
Minutes 11/5/15 
 
Meeting called to order at 5:34. 
 
Present:  Aaron Slate, Brian Davis, Kevin Kopp, Ron Kelley, Brittany Keeler, Lynn Player, Fynn Crooks, Theresa 
Showman, Murph Doty, Mark Deverges, Stephanie Hellert, Kelly Stephenson, Annie Jonas, Michael Follo, Lori 
Hilliard, Susan Gottfried 
 
Absent:  Eric Howard, Sam McLamb 
 
Crooks left meeting at 7:07. 
Keeler left meeting at 7:29. 
 
AGENDA:                                                                                                                                           
1)      Visitor Recognition -3 min 
Kathy Norris, Eric Levy, Misty McDonough, Laura Branch, Cathe Bradshaw, Susan Thompson, Sean O’Neill, Melissa 
Walkenstein, Lee Gregory, Libby Soucaze, Don Diefenbach, Cameron Brantley, Ben Fleming, Jason Carter, Gloria 
Shen, Byron Alday, McRae Hilliard, Carole Soucaze, Toerin Kintne , Sarah Shoemaker 
 
2)      Approve Minutes from last month – SEPARATE ATTACHMENT - 1 min 
Kelly corrected rememorize to reamortize on page 3 of minutes 
Gottfried moved to approve, Follo seconded. Motioned passed. 
 
3)      Correspondences Received - 3 min 
Correspondences from staff and parents were referenced. Jonas emphasized correspondence from Player, 
pointing out that staff members are now non-voting, resulting in their lacking a voice through voting. Important to 
take their voices into account. 
 
4)      Celebration of Success  - 5 min 
Student led conferences -Sarah Shoemaker 
Showman traveled to conference and presented with Jeanie to an overflow audience. Everyone wants to know 
what’s happening at Evergreen. 
 
5)      Discussion Items: Business Models for a Sustainable Evergreen - 1hr 50min. 
(1)   Presentation (20 min) 
Gottfried and Slate gave history and current status of models. 
Primary goal is to minimize impact on student experience and preserve services provided to students and school in 
general. In considering different models, the following priorities were taken into account: 

• Goals of strategic plan refined by Board straw votes 
-Restore contingency fund 
-Decrease class size 
-Replace director of development 
-Establish pay equity 

• Task Force and Work Groups’ findings and recommendations 
• Additional Findings related to roles of admin in other schools 
• Impact of staffing on teachers 
• Values-driven change vs, change-driven values 

 
Why do something different? 
-Last year’s surplus was $123,461 
-Goal for sustainable budget is to maintain a surplus of at least 2% of total revenue 
 



$175,000 is current expected surplus, would drop to $44,000 if art and development director were included. We’re 
now budgeting for unforeseen expenses and a surplus (a total 3% of total revenue). 
 
Strategic Plan ≠ Status Quo 
The Status Quo is not financially sustainable, and it does not put people on pay scale. 
 
We need to build contingency fund from $660,000 to at least $800,000, and preferably $1,000,000. 
 
If we stay with the Status Quo, our contingency fund will become a deficit. 2009, 2010, we received ARRA funds 
and settlement funds, peaking in 2012. Between 2013-2014, the  contingency fund dropped due to gym renovation 
and not having budget surplus that year. In the absence of settlements, we must find a plan that is sustainable. 
 
We have been logging annual deficits, not gains, and we need to change that. 
 
State budget was passed with intent that there would be a per pupil increase of $80 per student, for $750 per 
teacher bonus, which charters are not required to give. This makes our current year’s surplus look big, but we 
shouldn’t expect a bump like that in the future. 
Quick Comparison of No Growth, Bubble, and Status Quo models 
No Growth does not entail a change to number of classes per grade. Bubble model entails adding 1 kindergarten 
class, making 3 kindergarten classes. That cohort will have three classes at their grade level all the way through 8th 
grade, while all other grades have only two classes. After nine years, we would start again with a new 3-class 
kindergarten. Status Quo model is discussed in detail above and is unsustainable. 
 
No Growth model: 
Gottfried found some computational errors in original No Growth model, has corrected them. Other changes are 
adding back 3 of 6 associates from PT to FT in two of the models, but keeping all 9 PT in a third model. One of the 
reworked models does not reduce class sizes at all, while the other two models do. 
We’re working toward pay equity, but we’re not at 100%. 
 
Bubble model: 
Like the No Growth models, the Bubble models add back 3 of 6 associates from PT to FT in two of the models, but 
keep all 9 PT in a third model. One of the reworked models does not reduce class sizes at all, while the other two 
models do. 
In Bubble model, there is no reduction to enrichments. 
All Bubble models have a facilities manager, as well as a FT speech pathologist. One has a FT director of 
development. 
 
Status Quo model: 
No changes to number of months worked by assistant directors. Does bring back an art teacher. No raises for non-
certified staff.  
 
Finance committee recommendations: 
Did not feel that they should recommend a particular model, but did feel that they can and should recommend a 
total 3% surplus annually. Also recommend bringing up contingency fund to $800,000 and maintaining it there. 
 
Executive Director’s Recommendation: Reworked Bubble 3 
Cuts no direct services to students (instead, reduces administration and development) 
It’s financially sustainable (some others are, some aren’t) with least $40,000 surplus in the bottom line. It 
addresses pay equity. 
 
Benefits to students in Bubble cohort: 

• Increased social learning opportunities and interventions 



• Increased social opportunities (students report that this is increasingly important to them in the upper 
grades) 

• Increased academic learning grouping activities 
• Possibility for more diversity  
• Looping option (could keep same teacher for more than a year) 
• Additional teachers bringing additional talents, gifts 
• Team pushed to create something different results in something better 

 
Benefits to staff of Reworked Bubble 3: 

• Opportunity for more associates to move into lead position 
• Flexibility in staffing, teacher can move to different grades 

 
(2)   Clarifying Questions from Board Members (20 min) 
Clarifying questions only, please 
Deverges: Line 25 “reserve for future needs,” trying to find the full percentage 
Gottfried and Slate responded. 
 
