
MINUTES 
 

EVERGREEN BOARD OF DIRECTORS MEETING 
December 12, 2013 - 5:30 P.M. 

In Stuart’s Classroom, Middle School 

 

Meeting called to order at 5:34 p.m. by Dan Leroy 

 

Present: Dan Leroy, Stuart Miles, Ira Starr (present by Facetime), Lori Hilliard, Kelly 

Stephenson, Susan Gottfried, Eben Heasley, Tyson Miller, Laura Branch, Ron Kelley, Annie 

Jonas, Aaron Slate, Murphy Doty, Stu Ryman, Jamie Kilbourne 

 

Guests: Laura Simmons, Chris Weaver, Gordon Simmons, Sarah Shoemaker 

 

AGENDA:  
 

Visitor Recognition 

 

Minutes from last month 

Need to move Tyson from “Guest” to “Board Member” for last meeting. Motion to approve the 

minutes as amended by Leroy without objections. 

 

Correspondences Received 

Correspondences reviewed. 

 

Celebration of Success 

Jonas discussed current Warren Wilson student’s positive experience in Stuart Miles’ classroom. 

 

Action Items 

 

1. Approval of New Hires 

Jessie Read – Part time Associate EC Teacher. Graduated from Warren Wilson College with a 

BA in Psychology. Experience includes working as an Assistant Childcare Teacher at the 

YWCA, facilitating a middle school dropout prevention group, and working as a therapeutic 

riding instructor. 

 

Jeff Armstrong – Interim Part time Associate Teacher. Graduated from Mars Hill University, 

with a B.A. Elementary Education. Jeff did his student teaching at Isaac Dickson Elementary 

School in 5th Grade. He worked for an early education program in Bennington Vermont in the 

afternoon program for children 3 to 6. 

 

Gottfried discussed new hires and made motion to approve with Heasley seconded. Approved by 

all. 

 

2. Strategic plan goals 

 



Gottfried discussed the recommended strategic plan goals from the Strategic Task Force. The 

goals are below: 

 

1. Establish sustainable revenue sources to support 20% of our annual budget by 2017-18. 

2. Extend and adapt the Evergreen model to benefit a diverse group of students beyond the 

school by providing programing to underserved students that helps close achievement gaps 

beginning in June 2014. 

3. Fully realize a sustainable holistic education model for Evergreen as measured by comparing 

our current practice to our model by 2017-18. 

4. Create an aspirational budget that supports our organization at a high level of performance 

that is used to guide decision making by 2015-16. 

 

Benchmarks (we do not need to vote on this now; this is provided as reference only) 

 2013-14 2014-15 2015-16 2016-17 2017-18 

Revenue 

 

13.65% of 

current 

($462,453) 

14.5% of 

current (gives 

us $49,946 

more to 

spend) 

15% of 

current (gives 

us $67,615 

more to 

spend) 

17% of 

current (gives 

us $138,290 

more to 

spend) 

20% of 

current (gives 

us $244,304 

more to 

spend) 

 Current 

expenses + 

more 

Current 

expenses + 

even more 

Current 

expenses + 

even more 

Aspirational 

budget 

Outreach 10 students 

 

15 students 

 

20 students 

 

40 students 

 

40 students 

 

Holistic Create our 

definition of 

holistic ed 

Implement 1-

2 initiatives 

for 

improvement  

(in relation to 

SIT goals) 

Implement 

additional 

initiatives for 

improvement 

(in relation to 

SIT goals) 

Implement 

additional 

initiatives for 

improvement 

(in relation to 

SIT goals) 

Fully 

implement 

 

Weaver discussed that Gottfried mentioned the strategic goals in a recent faculty/staff meeting 

and mentioned that the associate pay issue would more than likely be assigned a task force. He 

mentioned that he was comfortable with this approach as it would continue to be addressed by 

this task force. He also discussed the aspirational budget and how that would be a long-term goal 

for the school. Doty asked Weaver how the staff’s reaction was to the associate pay issue being 

assigned to a task force. Weaver stated that the staff reaction was that the issue was important to 

the staff and that they had questions, but felt positive about the direction it would be going in. 

