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SUMMARY

The Eastern District of New York granted the New York City Department of Education’s motion to
dismiss Christopher Draghi’s federal claims under the Americans with Disabilities Act, including
discrimination, failure to accommodate, hostile work environment, and retaliation. The court held that
most allegations were untimely, and that the remaining claims failed to plausibly allege causation or a
sufficiently severe or pervasive hostile work environment; it declined supplemental jurisdiction over
the state and city claims.
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PROCEDURAL POSTURE Defendant moved under Federal Rule of Civil Procedure 12(b)(6) to
dismiss the plaintiff's federal Americans with Disabilities Act claims.
The court granted the motion in full, dismissed the federal claims with
prejudice, declined supplemental jurisdiction over the state and city
claims, and dismissed those claims without prejudice.

STANDARD OF REVIEW On a Rule 12(b)(6) motion, the court accepted well-pleaded factual
allegations as true, drew reasonable inferences in the plaintiff's favor,
and considered whether the complaint stated a claim that was plausible
on its face. Legal conclusions couched as factual allegations were not
accepted as true.

PRECEDENTIAL VALUE district court memorandum and order; precedential status not
identified
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QUESTIONS PRESENTED

1. Whether the plaintiff's ADA claims were timely under the applicable 300-day administrative-filing
period and whether the continuing-violation doctrine preserved otherwise untimely conduct.

2. Whether the complaint plausibly alleged that the plaintiff was disabled within the meaning of the ADA.

3. Whether the complaint plausibly alleged that an adverse employment action was caused by the plaintiff's
disability.

4. Whether the complaint stated a timely failure-to-accommodate claim.

5. Whether the complaint plausibly alleged a severe or pervasive disability-based hostile work
environment.

6. Whether the complaint plausibly alleged a causal connection between protected ADA activity and
adverse employment actions for purposes of retaliation.

7. Whether the court should exercise supplemental jurisdiction over the state and city claims after
dismissing the federal claims.

HOLDINGS

1. ADA claims based on discrete acts occurring outside the applicable 300-day administrative-filing
periods are time-barred. The continuing-violation doctrine does not apply to discrete acts such as
discipline, suspension, termination, denial of transfer, or refusal to accommodate, although timely acts
may permit consideration of older conduct in a hostile-work-environment claim and as background
evidence.

2. The complaint plausibly alleged that the Department regarded Draghi as having a disability, even though
it did not plausibly allege that his anxiety substantially limited a major life activity under the actual-
impairment prong.

3. The complaint did not plausibly allege that Draghi's disability caused his suspensions or termination, so
the ADA discrimination claim was dismissed.

4. The failure-to-accommodate claim was time-barred because the only alleged accommodation request
was made in June 2019 and the resulting conduct fell outside the applicable administrative-filing period.

5. The complaint did not plausibly allege a disability-based hostile work environment because the alleged
criticism, discipline, and isolated remark were not sufficiently severe or pervasive and were not
adequately tied to disability.

6. The retaliation claim failed because the complaint did not plausibly allege a causal connection between
Draghi's protected activity and his suspensions or termination.



7. After dismissing all federal ADA claims, the court declined supplemental jurisdiction over the state and
city claims and dismissed them without prejudice to refiling in an appropriate state court.

KEY QUOTATIONS

“The continuing violation doctrine thus does not apply to Draghi’s discrimination, retaliation, or
accommodation claims.”

“The complaint therefore sufficiently alleges a disability under the ADA.”

“Draghi has not alleged a causal link between that disability and an adverse employment action.”

“For the foregoing reasons, the Defendant’s motion to dismiss the federal ADA claims is granted in full.”

FACTUAL BACKGROUND

Draghi worked as a paraprofessional serving special-needs students at a Brooklyn public school and alleged that
he suffered from anxiety. After a teacher called him stupid in June 2019, Draghi requested a classroom change or
leave of absence, but the assistant principal declined and later disciplined him. Draghi alleged additional
discipline, suspensions, investigations, and termination in 2022 and 2023, and he filed discrimination and
retaliation complaints with the New York State Division of Human Rights in 2020 and 2023. The court
concluded that most challenged conduct was time-barred or insufficiently connected to disability or protected
activity to state an ADA claim.
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ADA discrimination, failure to accommodate, hostile work environment, and retaliation, along with analogous
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declined supplemental jurisdiction over the nonfederal claims, and directed the Clerk to close the case.
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