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Statement of the Case
Thomas R.  Bowen, Petitioner, brings this appeal from an action of the Board of Trustees of the Channelview Independent School District (CISD), Respondent, whereby Petitioner was terminated during the term of his contract as counselor for CISD.  Petitioner is represented by Joellen Snow, Attorney at Law, Houston, Texas.  Respondent is represented by Richard G.  Sedgeley and James S.  Kelly, Attorneys at Law, Houston, Texas.

On June 24, 1981, a hearing on the merits was held before John D.  Ready, Jr., Staff Attorney, Texas Education Agency in Austin, Texas.  Said hearing was completed on August 10 and 11, 1981.  On October 18, 1982, this case was assigned to Judy Underwood as Hearing Officer for the purpose of rendering a Proposal for Decision.

On December 28, 1982, the Hearing Officer entered a Proposal for Decision recommending to the State Commissioner of Education that Petitioner's appeal be denied.  The record reflects that a copy of the Proposal for Decision was received by all parties.  No exceptions to the proposal were filed.

Findings of Fact
After due consideration of the evidence and matters officially noticed, in my capacity as State Commissioner of Education, I make the following Findings of Fact:

1.  It is uncontested that Petitioner was employed by Respondent under a one year term contract as a primary school counselor for the school year 1979-80.

2.  Petitioner received two positive evaluations from Respondent's principals, Cooner and Barrett, during the Spring semester of the 1979-80 school year.  (Pet.  Exs.  1 and 2; Tr.  pp.  1:016-20).

3.  It is uncontested that Petitioner's contract was renewed for the school year 1980-81.

4.  At all times pertinent to this case, Respondent had in force and effect certain policies regarding evaluations.  (Pet.  Exs.  4 and 11).  The only change in Respondent's evaluation form from the school year 1979-80 to 1980-81 was a change in the rating key whereby a fourth category entitled "commendable" was added to the 1980-81 form.  (Pet.  Exs.  1 and 2).  Petitioner was furnished with a copy of the 1980-81 evaluation form prior to the beginning of classes in the fall of 1980.  (Tr.  pp.  1:047-48 and 1:190).

5.  On several occasions prior to October 20, 1980, Cooner observed Petitioner in the performance of his various duties while Petitioner was in Cooner's building.  (Tr.  pp.  1:053, 1:055-58, 1:062-68, 1:072-73 and 1:076-77).

6.  On several occasions prior to October 20, 1980, Cooner spoke with Petitioner regarding his concern over Petitioner's attendance record, his schedule between the two primary schools, his in-service presentation to the teaching staff and his behavior involving "hugging" staff members.  (Tr.  pp.  1:033-34, 1:037-38, 1:064, 3:331, 3:333, 3:336, 3:338-39 and 3:342-43).

7.  On several occasions prior to October 20, 1980, Barrett observed Petitioner in the performance of his various duties while Petitioner was in Barrett's building.  (Tr.  pp.  1:180-81 and 1:195-96).

8.  On several occasions prior to October 20, 1980, Barrett spoke with Petitioner regarding his concern over Petitioner's schedule, attendance, signing in and out and his attitude toward other personnel.  (Tr.  pp.  1:183, 1:191, 1:203-04, 3:315, 3:325-26, 3:196-200 and 3:203-09).

9.  On October 8, 1980, Barrett presented Petitioner with a written statement regarding Petitioner's performance which Petitioner refused to sign.  (Tr.  pp.  1:191-92, 3:315, 3:320, 2:143-44 and 3:206-09).

10.  Petitioner was observed as follows by various witnesses:

(a) Making a presentation at a teacher in-service program prior to the beginning of school in the fall of 1980, which was overly time-consuming and confusing to at least some of the teachers.  (Tr.  pp.  1:056, 3:054-55, 3:125-26, 3:151, 3:335).

(b) Putting his arm around a child he was counseling and tightening his arm while asking the child, "Does that hurt?" and then releasing the child when the child responded, "Yes, that hurts." (Tr.  1:065).

(c) Entering a classroom of young children who were working on an art project, without any warning to the teacher or children as to what he was going to do, and proceeding to throw crayons, tear up the papers of two children, and tell a little girl, "Go away, you're ugly," for the alleged purpose of role modeling for another student who was standing in the hallway outside with another teacher.  (Tr.  pp.  1:068-69, 2:156-57, 2:203-04, 3:065-72 and 3:179-81).

