
1 
 
 

 
MINUTES 

 
REGULAR MEETING OF THE EVERGREEN COMMUNITY CHARTER SCHOOL BOARD OF DIRECTORS 

October 22, 2015 – 5:30 P.M. 
 
 

 
Meeting called to order at 5:31p.m. by Annie Jonas. The Evergreen Mission Statement was read. 
 
Present: Brian Davis, Secretary Kelly Stephenson, Kevin Kopp, Susan Gottfried, Lori Hilliard (left at 6:30pm), Board President Annie 
Jonas, Board Vice-President Michael Follo, Sam McLamb, Fynn Crooks, Brittany Keller, Theresa Showman, Stephanie Hellert, 
Treasurer Aaron Slate, Eric Howard (left at 8:32pm), Lynn Player, Murphy Doty, Mark Deverges, Ron Kelley 
 
Absent: None 
 
AGENDA:  
 
1. Visitor Recognition 
The following visitors were recognized: Eric Levy, Board-Staff Liaison Jason Carter, Laura Branch, Cathe Bradshaw, Don 
Diefenbach, Krya Lendzion, Sarah Shoemaker, Gordon Simmons, Misty McDonough, Kathy Norris, Jesse Wharton, Sarah Holland, 
Rhiana Barrero, Sean O’Neill, Gloria Shen, Rebekah Hubschman, George Fleming, Heather Tate, Jo Giordano, Toerin Kintner, Lee 
Gregory, McRay Hilliard, Dan Leroy, Ben Fleming, Byron Alday 
 
2. Minutes from Last Month 
Slate made a motion to approve the minutes from the September 2015 Board meeting as submitted. Follo seconded. The 
motion was adopted. 

 
3. Correspondences Received 
There were three correspondences received. They are attached. 
 
4. Celebration of Success 
Evergreen was named one of the top 41 Innovative Schools in the nation by Noodle!  
 
5. Action Items 
Susan Gottfried presented information on the following new hire: 
 
Amani Duncan - 7/8 math teacher to start November 19. Amani is currently teaching 5th grade at Jones Elementary, has taught 
middle school math, science and social studies and was an adjunct professor at Warren Wilson. She has a BS from UNCA in 
Environmental Science, a MA from WCU in Teaching Science, and is certified in Middle Grades Math, Science, Social Studies and 
Elementary Education. 
 
Gottfried made a motion to approve the new hire. Player seconded. The motion was adopted with Howard abstaining. 
 
6. Discussion Items: Business Models for a Sustainable Evergreen 
Slate and Gottfried presented information on three Business Model ideas. The presentation included a history of the business model 
review process, a comparison of the three models, and pros and cons across the models. 
 
History: 

• July 2014 – Beginning of Strategic Plan implementation  
• I - Establish sustainable revenue sources to support 20% of budget by 2017-18. 
• II - Extend and adapt the Evergreen model to benefit a diverse group of students beyond the school by providing 

programming to underserved students  
• III - Fully realize a sustainable holistic education model for Evergreen  
• IV - Create an aspirational budget that supports our organization at a high level of performance that is used to guide 

decision making  
• Create aspirational budget 
• Establish sustainable business model  
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Evergreen Board of Directors - Board Packet 
October 22, 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) Action Items                                                                                                      5 min 

a) New Hires                                                                                                        
6) Discussion Items: Business Models for a Sustainable Evergreen                2hr 10min. 

(1) Presentation (40 min) 
(2) Discussion (60 min) 

(a) No Growth 
(b) Bubble 
(c) Growth 

(3) Wrap up and Next Steps 
7) Items for next month’s
8) Closed Session 0 min 

 agenda: Business Model Vote 

9) Reflection                                                                                                                      5 min  
 
Adjourn 
 
* Please note: due to the lengthy discussion this month regarding business models, we have not included 
Committee Report Clarifying Questions on the agenda. If you have a specific question regarding a 
committee report, please contact the committee chair directly. Below is a list of Committee Chairs and 
their email addresses. 

• Finance Committee: Aaron Slate, aslate@bbandt.com 
• Board--Staff Liaison: Jason Carter, jason.carter@evergreenccs.org 
• Development: Scott Boatwright, scott_boatwright@hotmail.com 
• Nominating & Evaluating: Brittany Keeler, brittanykeeler@gmail.com 
• Facilities: Murphy Doty, murphy.doty@gmail.com 
• School Improvement Team: Sarah Shoemaker, sarah.showmaker@evergreenccs.org 
• Executive Committee: Annie Jonas, ajonas@warren-wilson.edu 
• Diversity Committee: Dan Leroy, danbleroy@gmail.com 
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MINUTES - September 17, 2015:  
 
See separate attachment. 
 