Doty: Typical maintenance roll over is too much, what line is maintenance coming out of? 
Jonas: Could finance clarify question of where maintenance comes out of? 
Slate: Yes. 
 
Crooks confirmed that in Reworked Bubble 3, associate positions are as they are now. 
 
Follo resolved discrepancy between PPT and handout for Reworked No Growth 3; the handout is correct. 
 
The number of students added back in per model was clarified.  
 
Hilliard confirmed that Bubble Reworked 3 brings back art teacher. 
 
Doty determined that since Reworked Bubble 3 adds one classroom, it adds one FT teacher and one PT associate, 
and therefore it the numbers should be 6 FT, 7 PT associates. This had already been taken into account in the 
financial calculations. 
 
Keeler confirmed that the Reworked Bubble 3 does not add in more EC teachers. 
 
Player confirmed that the cost of new equipment for the additional classroom was included, at $10,000 annually. 
 
Kelly confirmed that the original goal was to get $800,000 in contingency funds, and that Reworked Bubble 3 
would bring the contingency fund to $835,000, exceeding Finance’s recommendation. 
 
Kopp asked why, in year three in all models, the surplus dips. Slate explains this is due to a bus purchase planned 
that year. 
 
Gottfried noted that some years have more teachers making salary jumps. Also in 2019-20 and 2021-22 some 
loans come due as result of refinance, so there are some changes in surplus in those years. 
 
Jonas asked Finance to break down the surplus. Slate explained that we’re aiming at $40,000 per year, leaving 
some room. 
 
Stephenson and Slate discussed merits of taking the money for the bus purchase out of the contingency fund 
versus viewing it as a capital expense. Slate noted that we haven’t borrowed money for buses in the past, but 
depending on the year, we could pay cash or finance it. It’s a question of whether the board wants to pay interest 



or not. Stephenson noted that it would come out of the budget either way, and that it would change contingency if 
we took it out of contingency. Slate said he wanted to be sure that we’re thinking about it conservatively, planning 
for it, rather than having to take it out of contingency because we didn’t plan. 
 
Davis asked why are we considering a model that will significantly change the school if we’re running a surplus 
over next three years? (It was noted at a previous meeting that we shouldn’t look more than 3 years down the 
road, because it’s too hard to speculate.) Gottfried responded that she didn’t recommend the status quo because 
it puts us in the red by year three. Also, it’s not giving anyone except teachers any raises. One of the goals of 
strategic plan is pay equity. 
 
Davis moved to add five more minutes to discussion and and Slate seconded. Motion passed. 
 
Doty requested clarification regarding the discrepancy between original No Growth surplus, revised version, and 
current version. Gottfried explains that they found errors, for example, No Growth was not accounting for Title I 
teachers (other models were accounting for them). Also, in all models, county funding calculation page was 
incorrectly calculating numbers for new students. Additionally, some scenarios had incorrect health insurance. 
 
Jonas requested that Finance take another look at discrepency before next meeting; Finance agreed. 
 
(3)   Board/Staff Liaison Report (10 min) 
Jason Carter  
Not speaking for whole staff, only those from whom he received feedback, over a short amount of time, but still 
believes it is valuable. Report represents views of 19 staff members: 11 leads, 6 assoc, 2 admin/office (not majority 
of staff) 
Preferences of staff who responded: 
No Growth: 3 staff 
Bubble: 8 (with reservations) 
No preference: 8  
 
Reasons given by those who preferred Bubble: May not fix problem permanently, but provides viability. More 
money for smaller inconvenience. Feels relatively painless. Unique opportunities with 3rd class. 
 
Financial issues around Bubble and No Growth: 

• Both options focus on bottom line, not students 
• Are there other funding sources, not explored? 
• Bubble model felt temporary/short sighted. 

 
Student needs:  

• Any model that reduces staffing–associates, enrichment, speech pathologist–would greatly impact 
differentiation, behavioral issues, and would reduce programming options. 

 
Morale:  

• Uncertainty hanging over staff each year is very stressful 
• Feeling of disrespect, disposable nature of roles FT vs. PT 
• How do we categorize our associates? Teachers/professionals or not? 
• Are we discounting the experiences of experienced staff? (if we cut staff and hours?) 
• We have Susan and staff working day to day with these issues, their voices must be heard. 
• We’re doing a lot with less, but some staff feel that the cuts in both models might be past the tipping 

point. 
• Will we be pushing staff out (both by reducing FT to PT, and by PT seeing that there is no more 

opportunity for FT)? 
• Staff need to know decision sooner than later. 



• If we don’t make a decision to do something different, we will just be stuck in these conversations. 
 
More vs. Fewer students:  

• Does more mean growing beyond the means of our school? 
• What about reduced class sizes beyond K-1? 
• Increased student numbers means increased impact to students, campus resources. 
• We could lose great staff. 
• How would we staff the bubble class? 
• Hiring is a costly and arduous process. New staff requires training. 
• PT speech pathologist makes no sense.  
• If we are cutting associates to PT, we must carefully prioritize which hours associates are there, so they 

are optimized to work with students. 
• Associate director is a day-to-day support, please be thoughtful if hours are reduced. 
• Reducing positions from FT to PT would cut benefits and would be very negative. 
• The more experienced associates we lose, the more great associates ready to step in for the teacher 

(while teacher is doing assessments) we lose; students will be impacted. 
 
EL programming issues: 

• Fewer staff = less time to plan and implement expeditions. 
• We are a great school, but with fewer staff, would we just be a good school? 
• If we don’t act quickly to do something that provides more funding, will we lose major things, like art, 

library etc.? 
• Player’s communication to Board reiterated: It’s a new Board at the same time as we’ve lost teachers’ 

vote on board, we must be deliberate about seeking out staff voices.  
 
Deverges moved to add five minutes for clarifying questions, Doty seconded. 
 
Slate confirmed that teachers were given the option of responding anonymously. 
 
Doty learned that Carter e-mailed all staff, using an open format (no survey) so that respondents could speak 
about what was most important to them. Carter believes that response numbers were low because there was too 
little time to respond, and teachers feel too overworked. (Several teachers present confirmed this.) Teachers were 
invited to comment earlier, but final reminder was not until two days prior to meeting.  
 