(d) Hugging or touching other personnel in situations and in a manner that caused those personnel to be embarrassed and uncomfortable.  (Tr.  pp.  1:101, 1:197, 1:199-200, 2:147-48, 2:180, 3:018).

(e) Attempting to communicate with other personnel through guessing games and riddles.  For example, Petitioner would state "Now, you are an intelligent person and you know exactly what I am going to do next," thus placing the person in the position of either responding that they did know exactly what he would do next or admitting that they did not know and were, therefore, not intelligent.  (Tr.  pp.  1:104-05 (See also Tr.  pp.  1:180, 2:146, 1:169-71).

(f) Making inappropriate remarks about other personnel and administrative staff.  For example, Petitioner walked up to the principal and a new teacher who was being shown the lounge and asked, "Who is this turkey?" (Tr.  pp.  1:197-98).  Petitioner told a teacher in front of a child that she (the teacher) looked like a witch (Tr.  p.  2:212).  Petitioner told several teachers that the school psychologist had a penis fixation (Tr.  pp.  2:224-26, 3:140-41).  Petitioner told one of the teachers that the secretaries were witches and that another teacher was a "bug-eyed troublemaker." (Tr.  pp.  2:287-88, 3:011, 3:019-21) (See also Tr.  pp.  1:202-03 and 3:100-01).

(g) Not being at the school where he was scheduled to be on particular days without communicating his whereabouts and the reasons for his not being at the scheduled building to Respondent's principals.  (Tr.  pp.  1:036-39, 1:129-30, 1:180-82 and 1:195-96).

(h) Throwing folders on the floor twice during a discussion with Principal Barrett.  (Tr.  pp.  1:193-95, 2:144-45 and 3:199).

(i) Walking out of staff meetings before they were over without any explanation of why he was leaving.  (Tr.  pp.  1:200-01 and 2:141-42).

(j) Pouring water from his cup on a student in the school hallway during the course of a water fight between two students.  (Tr.  pp.  1:208-09, 2:160-61 and 3:157).

(k) Stepping on the feet (or foot) of a child for the alleged purpose of teaching the child that such action was painful.  (Tr.  pp.  2:149-51, 3:157).

(l) Putting a child with whom he was working in an enclosed cabinet, turning the lights out, and asking the child if it was "scary in there," and then letting the child out when he responded, "Yes, it's scary in here." (Tr.  pp.  2:151-53, 2:185-86, 3:087-90 and 3:157).

(m) Making remarks or gestures toward various personnel that could only have the effect of angering, frightening, hurting, confusing or alarming such personnel.  For example, in the middle of a conversation with the Assistant Principal, Petitioner stated that, despite the sign on his door that read, "Everybody needs a hug," Ms.  Holt did not need a hug and why should he go to the trouble of giving her one.  (Tr.  pp.  2:182-83, 3:158-59).  Petitioner also stated that he was aware of certain incompetent teachers and that if they were not dismissed by the administration he would do whatever he had to do to get rid of them, including physically kicking them "in the backside." (Tr.  pp.  2:219-20, 3:039-41, 3:138).  Petitioner told a teacher that Principal Cooner did not have the right to take his job and that if Petitioner lost his job it would have a "deadly effect" on Mr.  Cooner.  (Tr.  pp.  2:239).  Petitioner made statements to teachers that he was a trained assassin and karate expert and could demonstrate his powers against the principals.  (Tr.  pp.  2:292, 3:042).  Petitioner told a student and teacher that he was a "Jedi Master" with special powers (Tr.  pp.  2:293-94, 3:033-34).  Petitioner told the new school nurse that he was keeping her under surveillance and that he had better not find her sitting in the lounge gossiping, drinking coffee or talking on the telephone; that he would be watching her and judging her.  (Tr.  pp.  3:018-19).  Petitioner told one teacher that she had better not startle him because he was a karate expert and he might hurt her.  (Tr.  pp.  3:042-43).  In the presence of another teacher, Petitioner gave a teacher a valentine and a written note that commented on the teacher's appearance in a way that the teacher found shocking and in bad taste.  (Tr.  pp.  3:055-57).  Petitioner wrote notes and made comments to several teachers that contained sexual innuendos.  (Tr.  pp.  3:073-80, 3:127-28, 3:131-33, 3:138-39).  Petitioner made statements to the Assistant Principal that he might use physical violence to punish a parent whom Petitioner mistakenly believed was responsible for child abuse.  (Tr.  pp.  3:164-65).  Petitioner told Principal Barrett that he (Petitioner) would knock Barrett down if he didn't like what Barrett said.  (Tr.  pp.  3:212-13).  Petitioner told the school nurse in a conversation at the grocery store that when he saw the meatcutters picketing the store at a time when they were making more money than he was, it made him so mad that he wanted to get his gun and mow them all down and that while he was at it, he might as well clean house over at the Administration too.  He told her that they (the administrators) were out to get him but they would not succeed.  (Tr.  pp.  3:022-24).  Petitioner threw some paper at the school nurse while she was seated at her desk as he passed by the door in the hallway.  (Tr.  pp.  3:024, 3:386-87).

