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Advice to the Supreme Court on Whether to Reconsider the Plyler v Doe Decision
In June 1982, the Supreme Court provided Plyler v. Doe, a historic judgment made by states that because of their immigration status, it cannot legally refuse students free public education. By a 5-4 vote, the Court found that the risk to society as a whole was substantially outweighed by the damages that could be done by excluding immigrant children from public schools. Plyler has maintained fair access to children's education for more than 30 years without respect to citizenship, but anti-immigrant sentiments threaten to jeopardize the opportunity. Therefore, it is essential to question whether there is a need for revisiting Plyler v. Doe case to make some changes.
Facts Of The Case
[bookmark: _GoBack]In this particular case, the Court used some facts to end up with their final ruling. For instance, The Texas Legislature authorized districts of the local school to exclude foreign-born children -not "legally admitted" to public schools in 1975. Two years later, the Board of Tyler's Independent School adopted a policy allowing students who are foreign-born to take teaching if "lawfully accepted." Children are considered legally admitted according to the policies of the board of Schools if they provided paperwork that indicated legal existence in the USA or if the federal immigration officials agreed that they were pro-school students.
Furthermore, afterwards, a class action lawsuit criticizing the program was filed by the Mexican students who could not agree that they were "legally accepted." On the grounds of detailed legal evidence, the District Court ruled that the program was in violation of the Constitution and was also "prevented" under federal immigration law, and although the ruling rested on constitutional instead of protective grounds, a Federal Appeals Court affirmed the injunction(Radoff, 2011). The school district later filed a request for review with the Supreme Court. 
Bases of the Ruling
The 14th U.S. Amendment was based on the Court's decision referring to a provision commonly known as Equal Protection Clause. A constitution that says in its section that, "No State shall … deny to any person within its jurisdiction the equal protection of the laws." The Court held that if States offer U.S. people free public education and legally incorporate international births into law, then such learning cannot be denied to unauthorized children. The Court found that there was no rational basis for the school district to refuse that children had a public education dependent on their immigration status, as this approach would harm them and culture as a whole(Soleimani, 2010). Besides, keeping children accountable for their actions, does not express fundamental conceptions of justice by refusing these children essential schooling, and we are negating them to reside within the framework of our civic institutions, and we deny them any possible chance to contribute in even the most minor way to the development of our country.
In the ruling of the Plyler v. Doe case, the Court never suggest that undocumented children should be prevented from attending school; instead, dissent acknowledged that "the risk, over a longer-term, of excluding all children from public schools might well outweigh the cost of education "it is unreasonable for an enlightened society to deny every child including unauthorized immigrants of elementary education." The dissent argues that the Court would defer to the policy of the school district for the reason that the Constitution did not officially prevent discrimination against unlawfully prevented immigrants.
Furthermore, if there was evidence to show that schooling for unregistered children decreases the quality of education for other pupils, the Supreme Court never indicated that its opinion would change. The majority acknowledged the assumption that "illegal children absence is likely to improve the general quality of education in the State," did not support the facts in the case. The Court further stated that, though the general quality of education could increase, the school district still had to justify the exclusion of illegal children if one class of children were to be omitted (Kooragayala, 2019). So there is no basis for believing that the Court's ruling was unique, or that a prospective court might dismiss Plyler if there was proof that was educating children in unregistered schools decrease the quality of education for other pupils.
Advice to the Supreme Court
Having discussed the facts and the ruling bases concerning the Plyler v Doe case, it is evident that even when the schools allow unlawful children to enrol, it is a poor policy and potentially illegal to gather and report information about their immigration status. Although such steps may be targeted at collecting accurate numbers of schoolchildren that have been unauthorized, their introduction may, in the first instance discourage immigrant families from enrolling their children. For starters, according to the Alabama State estimates, over 13 per cent of the State's Latino pupils graduated from public schools from September 2011 to February 2012 even though the overall number of immigrants in Alabama schools was less than 0.5 per cent (Feinberg et al., 2014). Therefore, the effect of such measures is to prevent the enrollment of children with undocumented parents or other family members, even if the children are themselves U.S. citizens.
Moreover, causing an increase in absenteeism rates, initiatives such as Alabama require untrained school officials to make difficult decisions about immigration status; eroding instructor, educator and other school staff from immigrant students ' confidence; and generating heightened racial and ethnic discrimination potential. This behaviour may also contribute to alleged infringement of the Family Educational Rights and Policy, which forbids schools from leaking information in student data without parental consent. Therefore the reconsideration of the Plyler v Doe would deem unnecessary.
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