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Sent via e-mail and first-class mail 

 

Evan Daniels, Unit Chief Counsel 

Appeals & Constitutional Litigation Division 

Government Accountability Unit 

Office of the Arizona Attorney General 

2005 North Central Avenue, Phoenix AZ 85004 

 

 Re: Inquiry into March 1, 2019 Events at Perry High School 

 

Dear Mr. Daniels: 

 

This letter constitutes Chandler Unified School District’s (“the District” or “CUSD”) response to 

your letter dated March 5, 2019, in which you inquire into events at Perry High School (“the 

School” or “Perry HS”) that occurred on March 1, 2019.  In that letter, you ask the District to 

“demonstrate that [its] actions surrounding these circumstances were lawful and within the 

contours of what courts have held is appropriate for school policies.”   

 

Though the District will provide assurance via this letter that it understands and protects the First 

Amendment rights of students, the events of March 1, 2019 at Perry High School do not implicate 

First Amendment law because no student was disciplined for speech-related activities.  Students 

at Perry HS have historically, including during the previous two years, been permitted to wear 

clothing and other items with political messages.1 

 

Factual Background 

 

Party in the USA Day – March 1, 2019 

The week of February 25th through March 1st was spirit week on the Perry HS campus.  It 

culminated on Friday with what the School called “Party in the USA” day during which students 

were asked to wear red, white, and blue.   

                                                           
1 Please see photographs taken from the 2017 Perry High School Year book depicting students in clothes that say 

“Trump” and of the students’ trip to Washington D.C. for Close Up that year.  (Tab 1). 
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Incident After Assembly: 

Midday on March 1st, after lunch A (which ended at 10:21 a.m. on that day), Principal Dan Serrano 

received a call from Student D’s mother asking whether he knew that “50 seniors” had surrounded 

an African-American student chanting Trump slogans.  (See Decl. of Dan Serrano, ¶ 4, attached 

herein at Tab 2).  She did not identify the student but stated that she had a video of the incident 

and was frustrated that Mr. Serrano was not aware of it. Mr. Serrano had spent the morning dealing 

with a bat infestation on campus, so he conferred with Dean of Students Clint Beauer, who was 

aware of heightened tensions among students after the assembly.  Mr. Beauer understood that after 

the students left the assembly and were heading toward Lunch A, some students had been putting 

Trump flags in people’s faces.  (See Decl. of Clint Beauer, ¶ 3, attached herein at Tab 3).  At 

around the same time, Assistant Principal Heather Patterson was coming back from the assembly 

and noticed that a young man (student B) was wearing a Trump flag as a cape.  Ms. Patterson 

intended to direct Student B to put the flag away because the assembly was over, and students are 

not generally allowed to wear flags.  (See Decl. of Heather Patterson, ¶ 3, attached herein at Tab 

4).  However, she lost him in the crowd.  After some searching, Ms. Patterson located Student B 

still wearing the Trump flag, asked for his name (which he provided), and asked him to put the 

flag away, which he did with no argument.  Ms. Patterson returned to her office. 

 

Soon thereafter, Student C’s mother called and spoke to Mr. Beauer to complain that there was a 

“Trump rally going on” at the campus and that there was a video going around that showed students 

arguing.  (See Tab 3 at ¶ 4).  Mr. Beauer and Ms. Patterson began interviewing students about 

these allegations, as is their responsibility as administrators to investigate possible safety problems.  

Student statements confirm that some students were chanting “Trump” and calling other students 

“pussy liberals.”  (See redacted Student Statements at Tab 5).  While talking to these students, Mr. 

Beauer was able to view the video to which Parent C had referred.  

 

In the meantime (prior to the completion of the investigation described in the preceding paragraph), 

Student D’s mother had arrived on campus and told administration that she had given the video to 

Channel 3 news.  She again asserted that there had been a Trump rally, but she refused to show 

administration the video.  (See Tab 4 at ¶ 7).  Later in the afternoon, Student D’s father came to 

campus to speak to Mr. Beauer.  Student D’s father stated that they had just moved to Arizona 

from Chicago and asked Mr. Beauer if the incident that had occurred after the assembly was 

normal.  He was concerned that Perry HS might not be a good fit for his student.  (See Tab 3 at 8).  