(n) Making remarks to other personnel to the effect that Petitioner would continue to do what he wanted to do regardless of the instructions of Principal Cooner.  (Tr.  pp.  2:186-88, 3:043, 3:158-59).

(o) Disrupting a teacher when she was in the process of giving a math aptitude test by interrupting her directions, explaining how to work the problem to the students, and, generally, taking over the entire testing procedure and "teaching the test." (Tr.  pp.  3:037-39).

(p) Engaging in conversation or activity that was inappropriate in relation to his professional responsibilities in a given situation.  For example, Petitioner interrupted a team teacher meeting and alleged incompetencies of some personnel, preventing the teachers from accomplishing their objectives for the meeting.  (Tr.  pp.  3:140-43).  Petitioner entered the school nurses's office with a child while the nurse was on the phone and proceeded to knock things off her desk and the refrigerator.  (Tr.  p.  3:148).

(q) Disrupting the discipline methods instituted by Respondent's assistant principal by attempting to convince the student being disciplined to leave the "time-out" area with him and "play." (Tr.  pp.  3:160-61 and 3:384-86).

11.  Respondent's principals, Cooner and Barrett, jointly evaluated Petitioner in writing on May 5, 1980 and October 17, 1980.  (Pet.  Ex.  2 and 3).

12.  Petitioner was presented with the evaluation dated October 17, 1980, by Principals Cooner and Barrett during an evaluation conference on October 20, 1980.  (Tr.  pp.  1:067 and 1:211).

13.  Principals Cooner and Barrett attempted to discuss the evaluation and comments with Petitioner and give Petitioner the opportunity to make written comments on the evaluation, which he proceeded to do.  (Tr.  pp.  1:081, 1:211-12, 2:237, 2:240, 3:215-18, 3:322-23, 3:345-47, 3:370-74 and 3:381-82).

14.  Petitioner was given specific written notice of his deficiencies on October 20, 1980.  (Pet.  Ex.  3, Comments).

15.  Petitioner continued to interrupt classes and "take over for the teacher" without permission to do so, to remove students from classes for no valid reason, and to engage in other conduct contrary to the directives presented to him in the October 17, 1980 evaluation.  (Tr.  1:135, 1:140, 1:142-43, 1:146, 1:148-50, 3:162-63, 3:172, 3:175, 3:301-02, 3:348-56 and 3:387-88).

16.  By letter dated November 13, 1980, Respondent's superintendent informed Petitioner that any future disregard of the written directives, specifically that of interrupting a teacher's class without first obtaining the principal's permission, could result in immediate dismissal.  (Pet.  Ex.  10; Tr.  pp.  1:146-47 and 2:169).

17.  On November 17th or 18th, 1980, Petitioner was presented with a handwritten list of directives dated November 12, 1980, during a conference with Principals Cooner and Barrett.  (Pet.  Ex.  5; Tr.  pp.  1:123-24, 1:128, 3:304-05 and 3:356).

18.  Petitioner continued to disregard certain written directives after November 17, 1980.  (Tr.  pp.  1:129-32, 2:175-76, 2:196, 3:328-29, 3:356-60).  Petitioner, by his own admission, viewed such directives as an attempt to harass him and limit his effectiveness.  (Tr.  pp.  2:171-72, 2:174, 2:196-97 and 3:306-07).

19.  On November 24, 1980, Petitioner delivered a written rebuttal to the October 17, 1980 evaluation to Respondent's assistant superintendent as well as request for written notice of any future meetings or conferences and the presence of a witness of his choice.  (Resp.  Ex.  1).

20.  On December 3, 1980, Petitioner met with Respondent's superintendent and was asked to resign.  When Petitioner refused, the superintendent gave written notice, by letter dated December 3, 1980, that Petitioner was suspended with pay until a meeting of the Board of Trustees could be held to vote on the superintendent's recommendation for termination.  (Pet.  Ex.  7).