Heasley chimed in that the staff felt that the task force would address the issue quickly. Miles 

asked a clarifying question about the aspirational budget strategic plan goal. Stephenson asked 

for a better definition of “aspirational budget” which Gottfried gave. Discussion around the 

benchmarks listed on the above chart by Branch, Gottfried, Starr and Leroy. Simmons asked 

about possible clarification/wording on the first strategic goal and whether it should be restricted 

or unrestricted funds. Leroy felt that we would continue from our current model in place. Starr 

discussed that we should be growing our restricted funds portion. Hilliard felt that when we get 

to specific strategies we could earmark new funds raised at that appropriate time. Heasley asked 



to change the wording on strategic goal #2. Gottfried suggested a new wording and will have it 

adjusted as the board liked the new wording. Miles suggested that further adjustments can be 

made in the future as the board is using the strategic plan goals as a blueprint for future 

decisions. Jonas raised concerns about the wording of strategic goal #2 and that it may be too big 

of a goal to reasonably measure based on the “helps close achievement gaps” wording. 

Amendment to the motion to change the wording for strategic goal #2 made by Gottfried and 

approved by all board members without objection. Motion to approve all strategic goals by 

Leroy, seconded by Starr. Approved by all with Miles abstaining. 

 

 

 

3. Lottery preferences 

 

Gottfried discussed lottery preferences below during various meetings and focus groups. Leroy 

recommended looking at the order of preference column to lead the board’s discussion. 

Gottfried’s recommendation was to keep the preferences that we currently have and to not add 

any new preferences. She mentioned that changing or not changing these items does not have 

any real impact on the current student population, only new students moving forward. Heasley 

discussed preference #5 and felt that it should be important to give students preference if they 

want to return. Miles mentioned his concerns with making any changes to the current lottery 

process from a legal standpoint. Kilbourne made a motion to approve preference # 1, 2 and 3 in 

current order. Seconded by Hilliard. Heasley made a motion to amend the motion to accept #5 as 

well. Seconded by Stephenson. Not in favor by majority. Amendment does not pass. Vote on 

Jamie’s motion passed. 

 

Lottery Preferences Note Catcher 8/22/13 Admin Team; 9/9/13 Parent Focus Group; 

9/11/13 SIT; Strategic Plan (SP) Group 11/16/13 

HB250 

MAY give 

preference 

Note: can’t create 

own preferences 

beyond the law 

Currently 

do? 

PROS CONS ORDER of 

PREFERENCE 

Sibs of currently 

enrolled students 

(half, step, foster 

residing in same 

household) 

YES admin vote=yes 

parent focus group = yes 

SIT = yes 

SP - yes 

 3 

Sibs of graduates 

(completed at least 

5
th

-8
th

) 

No admin vote=yes if we can put 

a two year limit on it - OCS 

doesn’t recommend this limit; 

legal says we can 

families are familiar with the 

school and visa versa 

parent focus group = no 

SIT = no 

SP - no 

If no limitation on time, sibs 

of graduates who are far 

removed from the 

community would have 

preference;  

don’t have same 

argument/reason to enroll as 

parents who want all their 

kids to be in the same school 

6/x 

http://www.ncleg.net/Sessions/2013/Bills/House/PDF/H250v7.pdf


seems elitist; want to make 

room for new families 

Adopt fewer of the new 

preferences so we hold 

more spots open for new 

applicants 

 

Limited to 15% of 

enrollment (61) 

unless SBE waiver: 

children of FT 

employees 

Partially admin vote= yes 

parent focus group = yes 

SIT = yes 

SP – yes.  

 And do targeted 

recruiting for 

employees: target 

individual teacher 

applicants, use the 

personal approach 

to build 

relationships, begin 

with interns, gift 

baskets, visit and 

check in over time 

 

Community 

Highly unlikely to reach the 

limit 

Does the new law mean that 

part time teachers’ kids don’t 

get preference? OCS says 

Yes, that is what it means. 

2 

Returning student 

who was here 

within the 2 

previous years (left 

for study abroad, 

competitive 

admission 

residential program, 

vocational 

opportunities of 

parent) 

NO admin vote = yes (need to be 

clear that the vocational 

opportunities cause the whole 

family to relocate; OCS says 

the school defines “vocational 

opportunities”) 

parent focus group = yes 

SIT = yes - need to have clear 

definition of vocational 

opportunities 

SP – no 

 

Opens it up for families to 

take valuable educational 

opportunities 

would apply to migrant 

families 

 

If it is better for the school 

that they left, we would still 

need to reinstate them 

 

Could potentially allow 

families that leave because 

they don’t like a 

teacher/grade level  to come 

back - no, reasons for leaving 

are limited 

 

Adopt fewer of the new 

preferences so we hold 

more spots open for new 

applicants 

 

5 

Sibs applying at 

same time (enter 

one surname in 

lottery) 

NO admin vote= yes IF we still 

fill slots in order of lottery 

and once a name is pulled, the 

slot is considered filled, no 

bumping off if sib gets in later 

in the lottery process. 

parent focus group = yes 

SIT = yes 

What if there aren’t spaces 

for siblings? they are put at 

top of wait list.  