Carter confirmed that the summary of the associates’ survey is included in this summary. 
 
(4)   Public Comment (1 hr) 
Each speaker is allotted 2 minutes. Unused portions of individual allotted times may be yielded to other speakers. 
Player confirmed that there will be 30 minutes allotted for Board discussion following Public Comment.  
 
Carter confirmed that public comments can be questions to board.  
 
Guest asked if staff would get to look at all of the reworked models and put in their recommendation again. 
 
Jonas: Yes, you can let the board-staff liaison know, and/or come to the next board meeting and voice your 
opinion before the vote. 
 
Guest: Feels the Bubble model is not really a model, because we don’t have enough of a sense of staffing for upper 
grades. Feels there is foreseeable harm that outweighs benefit. Believes there is no opportunity for due diligence. 
Has a concern for unstable numbers. Believes the parent community is not aware of this, they don’t know what it 
means; spread sheets need to be sent out to whole community. Thinks the Bubble might come back when it’s a 
fully realized pedagogical model. Recommends that Bubble model be taken off table, since we only have two-week 



timeline. Recommends that Board sort out best staffing model for No Growth, with Finance Committee and 
Director. 
 
Crooks asked if the Board could respond; Jonas asked the Board to wait until the end of the Public Comment. 
 
Guest (Misty, teacher): Does not support Bubble model. Doesn’t want her daughter to be an experiment, 
concerned that her cohort will be resource-short, teaching team stressed. Concerned that solutions to challenges 
as they come up will just be good enough to get by, because they don’t have to be permanent. All class sizes 
matter, but k-2 sizes matter because the students are pre-literate, require more face-to-face time with teachers 
because students less able to self-manage at that age. Not enough space in the school to put another class. Lower 
grades already have less support than older grades, because many kids not yet identified as needing extra help. 
 
Guest (parent): Wants board to vote for something less risky, No Growth. Increasing students and decreasing 
teachers should be last resort, sees other options if cuts must be made. Need more avenues for parents to give 
feedback.  
 
Guest (parent of first-grader and future student): Didn’t feel like he had enough information to have an opinion 
when this whole discussion started last year. Here we are a year later because of resistance of community and 
staff to Growth Model–thank goodness, because spread sheets weren’t right, which is scary. Appreciates Board’s 
efforts, but process has been unintentionally opaque. Lack of information, clarity, and target is still moving. Need 
more community feedback, but we’re just two weeks away from a vote, with just one meeting before then to 
solidify numbers. This is discouraging to parents. Day-to-day operation of school has been wonderful, but it seems 
like the level of frustration has become so high that any decision will work, which is frustrating. 
 
Guest (Sarah Shoemaker): 
Something she hasn’t heard in last couple board meetings: What are our aspirations for the future? We’re talking 
about 8 years of cuts, etc., that don’t add to “What are we doing at this school?” She envisions school where we 
add guidance counselor, EC services. Because we need everything we have and more. Wants us to aspire to find 
more money. Invest in a development director. Wants Evergreen to find big money. Doesn’t want to 
underestimate the hard reality, but also doesn’t want to overlook our aspirations.  
 
Guest (parent): Submitted letter late this afternoon, not sure it was received. Maybe need more discussion on how 
to aspire to more. Perhaps hasn’t been discussed because we’re more at a survival level right now.  
 
Guest (Susan, staff and parent): Could there be a parent-board liaison to provide avenue for direct feedback? So 
happy to see model re-worked to maintain staff. Gratitude for hours put in, would like to see numbers. Parents 
have known for years that we have been in a time of financial hardship. There’s no easy solution. When changes 
are presented, it’s easy to go negative. 
 
Guest: If you’re an outsider looking in, our decision is unique, because the rest of the county has no say in what 
happens in their school. I have two kids here. Curious why can keeps getting kicked down the road. Why is current 
board in charge of making decision? Why can’t we think outside box and be more creative with money, maybe use 
the gym? And why did teachers lose a vote on the board? 
 
Jonas: Teachers lost vote due to state legislature decision. We do not support it. 
 
Guest: Kathy/Cathe (teacher, former parent) Student experience angle. We’re faced with cuts, something will have 
to be cut. Values-driven change vs. change-driven values. Do we value the student experience of having face time 
with an adult more than office work? K-2 students do not have the same access to things as older grades. No 
guidance counselor, no PAL, etc. Therefore, we need to provide support to these students in other ways. I disagree 
with any model that cuts any teacher or associate teacher hours from K-2, because they already don’t get the 
support that other students are getting. Teachers at these grades are providing these services on top of what they 
already do. No Growth task force has recommendations for administrative cuts that weren’t taken into 



consideration. While admin is overworked, so are all teachers. Some of admin duties are clerical or teaching, so 
why are we paying admin to do it? Susan provided data from other local schools on class size. The only other 
school with PT associates only had 18 kids per class. All schools with greater class sizes had FT associates.  
 
Guest (Cameron Brantley): I’ve heard frustration with the Board and decision-making. I think this is a microcosm of 
a bigger discussion that needs to be had with the state legislature. There have been terrible decisions made on 
that level that have put us in a terrible position of making very hard decisions. Take the frustration that you’re 
feeling and bring it to them, because they will listen to parents, rather than teachers and administrators.  
 
Davis suggests that we could give time to those who didn’t get to finish since we have time left. 
 
Guest (Parent): Was part of No Growth task force and strategic planning process. We’ve watched it for years now, I 
understand it’s bumpy. We have two conceptual ideas, and we need to pick and give people an answer. Staff feels 
it’s time to arrive at a decision that puts us on a path to financial sustainability. We have a surplus, but it’s no 
guarantee for future, we need to make structural change so we can move forward. 
 
Guest (Shoemaker, continued): Susan, at last board meeting, acknowledged complexity of her role as Executive 
Director and possibly Development Director. It’s noble that she’s willing to take that on, but it’s putting an 
enormous amount of pressure on her. Recommends having a staff member that can devote their full resources to 
that position. 
 