 

Based on their investigation into the incident (which included talking to parents, interviewing and 

obtaining student statements, and viewing the video), Mr. Beauer and Ms. Patterson determined 

that there were insufficient grounds to discipline any of the students who were alleged to have 

been chanting “Trump” and making offensive statements to other students (such as “pussy 

liberal”).   
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Incident after School: 

 

The description of the morning incident provides important context for understanding the events 

that occurred after school dismissed on March 1, 2019.  It had been a difficult day for 

administrators, who had faced angry parents and concerned students who felt that “pro-Trump” 

students had been targeting students who were not wearing or displaying Trump gear.   

 

Officer Jesse Allen, a sworn law enforcement officer employed by the Gilbert Police Department, 

serves as Perry HS’s SRO.  Officer Allen was providing support during student release as he 

usually does and was standing on the Northeast corner of the E building.  He saw a group of 

students who had a flag out and were taking pictures.  Aware that there had been an earlier incident 

related to flags, Officer Allen called Ms. Patterson to ask whether he should disperse the students.  

Ms. Patterson agreed that he should direct students to leave campus.  (See Tab 4 at ¶ 9).  Neither 

Officer Allen nor Ms. Patterson determined that the students should leave because they had a 

Trump flag out, but rather they used their knowledge and experience as law enforcement and an 

educator to determine that, because that it had been a day filled with tensions amongst students 

and angry parents, students who had no reason to remain on campus (such as after school activities, 

etc.) should disperse and go home.  In fact, it is routine for security and staff to direct students to 

leave campus if they are not either going to an extracurricular activity, tutoring, or the library.  (See 

Tab 4 at ¶ 9).  Unfortunately, these students showed no signs of preparing to leave.  The students 

ignored the SRO’s direction, and Student A continued to take photographs.  Officer Allen did not 

know the students’ identities, and therefore, he took a photo to be circulated among staff members 

for identification, which a common way that administrators on large campuses identify unknown 

students.  (See Tab 4 at ¶ 10).  When Officer Allen asked Student A to identify herself, she refused 

to do so.  The students began walking toward the east parking lot.  Officer Allen returned to the 

front office to deal with a drug incident that occurred that day.  Officer Allen did not ask or direct 

any students to remove Trump clothing.   

 

Ms. Patterson intended to address Student A’s refusal to identify herself to Officer Allen on 

Monday, but as Ms. Patterson approached the attendance office, she saw a group of students that 

included Student A (as she knew from the photo that Officer Allen sent her).  (See Tab 4 at ¶ 10). 

Ms. Patterson asked Student A her name.  Student A refused to identify herself to Ms. Patterson.  

(See Tab 4 at ¶ 11).  Ms. Patterson reported the refusal to Principal Serrano, who went to Student 

A and asked for her name.  Student A again refused to identify herself to Principal Serrano.  (See 

Tab 2 at ¶ 7).  Mr. Serrano advised Student A that refusing to identify herself would result in 

suspension.  Student A continued to refuse to provide her name.    

 

Student A’s mother arrived.  Mr. Serrano explained that the suspension was due to Student A’s 

refusal to identify herself to three adults upon request and had nothing to do with Student A’s attire 

that day.  (See Tab 2 at ¶ 8; Tab 4 at ¶ 13).  No student was disciplined for wearing Trump attire 

and no students were told to remove any Trump clothing on that day or any other day. 
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Disciplinary Consequence on March 1, 2019 

Contrary to the false statements by students and parents to the media, only one student received a 

disciplinary consequence related to the events on March 1, 2019 and it was not for wearing clothing 

that expresses support for President Trump.  That student was Student A, who refused to identify 

herself to at least two administrators and Perry HS’s School Resource Officer (“SRO”) on the 

afternoon of March 1, 2019 while she was on the property of Perry HS.  Such behavior is an 

explicit violation of the District Governing Board Policy JIC, Student Conduct, which states in 

relevant part: 

 

 *** 

 Students shall not engage in improper behavior, including but not limited to the following: 

 

 *** 

• Failure to comply with the lawful directions of District officials or any other law 

enforcement officers acting in performance of their duties, and failure to identify 

themselves to such officials or officers when lawfully requested to do so. 

(Attached herein at Tab 6). 

Student A received a three-day suspension.  (See Student A Behavior Discipline Report at Tab 7).  

