 

requirements of Section 3214 of the New York Education Law and its regulations, ending any 

perceived ambiguity in the law. 

 

(3) The State Legislature should amend state law to include explicit standards for expelling students 

to ensure that expulsions for all schools, including charter schools, are limited to the most 

severe and dangerous behaviors in accordance with decisions of the Education Commissioner. 

 

                                                           
115 It is notable that in a recent round of New York City charter renewals, the DOE, as authorizer, recommended renewal for multiple 

charter schools despite finding that their discipline policies were out of compliance with federal law, and made revising the discipline 

policy a condition of renewal for only one charter school.  See N.Y. STATE EDUC. DEP’T, CHARTER SCHOOLS: CHARTER RENEWAL 

RECOMMENDATIONS FOR SIX CHARTERS AUTHORIZED BY THE CHANCELLOR OF THE NEW YORK CITY DEP’T OF EDUC. (Dec. 2014), available at 

http://www.regents.nysed.gov/meetings/2014/December2014/1214p12a3Revised.pdf.  The Charter Schools Act makes clear that charter 

authorizers shall not approve an application for a charter school unless the application, including the discipline policy, meets the 

requirements of the law.  See N.Y. EDUC. LAW §§ 2852(2)(a), 2851(2)(h).  Furthermore, the Charter Schools Act requires the Board of 

Regents to review charter school applications to ensure they meet the requirements of the law and to approve the applications or return 

them to the authorizer with comments and recommendations.  Id. § 2852(5-a). 

http://www.regents.nysed.gov/meetings/2014/December2014/1214p12a3Revised.pdf
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(4) The State Legislature should amend state law to require all public schools, including charter 

schools, to provide full-time alternative instruction when students are suspended or expelled.  

Pursuant to the DOE Chancellor’s Regulations, New York City public school students are 

currently entitled to full-time alternative instruction when they are suspended for more than five 

days. 

 

(5) The State Legislature should amend state law to require charter schools to report suspension 

and expulsion data.  Data should be disaggregated by race and by the number of students with 

and without disabilities and should include the number of Manifestation Determination Reviews 

held for students with disabilities.  Charter school authorizers and the Board of Regents should 

consider suspension and expulsion data, as well as student attrition data, in charter school 

renewal applications. 

 

(6) Because charter schools and the DOE both have responsibilities to students with disabilities 

who face suspension or expulsion, charter school authorizers should collaborate with the DOE 

to develop a memorandum of understanding delineating their respective responsibilities to 

ensure that these students are receiving protections required by federal and state law. 

 

(7) Charter school authorizers and the Board of Regents, with input from parents, advocates, and 

students, should develop a model discipline policy to provide guidance to charter school leaders.  

In addition, authorizers should provide training for charter school leaders and staff in 

suspension procedures, discipline of students with disabilities, and positive approaches to 

discipline, such as restorative justice, peer mediation, social-emotional learning, or positive 

behavior interventions.  

 

(8) Charter school authorizers and the Board of Regents should identify and promote best practices 

and innovative, positive approaches to discipline, as encouraged by the U.S. Departments of 

Education and Justice. 

 

(9) NYSED should post the Education Commissioner’s charter school suspension and expulsion 

appeal decisions on the NYSED website, alongside the district public school appeal decisions 

that are already posted.  Currently, only the Education Commissioner’s district public school 

suspension appeal decisions are available publicly.  Posting suspension appeal decisions would 

allow charter school parents, schools, and advocates to review the Education Commissioner’s 

interpretation of charter schools’ obligations in discipline cases. 

 

(10) The State Legislature should amend the Charter Schools Act to require all charter schools to 

distribute their discipline policies to students and parents at the beginning of the school year and 

post the policies on their websites along with contact information for the appeals/grievance 

process. 
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