Guest: Statement in support of board and all hard work done. Whatever decision is made, we’ll make it work. 
Appreciates position that everyone is in. 
 
Guest (1st grade teacher, continued): Looking at numbers in contingency fund, gets that we need to plan for the 
unforeseen, but given that we’re contemplating cuts, do we really need a full 3%? Can we make do with 2.5%? Is 
there any flexibility in the 3% given that it looks like we’ll hit $800,000 by the end of the year. It would be very hard 
for a staff member to accept a cut in their position knowing that we’re already moving in a positive financial 
direction. 
 
Guest: Full-time Development Director salary should be incentive-based. 
 
Guest (continued): Could we outsource Development Director, as a grant writer, for less money? 
 
Guest (Laura Branch, teacher, former board member): Was pushed off board by state. Felt like she came onto the 
board in the middle of the financial upheaval. We have heard the same conversation again and again, and now we 
have new voices. But since we’ve heard these conversations again and again, she encourages the board to listen to 
the folks who’ve been around for a long time and heard these same things come up again and again. Listen to the 
staff, particularly the staff board members. Lots of new faces have come in, combined with the staff losing their 
vote, all this has come at very bad time. 
 
Guest (Ben, continued): R.E. hearing voice of community: Issues have been communicated over the six years we’ve 
been here, and I look around and see a fraction of the families who are part of this community. I understand that 
families have busy lives, but this meeting was added so that the community could give input. You all have done 
your job to provide that space, and now we need to move forward. 
 
Guest (Branch): Appreciates Ben’s comments. 
 
Guest (Shoemaker, continued): Once vote has been taken, there are still nuances of the budget that will determine 
decisions that employees need to make. Board should acknowledge this. Staff will need to know what budget will 
be, so that they can know if they can afford to work here, if they will still have a position. Staff needs specifics r.e. 
budget ASAP, beyond just the vote on the model. 
 



(5) Board Discussion (30 min) 
Jonas clarifies that parents are welcome at any meeting. We need to move this process forward, community 
members spoke of the years that we have been wrestling with this problem. There will be more time for 
community input prior to board meeting next week. We’ll take correspondences, and Finance Committee will meet 
once more before next meeting. Appreciates Sarah’s point about the specifics of the budget. However, the budget 
may change due to new information, and final budget will be decided in spring. 
 
Davis received a phone call from a parent who represented an unspecified number of other parents. These parents 
did not feel comfortable voicing their opinions about the various models out of fear. Parents requested a box 
where they and other parents could voice their opinions confidentially. There are voices out there we are not 
hearing from. Follo inquired why these parents don’t  feel comfortable voicing their opinions. Davis reported that it 
was fear of payback, fear of what will happen to their students. Slate said that we can have a suggestion box. 
 
Guest: Spoke to two dozen parents on her own, some felt that it doesn’t matter if they speak up, others were 
concerned about how their children would be treated if they spoke up. 
 
Jonas requested that the board focus first on responding to what they’ve heard tonight, then move to where they 
need to be when they next meet. 
 
Deverges noted that Evergreen is lucky to be able to influence their own fortunes. Parents can help by bringing in 
more revenue or providing some of the services, which is great. We need to raise $214 per student to make up 
some of the money. The community has the power to influence this. Question to Jason Carter: What would impact 
on staff be to follow status quo for another year, but use surplus over $40,000 for spot bonuses to help with pay 
equity issue? How impactful would it be to “kick can down the road?” More or less impactful than Bubble Model or 
No Growth? 
 
Carter was unable to answer for all staff, could answer only for self. Keeping the Status Quo would offer the same 
relief as previous years, momentary relief, but would push morale issues down the road to fester even more. 
Gottfried agreed, and thinks morale would be worse next year if we kick can down the road again. 
 
Stephenson requested a clear understanding of what the finance committee will do to get numbers right. Murph is 
member of finance committee and didn’t know answer to a question that she needs answered in order to make 
her decision.  
 
Doty acknowledges the frustration, he feels it too, said it’s a number he’d never seen before.  
Slate said numbers keep moving, like in line item 25. It’s extremely frustrating for him, and more frustrating for 
Susan than anyone, since she’s spent the most hours on it.  
 
Davis reiterated that if we don’t have the data right, we’re subject to making a huge mistake. 
 
Follo hoped we can look at it this way: the numbers are being refined, Susan is finding mistakes. 
Doty noted that the change factor is getting bigger, which is troubling. 
Follo felt reassured that mistakes are being found and fixed, but wondered why line item 25 had not been caught 
before. Doty posited that it was because they had not seen the Status Quo model until now, but Gottfried said that 
it had been viewed at the Finance Committee meeting. 
 
Hilliard reported that as a member of Development Committee, we have currently contracted out development 
work and have several volunteers writing grants for us. Also works on Legislative Subcommittee, and we don’t 
know the numbers that we receive from the state until after the school year begins. This makes budgeting very 
hard because we don’t know what we’ll get. On top of that, bills come up that take away money and board 
members. Urges all present to be an advocate for our school. It can be hard to be an advocate for education and 
for charter schools, sometimes they appear to clash, but we must ask for our fair share as a charter school, and we 



also have to know that our numbers are going to change. We won’t know the numbers for our full budget until we 
get a check. 
 
Follo thanked Hilliard and Brantley for reminding everyone of the importance of going to the source of the 
problem. Quoted Crooks, who at the last meeting said, “This begins and ends with the state.” We have to be more 
active in trying to find change at that level. 
 
Slate noted that it’s hard to do class-size comparisons when it’s not apples-to-apples with other schools. One big 
difference between Evergreen and other charter schools are that we offer benefits that other schools don’t. It’s a 
huge amount of money and a big challenge for our budget.  
 
Jonas asked how we can develop more confidence about the numbers. Slate replied that Finance Committee needs 
to dig into the big line items, verify that they’re correct for each year. Are there any other lines that concern 
people? 
 
Deverges cited Lines 11 and 25. 
 
Stephenson wondered if it would help the decision-making process if we took some of these nine options off the 
table. Slate replied that he felt that it would be more helpful to make sure the data is accurate.  
Jonas asked if there were other line items. 
 