21.  By letter dated December 4, 1980, Respondent's assistant superintendent notified Petitioner that a meeting of the Board of Trustees would be held on December 11, 1980.  (Pet.  Ex.  8).  It is uncontested that the hearing was reset by agreement for January 6, 1980.

22.  It is uncontested that Petitioner appeared at the January 6, 1981 hearing represented by his Uniserv representative and that the hearing was continued on January 14, 15, 26 and 29.

23.  It is uncontested that, on January 30, 1981, Respondent's Board of Trustees rendered its decision to terminate Petitioner's employment and that Petitioner was notified of his termination by letter dated January 30, 1981.

24.  It is uncontested that Petitioner timely filed his notice of appeal with the State Commissioner of Education.

Discussion
Petitioner has raised a multitude of issues, which can best be categorized as follows: (1) Those issues related to his exercise of First and Fourteenth Amendment rights; (2) those issues related to the alleged arbitrary, capricious and unreasonable decisions of the Respondent's principals and Board of Trustees; and (3) those issues related to the October 17, 1980 evaluation, prior evaluations, and the Respondent's evaluation policies in general.  Those issues will be considered in reverse order.

1.  The Evaluation
In order to respond to the third set of issues, regarding the Respondent's evaluation policy and the October 17th evaluation in general, we must first examine the grounds for termination.  Respondent's December 4, 1980 notice letter to Petitioner specifically stated that termination was recommended because of Petitioner's failure to follow administrative directives resulting in inefficiency and incompetence in the performance of his contractual duties.  (Pet.  Ex.  8).  There is no evidence of, nor has Petitioner contended that his termination was, a direct result of the October 17th evaluation.  In fact, there is considerable evidence of conferences and directives which occurred after the October 17th evaluation.  (See Findings of Fact #16 and 17).  Petitioner has attempted to make the October 17th evaluation and Respondent's compliance with its evaluation policies into issues directly related to Petitioner's termination.  However, the only questions relevant to determining whether Petitioner was terminated wrongfully are (1) whether Petitioner failed to follow administrative directives and (2) whether such failure resulted in inefficiency and incompetence in the performance of his duties.  Therefore, any alleged deficiencies in the evaluation policy used or in the October 17 evaluation are immaterial to the issue of compliance with the administrative directives issued to Petitioner after the October 17 evaluation.

Petitioner's complaints about the Respondent's alleged failure to comply with its evaluation policies or about his principals' alleged arbitrary and capricious evaluation decisions should have been filed with Respondent according to its procedures for presenting such grievances.  However, rather than comply with his superiors' directives while contesting their fairness, Petitioner treated the evaluation as an example of Respondent's principals' efforts to harass him and limit his effectiveness as a counselor, and he chose to simply ignore those directives that he felt were unreasonable.  (See Tr.  2: 175-76).

Likewise, there is ample evidence to support Respondent's contention that Petitioner's failure to cooperate and comply with its administrative directives resulted in inefficiency and incompetence in the performance of his duties.  Petitioner's job description specifically states that a counselor's responsibility is

to assist in determining and satisfying the unique needs of individual students.  In performing this role, the counselor must interact effectively with personnel in the educational setting in order to help construct an educational environment which is conducive to learning and which provides opportunities, strengthens areas of weakness, and extends positive values to each facet of life.

(Pet.  Ex.  6).  Petitioner created and fostered an ineffective relationship with other personnel through his actions and attitudes as set forth in the Findings of Fact.

2.  Arbitrariness and Capriciousness
The second category of issues raised pertains to Petitioner's claims that the Board of Trustees acted arbitrarily and capriciously in terminating his employment because there was not sufficient evidence to support the allegation of his principals that he had failed to comply with administrative directives.  Petitioner also contends that the principals' decision to recommend his termination was arbitrary and capricious and was based upon their desire to be rid of him.  However, Petitioner has offered no evidence in support of either contention other than his own opinion.  On the contrary, the evidence clearly indicates that Respondent's principals attempted to help Petitioner on several occasions, meeting with him both prior and subsequent to the October 17 evaluation, by discussing the problems he was having and giving specific directives and making suggestions to assist in eliminating the problems.  Petitioner has offered no evidence to support his contention that the Respondent's actions, as well as those of its principals, were taken for any reason other than for just cause.