Students are aware that failing to identify themselves to school officials or law enforcement is a 

violation of school policy because they have access to and are trained on the Perry High School 

Student Handbook, which includes the Policy and a District Infraction and Consequence Chart that 

identifies “refusal to comply with reasonable requests of school personnel” as resulting in a range 

of consequences from conference to suspension.  (See excerpts of the Handbook attached herein 

at Tab 8).  Student A returned her signed acknowledgement of receipt of the Handbook (See 

Screenshot of document system indicated checkmark at Handbook Release, located at Tab 9).  

Students must identify themselves to school officials and the SRO when asked because it is 

essential to maintaining safety and order on a campus of 3700 students.  Perry HS has six (6) 

administrators and an SRO who are conscientious about getting to know as many students as 

possible, but it is simply impossible for each administrator and the SRO to be able to recognize 

and name all of the approximately 3700 students enrolled.  If students believed they could refuse 

to identify themselves when asked by school staff, it would significantly compromise the ability 

of the District to provide without consequences “a safe, disciplined, and productive environment 

where students and adults are meaningfully engaged in learning” as stated in the District Mission 

Statement.  (See Governing Board Policy A attached herein at Tab 10).   

 

Application of First Amendment Law in the Educational Setting 

 

Though the disciplinary incident on March 1st had nothing to do with protected speech, the District 

affirms that it conscientiously adheres to First Amendment law as it has been applied to schools.  
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The District is aware of and implements the basic principles set out in Tinker v. Des Moines 

Independent Community School District, which holds, in essence, that though students do not shed 

their constitutional rights at the schoolhouse door, schools may regulate student expression if the 

speech causes, or is reasonably likely to cause, a material and substantial disruption or interferes 

with the rights of other.  393 U.S. 503, 513 (1969).  Furthermore, the District does not engage in 

viewpoint discrimination even where it has created the limited public forum.  Rosenberger v. 

Rector and Visitors of Univ. of Va., 515 U.S. 819, 829; see also Reed v. Town of Gilbert, 135 S. 

Ct. 2218, 2230 (2015). For example, the District opens its facilities for public use in limited 

contexts pursuant to Governing Board Policy KF, Community Use of School Facilities, and so 

long as the entity, person, or organization that meets the requirements of Policy KF (for example, 

purchase of liability insurance), use is granted without regard to the speech or viewpoint of user.  

 

District policies regulating speech are designed to strike “the appropriate balance between 

allowing schools to act to protect their students from credible threats of violence while recognizing 

and protecting freedom of expression by students.”  Wynar v. Douglas Cty. Sch. Dist., 728 F.3d 

1062, 1070 (9th Cir. 2013).  For instance, Governing Board Policy JICA, Student Dress, 

constitutionally limits students’ clothing choices in narrow, limited ways to ensure safety and a 

harassment-free educational environment.  JICA states, in relevant part: 

The Board authorizes the Superintendent to develop and enforce school regulations 

prohibiting student dress or grooming practices that: 

● Present a hazard to the health or safety of the student or to others in the school. 

● Materially interfere with school work, create disorder, or disrupt the educational 

program. 

● Cause excessive wear or damage to school property. 

● Prevent students from achieving their educational objectives. 

● Represent membership in a gang. 

Obscene, lewd, or vulgar language or symbols, or symbols or language relating to or 

promoting of sex, drugs, tobacco, or alcohol on clothing are expressly prohibited. 

(Attached herein at Tab 10).  To reiterate, no student on March 1st was told to remove any 

clothing that expressed support for President Trump.   

 

Governing Board Policy JICD, Student Conduct in School, and its implementing Regulation, 

JICD-R, set out the constitutionally permissible limitations on student on campus and at school 

events.  (Policy and Regulation attached herein at Tab 12).  In addition, Governing Board Policy 

JICEC, Freedom of Expression, protects students’ religious viewpoints.  (Attached herein at Tab 
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13).  District administrators implement these Policies and Regulations to ensure that the District 

maintains order and provides a safe and productive learning environment that honors and 

encourages different opinions and perspectives. 

 

We hope that this letter resolves your inquiry into the events of March 1, 2019.  If you have any 

additional questions, please contact me at the phone number or email address indicated on the 

letterhead.  Thank you. 

 

 

Thank you. 

 

 

      Sincerely, 

 

 

 

      Cathleen M. Dooley 

 
CC via email:  

Dr. Camille Casteel, Superintendent of Chandler Unified School District  

5433808.2 
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