Follo wondered if Finance could break up the spread sheets and assign everyone different cells to check. 
Slate wasn’t sure that the data in each line item was correct, needs to verify with Susan and Gordon. 
Gottfried said that the errors she has found have been in the formulas, not in the numbers plugged in. So the 
finance committee could look at it. Slate agreed. 
 
Jonas wondered when the finance committee would meet, since there was community interest. 
Slate replied that they would schedule a meeting for next week, and that they typically meet Tuesdays at 8:15. 
 
Kopp asked if the Bubble models’ numbers reflect three full classes for the middle school. Gottfried responded that 
the numbers reflect 2 places short of capacity, with classes at 26, 26, and 24 students. 
 
Davis proposed outsourcing the checking of the spread sheets to a CPA. 
 
Player noted pluses and minuses for different models. Likes moderate development position. Also likes incentive-
based development director position. Has some concern about unknowns of bubble model. Adding one teacher 
and one part time associate to bubble model, wonders what happens when EC load increases and we don’t have 
an increase in EC staff. This past year one of our EC teachers went to half time. Now we’re planning to add 24 kids 
without bringing EC teacher back. This also applies to PAL and all differentiated services. Think that unforeseen 
expenses will come up. As we’ve seen this year, one high-needs student can be a game-changer. Likes that bubble 
model keeps more associates, but it feels risky and scary. Losing lunch room space would be hard, it’s the only 
indoor space to expand into. Likes idea of parent-board liaison. No Growth Three: Goes from 6 full-time to 3 FT and 
3 PT associates. Could we see a model where we keep 6 full-time associates? 
Gottfried replied that this could be viewed in No Growth, orange line, starting point. When 6 FT associates are 
plugged in, we would lose $99,800 from surplus.  
 
Hilliard moved to extend by 10 min, Hellert seconded. Motion passed. 
 
Doty asked Player to elaborate on EC staff needs. Wondered if they can serve the population with current staff. 
Player was unsure, because the needs vary so much, even with just one individual student. Is concerned because 
our staff level is at the lowest it’s been and is concerned that we have no plans of how we would increase services 
if needed. 
 



Jonas proposed taking some of these models off the table in order to simplify. She’s heard that directing services 
to students is priority. Proposed that we remove from the table Re-worked No Growth 2, and Re-worked Bubble 2, 
original No Growth and Original Bubble, which reduce all associates to PT. This still leaves us with five options. 
 
Slate moved, Hilliard seconded. 
 
Stephenson noted that this would also eliminate making Speech Pathologist part time, but Slate pointed out that it 
would not. 
 
Gottfried moved to amend motion. Noted that Reworked No Growth One takes speech pathologist to half time, 
just as devastating to kids. Amend by also taking off Reworked No Growth 1.  
 
Amendment seconded by Stephenson. 
 
Follo asked for clarification on the difference in terms of service between two people working part time and one 
person working full time. 
Gottfried replied that the Speech pathologist provides an enormous amount of services that the title doesn’t begin 
to cover, and that Evergreen would have to contract out for these services. 
Stephenson pointed out that retention of position would also be an issue. 
Carter noted that there was a letter detailing what Speech Pathologist does. 
 
Hilliard moved to vote on amendment, Stephenson seconded. 
 
Gottfried wanted to know what staff think before taking vote. All three staff supported amendment. 
 
Doty and Davis opposed, all others were in favor of including No Growth One model in options removed from the 
table. 
No abstentions. Motion carried. 
 
In straw poll, all staff agreed with motion to remove Original No Growth, Reworked No Growth 1, Reworked No 
Growth 2, Original Bubble, and Reworked Bubble 2 from the table. 
All were in favor; motion carried. 
 
Follo wondered if we could add No Growth Four, in which we kept 6 FT associates. 
Gottfried pointed out that according to the spread sheets, that model shows a net surplus only in the first two 
years. 
 
Jonas summed up next steps before next meeting: create suggestion box for parental input, Finance will meet. Left 
it up to Finance to decide if they want to hire out for external checking. 
Slate noted that there is currently a CPA on the Finance Committee. 
 
Stephenson proposed that we link to an anonymous comment box on website. 
Slate offered that parents could e-mail him their concerns that he could then relay anonymously, since he doesn’t 
have a child enrolled.  
Davis offered to have parents leave an envelope with the security guard in his office lobby. 
 
Stephenson was concerned that parents might not fully understand what the three models are about.  
Jonas agreed that they might not, but Board can walk them through it if requested. Will write a letter to parents 
indicating which models are on the table. Could indicate which parents are on the board, so they can contact them 
as representatives. 
 
Follo shared feedback, “When I attend board meetings, I always leave feeling confident that the right decision will 
be made.” Stephenson said that parents have shared with her that they have confidence in the board. 



 
Doty noted that we’ve made small but consistent gains, as shown by contingency fund. 
 
Meeting adjourned at 8:29 p.m. 
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Evergreen Board of Directors - Board Packet 
November 5, 2015 

 
Mission: Evergreen Community Charter School is a learning community committed to the pursuit of 
excellence in the holistic education of mind, body, and spirit. We prepare students for successful lifelong 
learning, social responsibility, environmental stewardship, and service. We value the voice of every 
member of our community. 
 
AGENDA:   
 
1) Visitor Recognition 3 min 
2) Approve Minutes from last month – SEPARATE ATTACHMENT 1 min 
3) Correspondences Received  3 min 
4) Celebration of Success 5 min 
5) Discussion Items: Business Models for a Sustainable Evergreen                2hr 20min. 

(1) Presentation (20 min) 
(2) Clarifying Questions from Board Members (20 min) 

Clarifying questions only, please 
(3) Board/Staff Liaison Report (10 min) 
(4) Public Comment (1 hr) 

Each speaker is allotted 2 minutes. Unused portions of individual allotted times may be 
yielded to other speakers. 

(5) Wrap Up & Next Steps (30 min) 
6) Items for next month’s
7) Closed Session 0 min 

 agenda: Business Model Vote 

8) Reflection                                                                                                                      5 min  
 
Adjourn 
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MINUTES - October 22, 2015:  
 
See separate attachment. 
 