3.  Constitutional Claims
The final category of issues pertains to the alleged violation of Petitioner's First and Fourteenth Amendment rights.  Petitioner cites, in his Posthearing Brief, many cases to support the proposition that a teacher's employment by a public school system may not be conditioned upon relinquishment of his right to freedom of speech.  (See Pet.  Posthearing Brief, p.  4) However, the crucial part of the test set out in the line of cases cited by Petitioner with regard to establishing a prima facie case is the part which determines whether the form of expression is of the type intended to fall in the protected category.

In Pickering v.  Board of Education, 391 U.S.  563, 568 (1968), the Supreme Court set out a balance of interest test, wherein a teacher's interest in commenting on matters of public concern must be weighed against the school district's interest in promoting the effectiveness and efficiency on the school system.  The Seventh Circuit has held that Pickering establishes two permissible limits on a teacher's right to speak out: (1) speech that is so disruptive as to "impede the teacher's performance or to interfere with the operation of the school" may be a proper basis for discipline; and (2) speech which "does not involve matters of public interest" may not be entitled to constitutional protection.  McGill v.  Board of Education of Pekin Elementary School District.  No.  108, 602 F.2d 774, 777 (7th Cir.  1979).  The Supreme Court held, in Givhan v.  Western Line Consolidated School District, 439 U.S.  410, 415-16 (1979), that a teacher's private communication to his principal of his dissenting views on a subject of public concern is protected.  The Givhan decision does not, however, extend constitutional protection to comments which are not a matter of public concern.

Petitioner specifically points out examples of speech which he maintains are exactly the types of communication the First Amendment protects, such as his references to himself being a perfect "10" and his referring to other personnel as witches or "bug-eyed troublemakers." (See Pet.  Posthearing Brief, p.  6-8).  The examples cited, however, have nothing to do with matters of public concern, and are, in fact, examples of Petitioner's comments expressing his opinions about himself and others.

Petitioner also appears to contend that his speech is somehow specially privileged because he is a counselor and because many of these conversations were, in his opinion, private communications that should not have gone beyond the person to whom he was speaking.  Petitioner also contends that he has the right to say whatever he wants, even to the extent of making threats of physical violence, with the full protection of the First and Fourteenth Amendments, in spite of the effect his remarks may have on his fellow teachers and administrators.  Pickering clearly negates any such contention.

The Fourth Circuit sets out, in Cooper v.  Johnson, 590 F.2d 559, 561-62 (4th Cir.  1979), the Pickering factors as follows: (1) whether Petitioner's comments were directed toward any person with whom he would normally be in contact in the course of his daily work; (2) whether the speech might threaten either discipline by immediate supervisors or harmony among co-workers; (3) whether Petitioner's relationship with the target of his speech was a working relationship for which personal loyalty and confidence were necessary; (4) whether Petitioner's speech would tend to damage the professional reputation of its targets or foment controversy and conflict among his co-workers; (5) whether Petitioner's speech reflected a difference of opinion on an issue of general public concern on which free and open debate is vital to informed decision-making by the electorate; and (6) whether Petitioner's employment was substantially or only tangentially involved in the subject matter of his speech - - in all, the issue is whether he spoke out as an employee or as a member of the public.

The Fourth Circuit then summarized Pickering as follows:

In Pickering the plaintiff, a teacher, was discharged for writing a letter to the editor of a newspaper in which he cricitized budgetary policies of the school board.  The Court found that the speech at issue related to a matter of general public concern, that no interests of discipline or harmony were threatened since the teacher's relationship with his school board was not a close working relationship, and that, in sum, plaintiff had spoken out as a private citizen.  Therefore, Pickering's speech was entitled to constitutional protection.

In the case before us, however, the facts do not meet the Pickering test.  Petitioner's comments were directed not to the public, but to his fellow staff -- both teachers and administrators -- in two primary schools where mutual confidence and cooperation are essential.  His comments were related to his opinions about himself and other personnel and not to any matters of public debate.  Petitioner was clearly speaking out as a disgruntled employee with private complaints rather than as a private citizen on a matter of public interest.  It is abundantly clear from the evidence that his comments and actions had a disruptive effect within the two schools to the detriment of both.  Testimony from Petitioner's superiors and fellow teachers indicates that Petitioner's speech and actions were directly responsible for a loss of trust in Petitioner's judgment and overall diminishment of his effectiveness as counselor.