 

Adopt fewer of the new 

preferences so we hold 

more spots open for new 

applicants 

4 



SP – no 

 

Easier on families to have all 

siblings at same school 

increases investment of 

parents; loyalties don’t need 

to be shared with multiple 

schools 

 

SHALL give 

preference 

    

Multiple birth sibs 

(enter one surname 

in lottery) 

YES   1 

In general, the pros & cons of giving preference to sibs of current students and kids of staff 

are: 
Pros: 

Tighter community 

Family retention = increased parent involvement = increased student growth/success 

 

Cons: 

Makes it harder to increase diversity among student body given that we already are quite racially 

homogeneous 

Would hinder diversity because even more available spaces would be filled with our 

current families 

Would help diversity in 2 specific instances now but we need to think strategically for long 

term 

We have a Diversity Plan (adopted by board) that includes increasing diversity in student 

body. 

 

Additional consideration: 

Not giving additional preferences would have minimal impact in the sense that parents are 

accustomed to current preferences. And, although not giving additional preferences would 

increase chances for new families, the key to getting new families in lies more with recruitment 

and getting them to apply. 

 

Currently, we have  

 Staff children Siblings 

Current # 18 230 

Current % of student body 4% 56% 

 

 

4. Form Associate Pay Task Force 

 

Gottfried discussed the Executive Committee’s recommendation of forming a Task Force to 

address the issue of Associate Teacher Pay. The task force would report back to the board with 

recommendations. Simmons voiced concern that associate pay is not the only pay scale on the 



staff side that is not balanced. Should we just focus on associate pay? Discussion that one of our 

strategic goals is to look at the school’s overall fair pay model. Leroy discussed that importance 

of a task force and that the board should trust the task force to address the complex issues and 

concerns that are related to other areas of the school. Motion by Leroy, not the executive 

committee, to recommend creating a task force to examine associate teacher compensation, to 

work with finance on it and to report back to the board by the March board meeting. Also to ask 

the N&E committee to assemble the task force to include at least one associate teacher. Seconded 

by Slate. Approved by all. Discussion around willing participants to participate on the task force. 

 

5. Officer Elections 

 

Jonas discussed the below officer suggestions for 2014. Recommendation from N&E committee. 

Motion by Kilbourne to close the nominations seconded by Kelley. Approved by all, except 

abstentions by Leroy, Jonas, Slate and Stephenson. 

 

Officer Elections for January-December 2014: 

 

President – Dan Leroy 

Vice president – Annie Jonas 

Treasurer – Aaron Slate 

Secretary – Kelly Stephenson 

 

6. Discussion Items 

 

Clarification on budgets projected, proposed, approved and current by Kilbourne. 

Attachment discussed on budget deficit. 

 

 

Committee Reports  

a. Finance 

No clarifying questions. 

b. Director 

      No clarifying questions. 

c. Board Staff Liaison Report 

      No clarifying questions. 

d. Development 

      Simmons mentioned that we received $3,300 in stock gifts recently. Starr mentioned    

      that he has another client that will contribute $500. 

e. Nominating & Evaluating 

No clarifying questions  

f. Facilities / Master Plan / Building 

Doty mentioned that they will be needing additional money in the spring for the 

maintenance building. 

g. Technology Task Force 

                  Stephenson asked why this task force does not meet. Motion to abolish this task force  

                  by Miles, seconded by Stephenson. Approved by all. Leroy abstained. 



h. Grievance 

No report 

i. School Improvement Team 

No report 

j. Executive 

No clarifying questions 

k. Diversity 

No report 

 

7. Personnel or Legal Matters 

Motion by Leroy to go into closed session, seconded by Starr. Approved by all. 

 

After coming out of closed session there was a motion to approve the closed session 

minutes from August made by Branch, seconded by Doty. Approved by all with 

abstentions by those who were not present. 

 

8. Items for next month’s agenda 

a. Celebration of Success 

 

9. Reflection 

Weaver mentioned that he is very proud of the current board of directors. Miller thanked 

Kilbourne for his role as interim treasurer. 

 

Motion by Leroy to adjourn the meeting. 

 

Meeting adjourned at 8:03 p.m. 

 

3 p.m. 