BOARD CORRESPONDENCE:  
 
October 25, 2015 
 
Dear Board of Directors, 
 
Over the past two years there has been intensive scrutiny of Evergreen’s operational model.  An exhausting 
process for all, it is fueled only by the school’s commitment to the best interest of our students.  After 
reviewing the current proposals, I am writing to add my voice as a ten-year community member and past 
parent.   
 
Our Science Olympiad Team spends months constructing the most elaborate, intricate structures from balsa 
wood strips. The goal is to build the lightest structure that can support the most weight.  Students work 
diligently, piece by piece, to perfect the design.  At times they attempt to lighten the weight by removing 
one, two, or more pieces of wood.  The resulting design might visually remain the same; however, they 
find the building’s strength and power have been completely compromised. 
 
The Evergreen teaching staff has mastered the same process as those students.  Over time we have evolved 
into a highly effective, well-integrated crew that can support great weight.  We are greater than the sum of 
our parts.  This synergy is what makes us Evergreen.  I urge you to consider the systemic impact that 
cutting a bit away from here and from there will have on our school’s daily rhythm and synchrony.  Cutting 
positions to part time will likely mightily alter the integrity of what we have deliberately built over time the 
years.  The structure will stand, but I believe that, slowly, pieces will break off from the less-solid 
structure, until the original model becomes unrecognizable.  
 
In order to provide specific details, I am attaching information about the projected financial outcomes 
resulting from my position as Speech-Language Pathologist being cut in half.  I hope it will shed some 
light on things you should know as you make your decision.  I hate not to address the deep impact of 
significantly reduced services to students, but there are not numbers for that.  Quality student services are 
priceless. I could speak at length about this, because I know by name the children who will go without 
what they need.  I invite you to visit me in Room 242 if you want to hear more. 
 
Evergreen has committed to providing a holistic education to students.  That mission can only be sustained 
with a solid, integrated staff that can seamlessly weave the fabric of our school.  Whatever you decide, 
please don’t remove pieces that will chip away our solid foundation.  It will alter who we are and what we 
can do. 
 
Respectfully, 
 
Carole Soucaze, Ed.S, CCC-SLP 
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Education Specialist/Speech-Language Pathologist 
Financial Costs Associated with Reducing Speech-Language Pathologist (SLP) to Part Time 
 

1. Increased Costs associated with a higher number of students identified as requiring 
Exceptional Children (EC) services as well as a higher number of students requiring more 
intensive services for longer periods of time. 

 
Educational and medical researchers proved decades ago what granny already knew – an ounce of 
prevention is worth a pound of cure.  The formula is simple: 
 
 
Prevention + Precision = Savings 
 
 
Our Support Team has become very efficient at both prevention and precision.  Much of that work falls to 
the SLP. The current SLP is trained and experienced in multiple intervention methods which have a proven 
record of remediating language-based learning problems and/or decreasing the amount of service hours 
required for remediation through additional interventions.  My prediction is that within a year’s time, it will 
become evident that the cost of the cut is unsustainable.  Here are some major components of targeted 
interventions provided by the current SLP: 
 

a) Fast Forword (FFW) 
FFW is a research-based, intensive computer-directed program paid for annually by ECCS. 
According to data we keep informally, the optimal delivery of FFW is annually responsible for 3-4 
students’ totally resolving language-based learning deficits and requiring no further intervention.  
Additionally, FFW helps many more children (20+ annually) require less intensive reading instruction 
through General Education, Academic Support or EC.  While we don’t have an exact number, we do know 
the reduction in intervention hours post FFW is formidable.  Orton-Gillingham tutors know this to be true, 
which is why they often refer their students for FFW prior to OG tutoring or in conjunction with it.  The 
current SLP is the only SLP in Western North Carolina to be trained to administer FFW.  The new SLP or 
another teacher could be trained to use the program; however a part-time SLP could not do so because the 
program is required to be completed 5 days a week.  This task would likely fall to an EC teacher, 
increasing her workload.  For more information about the researched outcomes behind FFW I refer you to:  
http://www.scilearn.com/results/research-independent-reviews 
 

b) Lindamood-Bell Programs (LMB) 
About 1 in 20 students cannot learn to read easily because they cannot accurately auditorily process the 
sounds used to form words.  Reading interventions, including Orton-Gillingham, are ineffective for these 
students until the student understands the sound system.  They require a specialized program that teaches 
sounds through oral tactile means rather than auditory means.  The most researched and proven of these 
methods is LMB.  Very few SLPs have this expensive training.  Through the LMB training we provide 
currently, we have about 2 students annually learning the sound system in 5-8 months, and then they learn 
to read normally through general education work. Other students finish LMB and require further 
intervention, but only a very few of these students over the past 10 years have required referral for 
evaluation. Without this intervention, these students would likely be referred for extensive, long-term 
special services.   

http://www.scilearn.com/results/research-independent-reviews
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c) Neurofeedback (NFB) 

In addition to changing the course of lives, NFB saves money.  It is one of the most cost-effective 
interventions available.  What other method can train an ADD brain to allow a child to sit and engage 
attentively in instruction and social opportunities or regulate an overactive brain to reduce or eliminate 
emotional outbursts in the class in just 40 sessions? What reading program alone can jump students 
sometimes 2 grade levels in 40 sessions?  None we know of.  We are collecting hard data with our new 
tracking system and the numbers are clear.  NFB positively impacts student behavior and learning, making 
more expensive help unnecessary.  Furthermore, improved student behavior will benefit the student’s entire 
classroom by freeing up the teacher to teach instead of manage behavior.  If you are looking to decrease EC 
costs, and improve student outcomes, you need to increase NFB, not eliminate it.   
 

2. Decreased Revenue for The Learning Center 
Neurofeedback (NFB) yields the largest per-hour profit for The Learning Center.  NFB is not offered 
elsewhere in connection with academic support, and therefore has a huge potential for attracting families to 
the center.  Fast ForWord, also not offered elsewhere in our area, has a moderate potential for income to 
the Center with proper marketing.  It would be quite challenging to find a trained replacement to provide 
these services, especially at the current rate, for The Learning Center. 
 