In determining whether there was sufficient disruption to meet the Pickering test of (1) a material disruption of classwork or (2) substantial disorder or invasion of the rights of other, it is necessary to examine the working relationship between Petitioner, as counselor, and the administrative and teaching staffs of the two schools, as well as the nature of the schools themselves.  The two schools in question are both primary schools involving kindergarten, first and second grade students.  Petitioner alternated between the two schools on a basic every-other-day schedule, with Fridays split at the mid-day point.  Petitioner was in continuous contact with teachers, students, parents, and administrative staff during the performance of his duties.  Petitioner interacted on a daily basis with children of a very impressionable and emotional age.  Petitioner depended on staff and parents to bring to his attention those students who might benefit from his counseling capabilities.  The nature of such a relationship demands a high level of trust and dependability.  Petitioner's comments and actions created the kind of material disruption required to remove them from First Amendment protection, particularly in view of Respondent's principals' efforts to work with Petitioner to eliminate the disruption.

Petitioner's comments can be likened to those in Chitwood v Feaster, 468 F.2d 359, 361 (4th Cir.  1972), where the Court characterized the speech as "bickering and running disputes with department heads." The Court further stated:

[An employer] has a right to expect [an employee] to follow instructions and to work cooperatively and harmoniously with the head of the department.  If one cannot or does not, if one undertakes to seize the authority and prerogatives of the department head, he does not immunize himself against loss of his position simply because his noncooperation and aggressive conduct are verbalized.

The initial burden in establishing a prima facie case is on Petitioner to show that his conduct was constitutionally protected.  Mt.  Healthy City School District Board of Education v Doyle, 429 U.S.  274, 287 (1977).  Even if Petitioner had established that he had engaged in constitutionally protected activity, however, Mt.  Healthy would further require Petitioner to show that such conduct was a "substantial" or "motivating" factor in the school board's decision to terminate him.  The evidence supports Respondent's contention that Petitioner was terminated for failure to follow administrative directives, which is a valid reason sufficient for termination in and of itself.  Thus, Petitioner has also failed to meet his burden of proof on the test of causation set out in Mt.  Healthy.

Conclusions of Law
After due consideration of the record, matters officially noticed, and the foregoing Findings of Fact, in my capacity as State Commissioner of Education, I make the following Conclusions of Law:

1.  Petitioner was terminated for good cause because of his failure to comply with administrative directives resulting in ineffective and incompetent performance of his duties.

2.  Petitioner's conduct and comments were not of the type intended to be protected by the First and Fourteenth Amendments.

3.  Petitioner was not terminated in violation of his First and Fourteenth Amendment rights.

4.  Respondent did not act arbitrarily, capriciously or in violation of Petitioner's rights in terminating Petitioner's employment for good cause.

5.  Petitioner's appeal should be, in all things, DENIED.

O R D E R
After due consideration of the record, matters officially noticed, and the foregoing Findings of Fact and Conclusions of Law, in my capacity as State Commissioner of Education, it is hereby

ORDERED that the decision of the Respondent to terminate Petitioner's employment be AFFIRMED and Petitioner's appeal be, in all things, DENIED.

SIGNED AND ENTERED this 15th day of March, 1983.

_______________________

RAYMON L.  BYNUM

COMMISSIONER OF EDUCATION
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O R D E R
BE IT KNOWN that on this date came on to be heard Petitioner's appeal in the above-styled and numbered matter; and, after due consideration, it is hereby

ORDERED that this appeal be, in all things, DENIED, and the order of the Commissioner of Education entered on the 15th day of March, 1983, is hereby AFFIRMED and the findings of fact and conclusions of law therein adopted.

SIGNED AND ENTERED the 11 day of JUNE, 1983.

_______________________

JOE KELLY BUTLER, CHAIRMAN

STATE BOARD OF EDUCATION

ATTEST:

_____________________

WAYNE WINDLE, SECRETARY

STATE BOARD OF EDUCATION
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O R D E R
BE IT KNOWN that on this date came on to be heard Petitioner's Motion for Rehearing in the above-styled and numbered matter; and, after due consideration, it is hereby

ORDERED that this motion be, in all things, DENIED.

SIGNED AND ENTERED the 9th day of JULY, 1983.

_______________________

JOE KELLY BUTLER, CHAIRMAN

STATE BOARD OF EDUCATION

ATTEST:

_____________________

WAYNE WINDLE, SECRETARY

STATE BOARD OF EDUCATION

MEMORANDUM
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Annette Hewgley



DATE:


April 29, 1981



SUBJECT:


TEA v.  National Center for Montessori Education -




Houston - Docket No.  126-PS-481



The appeal in the above-referenced matter was received on April 7, 1981.  However, it was never acknowledged because evidence was submitted to correct the violation of approval criteria.
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