Minutes
For Tuesday, December 13th, 2011

Mrs. Shamazov, the faculty member directing the 3rd SLT meeting of the year, started off by addressing the issue brought up by a parent prior to the meeting: IEP extended timing. Parents were concerned that students involved would miss sports or extra-curriculars if tests could only be finished 10th period or afterschool. Mr. Teitel identified the problem by explaining that math teachers would not allow the student to look at the entire test, leave for almost three hours to go to their other classes, and then come back to finish the test. Mr. Grossman explained that finishing tests, or in the case of math, taking tests tenth period and/or after was the least bad solution. After Mr. Teitel informed parents that there were 64 students to which this issue pertained, Mr. Thomas suggested looking at each through a case-by-case basis. Mr. Teitel also explained that issues with extra-currciulars could be worked out with coaches and that sports seasons lasted less than ½ the term and wouldn’t interfere much, if at all. Due to participation in a school event, Mr. Jaishankar could not be present for the meeting. Mr. Teitel assured parents that the issue of IEP extended timing would be settled before the next meeting with his input.
Mrs. Reiser conducted the first official topic: School Environment. Mr. Teitel began by explaining the entirety of the issue. Students were given school surveys during homeroom, which they filled out and returned immediately. As a result, the return rate was about 90%, accounting for the absent students as well. Up until last year, the return rate from teachers was about 15%. Then, Mr. Teitel decided to use one faculty meeting to assign teachers to computer science labs where they filled out their surveys. The return rate rose to 91%. For parents, however, the return rate consistently stayed at 25-28%, which is about 200/3000 families. Mr. Teitel suggested that they give the surveys to 3rd period teachers and ask that the students return them, filled out by parents, the next day. Mrs. Wong replied that students would simply either consciously neglect to show their parents or simply forget to. Ms. Breslin suggested providing an incentive: the classes with the highest percent return rate would receive, for example, chocolate bars. A parent inquired whether a checklist of things to do during the year could be made for parents. Mr. Blumm replied that this could certainly be done, and that the weekly emails he sent out often had important events listed. Other parents suggested that perhaps not getting a response could be viewed in a positive light. If a response was not acquired, it meant that the parents were satisfied. In addition, a memo could be sent with the student when the surveys were mailed. If there was a huge return rate, however, it might suggest that there was a problem. Mr. Teitel clarified that the surveys were sent out by the DOE. Mrs. Lambert suggested setting up stations in the school 30 minutes prior to PTA meetings, or P/T conferences. Parents would be able to be informed and fill out the surveys immediately. This discussion was halted to due time and remained open for suggestions. It was decided that the surveys would continue being sent by mail until a more solid, definitive prospect arose.    
The 2nd topic, CEP, was suspended for the time being. Mr. Teitel explained that in the spring, the school set goals for the next September. As a result, in December, less than four months into the school year, the progress and success of the goals could not yet be evaluated or discussed. Mrs. Reiser suggested that there might be more issues pertaining to the goals prior to March, and if not, they would again be discussed in a later SLT meeting. 
Mrs. Herman then started the third topic, Student Stress, by asking whether anyone had been invited to the meeting to address this topic. She suggested sending out a memo to students who perhaps might have an opinion or other faculty members such as Mrs. Archie or Mr. Colon. Ms. Morehead emphasized that students who are falling behind should not be encouraged to fall behind even more. Mr. Park responded that it is up to the student to take initiative and that it is not a teacher’s responsibility to baby a student. Mr. Cho added that there were several programs such as Arista tutoring that were available during and after school to students that were struggling. Ms. Morehead clarified that students who were not motivated should also be motivated. Mr. Jaishankar questioned the logic of her statement by inquiring why a teacher should help a student who is simply not motivated to do work. Ms. Breslin supported Mr. Jaishankar and added that students should display more respect. Ms. Lochner said she and other parents sometimes felt as though the school only supported the top students and Ms. Gerald brought up the fact that the causes for stress were different for every student. AJ explained that the root of the problem was the pressure of catching up, which in turn led to stress. She suggested that perhaps AIS should be restructured. Maya added that the spark office and guidance counselors be established as resource centers. Mr. Cho summarized that while a few students were behind, the student population as a unit were fine in academics. Mr. Jaishankar asked that students be encouraged to ask questions while Mr. Grossman suggested that more systemic policies, such as the homework over break policy, be put into place and enforced to provide consistencies. Due to time, this topic was moved to the next meeting, during which the Tone Committee (comprised of Mr. Thomas, Mrs. Brillant, Mrs. Herman, Ms. Shao, and Mrs. Shamazov) would again address it. 
The 4th topic, AP Course Selection, began with a question about the 2nd round and the waitlist. Mr. Thomas again explained that department heads exhausted the list of students that qualified for the class before moving on to the waitlist. Another parent asked why it was so difficult to get into AP classes, to which Mr. Thomas replied that there were a limited number of teachers for classes. In addition, many parents agreed that they felt that the presentation with Ms. Liang was coded and unclear. Helen asked for copies of the information Mrs. Liang brought to show the PTA and Mrs. Lambert asked that the classes be clarified and that the department policies and qualifications be specified. This topic was moved to the next SLT meeting as well for further discussion and clarified statistics/information.  
The 5th topic, SSRs, was moved to the January SLT meeting.
Before the meeting was adjourned, Mr. Teitel reported that he had pulled out the statistics and grades of students who were taking two math classes. He found that they were doing very well. The agenda list and the sheet for the Tone Committee was sent around as members began filing out.      