3. Increased Occupational Therapy Cost 
The number of students with sensory processing deficits at Evergreen is substantial.  A school like ours 
tends to attract students with sensory issues.  The current SLP is formally trained in Sensory Integration 
and currently provides the following services to help students with sensory processing, whether or not they 
are in EC:  Programming and monitoring use of suspended equipment, which is in almost constant use; 
supervision of sensory diets; classroom consultation; sensory tool provision and support.  It is highly 
unlikely that the new SLP would be formally trained in this area, so these services would fall to the 
Occupational Therapist, increasing her number of contracted hours per week. 
 
Other relevant consideration:   
The educational system is currently beginning to understand how many students come to the classroom 
carrying histories of trauma, which leave giant obstacles for learning and behaving.  The techniques for 
helping these students are different from what works for other children.  Few educators learned about this 
in school because the information is new and evolving. To put this in perspective, this group of children is 
where children with autism were 15 years ago.  Very little was known and it was a steep learning curve for 
teachers.  Evergreen has its share of children with trauma backgrounds, and it appears the numbers are 
growing.  We have one classroom this year with four students who have come to us with identified needs in 
this area.  It happens that this diagnosis and these children have been my passion and the focus of my 
professional development for the past 15 years.  I have spent countless hours reading, studying, observing, 
attending conferences, and working with psychologists to understand Developmental Trauma Disorder 
(DTD).  In the wider community I provide training and resources for children with DTD.  Evergreen is 
currently not a trauma-sensitive school, but we need to at least be what is known as “Trauma Aware.”  We 
will need to address this as more and more children receive this diagnosis, and I am poised to make a 
significant contribution to this effort.   
_______________________________________________________________ 
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Members of the Evergreen Board,  
 
I am writing today for two reasons: 1) to advocate for staff members on the board, and 2) to clear up a few 
misunderstandings from recent letter from Cathe Bradshaw (1st grade lead teacher).  
 
I would first like to say that I appreciate all the time, sweat and tears that continue to be given by the board, 
staff, and entire Evergreen community. We do not make decisions lightly, and we truly value the voice of 
the members in our community. Thank you all for continuing to make Evergreen amazing.  
 
Several months ago, staff board members lost the ability to officially vote on our board. We can be a part 
of discussions and participate as board members, but we are not allowed to vote on motions brought forth. 
For those of us who were once allowed to vote, and suddenly not allowed to, this change was difficult to 
accept. For me, it has been extremely awkward to be a "non-voting" board member. To be honest, it feels 
lame. I would like to continue to advocate that it become our board practice to ALWAYS have an 
"unofficial" staff vote before the rest of the board be allowed to vote on any given motion. I think it is 
important for board members to see where staff board members stand before officially voting.  I also think 
it is a small step forward in empowering our staff board members.  
 
Secondly, I would like a chance to respond to a portion of Cathe Bradshaw's letter to the board last week. 
Cathe brought up several interesting points and I have no doubt that she was advocating for her students, as 
all teachers should. My concern is the possible misunderstanding that she may have about laws concerning 
students with special needs. As an EC teacher at Evergreen, I feel it is important to clarify a few things so 
that the members of the board are also not misunderstanding the issues. According to IDEA 2004, the 
federal law states that public schools must serve the needs of every child in the least restrictive 
environment. We are required by law to provide a free and appropriate education and required to provide a 
continuum of services for students with special needs. That means, if a student enrolls at our school and 
needs "separate" setting, we must provide that. Similarly, if an IEP team determines that a student needs 
specific modifications or accommodations, those must be provided by the school as well. In Cathe's letter, 
she alluded to an idea that we could ask students with special needs to go to another school. As a public 
school, this practice is simply unethical and illegal. We can NOT tell parents of a student with special 
needs to go to another school. We must serve them by law. We must serve them because they are human 
beings and deserve an appropriate education too, even if they take considerable more resources than other 
students. If you have any further questions about these issues, please feel free to talk with me or Kathy 
Norris, our EC/504 Coordinator.  
 
Thank you,  
 
Lynn Player 
7th/8th grade EC Teacher 
Evergreen Board Member 
 
lynn.player@evergreenccs.org 
____________________________________________________________________________ 
 
 



6 
 

 
11/2/15 
Dear Members of the Board, 
 
I am writing to you to give information and clarification to some questions that have been raised and 
discussed about the Exceptional Children’s (EC) Program. We are a public school, and more importantly to 
the special education law, Individual with Disabilities Act (IDEA 2004), we are a Local Education Agency 
(LEA). Being a public school and our own LEA, we have to adhere to IDEA 2004 regulations. I am going 
to highlight some of the IDEA requirements that will address some of the issues recently discussed or 
questioned.  
 
Before specifically addressing IDEA 2004, I want to point out that a public school system (LEA) cannot 
deny enrollment to any student.  When prospective parents call and ask if Evergreen can serve their child 
with an IEP, we cannot say that we can only serve certain students with IEPs. We have to state that we are 
a public school and follow federal guidelines. We provide each student with the services written in her/his 
IEP.   
 
Even though we are one school, Evergreen is a LEA. We must follow the same federal regulations in IDEA 
as larger LEA’s (Buncombe County Schools and Asheville City Schools are LEAs.).   In the North 
Carolina Policies for Governing Services for Children with Disabilities under section NC 1501-3.2 
Continuum of Alternative Placements it states; (a): “Each LEA must ensure that a continuum of alternative 
placements is available to meet the needs of children with disabilities for special education and related 
services. (b) The continuum required in paragraph (a) of this section must—(1) Include instruction in 
regular classes, special classes, special schools, home instruction, and instruction in hospitals and 
institutions; and (2) Make provision for supplementary services (such as resource room or itinerant 
instruction) to be provided in conjunction with regular placement.” In larger LEAs such as Buncombe 
County Schools, “special classes” can be located at specific schools with the LEA still providing a 
continuum of services. At our small, one school LEA, we also have to provide a continuum of services 
which means that we have to start special classes if the needs of a student are such and the IEP team 
determines the Least Restrictive Environment (LRE) for the child is a special class (self-contained).  
Therefore, while some schools in Buncombe County can send students to a school with a special class 
(Intensive Intervention Classroom) already established, this classroom placement is within the Buncombe 
County Schools LEA.  I hope that this paragraph explains the difference for Evergreen. We cannot send 
students to a Buncombe County Intensive Intervention classroom because it is not in our LEA.  Within our 
LEA we are required to provide the continuum of services.  It is costly to provide for students with 
significant needs, but we are required by law to provide the continuum of services in the least restrictive 
environment.  When possible, the EC department applies for special funding to support the students with 
significant needs. So far, all of the students with significant needs have been granted special funding from 
the state or federal monies.   
 
