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 Academic Supports and School Environment  

o Parents of MCS2 students have shared concerns with the CEC and community members 

about the school’s failure to support students with academic challenges and its overly 

punitive approach to discipline.  

o Students with Disabilities frequently do not receive needed services at MCS2. Parents report 

withdrawing or intending to withdraw their children from the school because of inadequate 

academic supports.  

o Students with Disabilities are also the frequent targets of suspensions, and after repeated 

suspensions they risk expulsion from the school. Parents report difficulty communicating 

with school leadership both about students’ academic needs and about discipline-related 

concerns.  

 

 Teacher and Leadership Turnover 

o Parents report that frequent teacher turnover at MCS2 disrupts instruction, often in the 

middle of the academic year. 4th grade teachers have been replaced more than once, and 

parents have concerns about credentialing in replacement situations.  

o The Manhattan Charter School corporation and MCS2 have undergone a number of 

leadership changes (board members1 and employees), including the recent departure of 

Carissa Page as principal of MCS2 and the appointment of Amy Salazar as her replacement. 

Ms. Salazar’s mentor has served as the Education Manager at Success Academies Charter 

Network, a network known for its schools’ overly punitive, exclusionary approach.2  MCS2 

parents have already shared concerns with the CEC and community members about the 

school’s suspension and expulsion practices.3  

 

 

                                                 
1
 http://www.manhattancharterschool.org/wp-content/uploads/Proposed-Minutes-of-MCS2-Board-Meeting-

6.23.pdf 
2
 http://www.nytimes.com/2015/10/30/nyregion/at-a-success-academy-charter-school-singling-out-pupils-who-

have-got-to-go.html?_r=0 
3
 See Student Disciplinary Code, pp. 33-44, http://www.manhattancharterschool.org/wp-content/uploads/MCS-

and-MCS2-Parent-and-Student-Handbook-2015-2016.pdf 

http://www.cecd1.org/
http://www.nycenet.edu/
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 Enrollment Claims 

o The application, Board minutes, and anecdotal reports all refute the claims made at the 

renewal hearing by school officials, who represented to the public that the school is at full 

capacity.  

 As of 10/27/16, there were 28 seats available at MCS2.4 The 5th grade has only one 

class (19 students) and the 4th grade has two classes (13 and 16 students).  

 The minutes from the June 23, 2016 trustee meeting noted that “recruitment is a 

major concern.”5 

 “Leadership at MCS2 acknowledged a struggle with maintaining student enrollment 

during the 2016-2017 school year. The increase in attrition is mostly attributable to 

number of students attending MCS2 currently not living in district 1. In order to 

maintain a consistent student population, our team has increased its year round 

recruitment efforts. These efforts now include community outreach efforts as well 

as reestablishing a social media presence for MCS2 and its parent association. MCS2 

has also taken a conservative approach to determining the student population and 

potential attrition for the school year. Although this is the first year MCS2 are 

expected to be a full K-5 program, the school is taking gradual steps to reach full 

enrollment for all grades.” 6 

 

 Procedural Issues 

o SUNY CSI informed the NYCDoE of MCS2’s renewal application on August 17, 2016, yet the 

renewal hearing was not scheduled to occur until December 5, 2016.   

o According to SUNY CSI,  “The New York City Department of Education was sent an initial 

notice as to this renewal application on August 17, 2016. In accordance with the regulations  

of the Commissioner of Education, the NYCDOE was required to hold a public hearing 

regarding the renewal application within 30 days of receipt of the notice.”7 

o The hearing date of December 5, 2016 far exceeds the 30-day window. When asked about 

this, SUNY CSI noted that “enforcement of any provision of the regulation is the purview of 

the New York State Education Department not SUNY. At some point, the NYCDOE should 

hold a hearing on the renewal; if not, NYSED should tell the DOE to hold the hearing.”8 

                                                 
4 http://www.manhattancharterschool.org/wp-content/uploads/Accepted-Minutes-of-MCS-Board-Meeting-
11.17.16gd.pdf 
5
 http://www.manhattancharterschool.org/wp-content/uploads/Proposed-Minutes-of-MCS2-Board-Meeting-

6.23.pdf 
6
 From MCS2 Renewal Application, October 2016 

7
 Email from SUNY CSI, 10/19/16. See 8 NYCRR 119.4: “Within 30 days of initially receiving notice of the receipt of 

an application for the formation of a new charter school, of an application for the renewal of an existing charter 

school, or of a charter school's request to revise its existing charter, the school district in which the charter school 

is located shall hold a public hearing to solicit comments from the community in connection with the foregoing. 

Such hearing shall be held within the community potentially impacted by the proposed action or charter school.”  

NYSED Charter School Office, http://www.p12.nysed.gov/psc/csreg119.4.html 
8
 Email from SUNY CSI, 10/21/16 
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 Procedural Issues (Cont’d) 

 
o In responses to inquiries about regulation violations, the DoE Office of School Design and 

Charter Partnerships shifted responsibility to the “state system.”  The SED though did not 

enforce the 30-day rule with the DoE, and SUNY CSI accepted no responsibility in the 

facilitation of the hearing.  SED also failed to post the charter renewal application for 

public viewing.  The DoE’s OSDCP also shifted responsibility to MCS2 itself for scheduling 

the hearing and further attributed the delayed scheduling and insufficient community 

outreach to insufficient resources and recent leadership turnover in the OSDCP.    

o OSCDP also said that there is no or little in the way of an actual obligation on their part to 

post the notice of the public hearing, and that the sharing of the hearing date with the CEC 

was voluntary. 

o The regulation of the charter school hearing (a weak means of ensuring community-wide 

input) failed the CSD1 public in the face of a tangle of unaccountable and disconnected 

institutions, each of which has an incentive to avoid or minimize public scrutiny.    

o As seen here, the broken regulatory process and hampered public oversight of the process is 

also overly vulnerable to the personnel changes, staffing shortages, and resource 

inadequacies within those institutions (SUNY CSI, ODSCP, or the individual school), with the 

harm borne by the general public. 

 

 
 

  
 