This summer, the EC department volunteered to have one full-time EC teacher position to become part-
time EC and part-time Title 1 academic support.  The EC department lost half a teacher position.  As a 
result of a teacher having the Title 1 Academic Support tutoring and EC position, there were students who 
did not get Academic Support services for a short time due to the necessity to meet the significant needs 
and safety of students. When looking at the number of students that EC teachers serve, the caseloads may 
appear inequitable. However, one must consider the unique learning, neurological, emotional, and physical 
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needs of the students who are being served in addition to the legal paper work to complete and maintain, 
multiple curriculums to teach, scheduling of student services and IEP meetings, and collaboration with 
multiple teachers.  Fewer EC teachers would result in less time to meet student needs due to conflicts of 
scheduling when serving students in three or more grade levels.   
 
EC services are provided to students in Kindergarten through eighth grade. Students are served in EC when 
they are referred and determined eligible by IDEA guidelines.  The North Carolina Policies for Governing 
Services for Children with Disabilities under section NC 1503-2.2 Initial Evaluations (a) states “Each LEA 
must conduct a full individual initial evaluation (including progress monitoring data) in accordance with 
NC 1503-2.4 through NC 1503 2.7 before the initial provision of special education and related services to a 
child with a disability under these Policies.”  To determine eligibility for EC services, as stated above, 
Evergreen must include progress monitoring data on at least 2 interventions. I agree that progress 
monitoring is very time consuming and often difficult to implement; however, we do not have a choice to 
not provide required components of the evaluation procedures.  
 
IDEA is federal law that was written to protect the rights of children, children who at one time were denied 
a Free Appropriate Public Education (FAPE).  The decisions that an IEP team makes for a student’s needs 
are confidential.  We cannot discuss specific services that are in children’s IEPs or the reasons for these 
services. An IEP team is a multi-disciplinary team with required members including the parent(s), general 
education teacher, EC teacher and a LEA representative.   
 
The Evergreen EC program appreciates the Board’s support to abide by the spirit of the IDEA law to 
provide specially designed instruction for students with special needs.   
Thank you for your dedication for our school.  
 
Kathy Norris, EC and 504 Coordinator 
 ___________________________________________________________________________ 
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DOCUMENTS FOR DISCUSSION ITEMS:  
 
a) Business Models for a Sustainable Evergreen 
* See attachment of reworked business models and comparisons.  
 
 
Finance Committee Minutes - Thursday, October 29, 2015 
 
Present –Aaron Slate, Gordon Simmons, Murph Doty, Brian Davis, Susan Gottfried, Eric Levy 
 
Meeting called to order at 3:30 pm by Slate. 
 
The committee discussed the current balance of the contingency fund and received clarification from 
Gordon that our 6-30-15 balance is approximately and unofficially $660,000. The committee discussed the 
amount we felt should be in the contingency fund moving forward, as it could affect our business model 
discussions. We are expecting a net surplus of $150,000 this fiscal year, which would then boost our 
contingency fund to $810,000. The committee discussed if the fund needed to be higher than that for future 
planned renovations or if the school could pay for items through excess cash flow each year. 
 
The committee discussed what specific net surplus we should aim for each year. We agreed on a 3% net 
surplus, including unforeseen expenses. This would have $80k in unforeseen expenses built into our budget 
each year, with $40k in net surplus. With the contingency fund expected to be at $810k at the end of this 
fiscal year, we felt comfortable with not needing a higher net surplus each year to further increase the 
contingency fund and instead being used towards the school’s operations. 
 
The committee reviewed tweaked versions of each model as requested from the board. We reviewed the 
data to ensure we felt comfortable with the stated outcomes. We also looked at a status quo option model. 
The committee discussed the “moderate development” piece that was added to some of the models. 
Gottfried explained that it would give more responsibilities to our current development associate, while 
allowing the ED to only focus on high-level responsibilities. It would avoid hiring a new Director of 
Development. 
 
Simmons shared his concern around the Board requesting that the Finance Committee associate costs to 
specific positions and providing analysis of a number of potential scenarios. He mentioned that the role of 
the Board is governance, to set policy and direction. Below is the full excerpt: 
 
“From an organizational standpoint it would be detrimental to Evergreen for the Board to direct a specific 
staffing model or to restrict the Executive Director to the extent she would not be able to hire and manage 
the staff she feels is best qualified to carry out the educational mission of the School. Said another way, it is 
the Board’s roll to identify Evergreen’s mission. It is administration’s role to achieve that mission. Within 
its governance role it is appropriate for the Board to identify the values that underlie Evergreen’s mission 
and to review administration’s success at applying those values in the management of the School and the 
achievement of its mission. If the Board were to start making decisions about who, what, how, and when to 
hire or what programs to provide or not provide, it sends the community a message that the Board lacks 
faith in the decisions of the Director because they have effectively taken on her role. It undermines her 
ability to effectively manage and lead the staff while creating additional space for second guessing her 
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decisions. Employees may feel every difficult issue should be taken to the Board when, in fact, the Director 
and administrators make many difficult decisions every week. Rather than making management decisions, 
I hope the Board will focus on the values and general financial goals they want administration to 
emphasize when next year’s budget is created. That budget should express Administration’s best ideas on 
how to serve all our students while incorporating the Board’s stated values and goals.” 
 
Meeting adjourned at 5:15 pm 
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