BOARD CORRESPONDENCE:  
 
10-18-15 
 
Dear Evergreen Board, 
 
First, thank you for your dedication to our school and the energy and time you put into helping govern it. 
 
I am writing to you to express my concern about the inequitable distribution of funding at our school and 
the impact it has on students.   
 
The students in our K-2 program are denied many services that are provided at our school for other 
students. Further, the EC program in our school has increasingly, over the years, siphoned off a 
considerable amount of funding for a small percentage of students.  The students in our K-2 classes are no 
less deserving or in need of these services, but they are just not offered to our students.  Services such as 
counselling, PAL, EC, and Title 1 are either not available to our students or are only offered after the 
classroom teacher spends many hours documenting the the need for and providing interventions for those 
students.   
 
Counseling is not offered to our elementary students.  Our school counselor only works with middle school 
students.  Some years, she has an intern that can work with our students, but even when that happens, it is 
extremely limited in its scope and availability.  Parents are able to hire a counselor who uses space at 
school to see children, but she is not available to our students on any kind of as-needed basis or to just talk 
with students.   As is the case with middle schoolers, our students are also dealing with divorced parents 
and split households, abuse and neglect, social and emotional troubles, learning difficulties, behavioral 
troubles, and a whole host of other issues.  The people who end up helping our students deal with these 
issues are our associates.  They are able to take the student aside while the lead teacher continues to teach 
the rest of the class, listen to the child discuss and express what is going on, help the child talk through the 
issues, and come up with and implement strategies to improve the situation.  Equitable funding for our K-2 
students would necessitate access to a counselor, increased associate hours, or a dramatic decrease in K-2 
students per classroom. 
 
PAL is another program in our school for which our students in K-2 do not have access.  We still have 
advanced learners in K-2 grades, but the responsibility to serve them just falls to the classroom 
teacher.  The planning and implementation time this requires is great. Our school obviously values this type 
of differentiation and teaching, as we have had a PAL program and teacher for many years now, and 4th 
grade also has an Associate Director teaching a math class.  The planning of this differentiation falls to the 
classroom teacher, and the implementation of it often falls to the classroom associate, who can spend time 
with a small group of advanced learners while the lead teacher is teaching the rest of the class.  Again, 
equitable funding for our K-2 students would necessitate access to a PAL teacher, increased associate 
hours, or a dramatic decrease in K-2 students per classroom. 
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EC is another source of support for students in our school that is not available to K-1 students, and very 
few 2nd grade students.  We still have students with learning disabilities in our classrooms, but they are 
just not identified as such yet.  The system for identifying students makes it very difficult to get children 
under the age of 8 identified and their needs served.  The classroom teacher must first spend many hours 
documenting the need for interventions, then spend many hours providing the interventions to these 
students, continuing to document along the way, all while teaching the rest of the class.  Providing 
individual interventions to these students while the rest of the class is involved in learning is practically 
impossible without our associates and with such high numbers of students in each classroom.  The Title 1 
teacher is a person who can provide support to our students in this situation, but in order to receive even 
those services, the classroom teacher must first provide the documentation and interventions for a 
minimum of two months on her own.  It takes years of these interventions and months of testing for a 
student to be identified for the EC program, which leads to many children not being identified for EC 
services until 2nd grade or later. Again, our associates provide a critical service to these students by 
implementing some of these interventions, meeting with small groups of learners, and being another person 
there in the classroom who can give immediate feedback to students in the learning process, such as 
reading with them individually, reading directions and instructions individually to them, and conferencing 
during writing time.  
 
As a long time teacher at ECCS, I have noticed a dramatic increase over the years in the amount of funding 
that is provided to our students in the EC program.  This is especially evident in our serving of students 
with significant special needs.  Where our school once was transparent with parents of students with 
significant special needs regarding how we did not have the resources to serve their children effectively, 
our school now goes to an extreme to try to serve these types of students, even when it is not in the best 
interest of those students.  It is true that once an IEP is written, we are required to follow it, but the IEP 
team has flexibility in what is written into a child’s IEP.  We also have very low numbers of students 
assigned to individual teachers in the EC program.  Our EC teachers serve about half of the number of 
students as their counterparts in other local and NC schools.  While I agree that these students need the 
extra services, and in a perfect world I would love for them all to have all the support they need, the truth 
of the matter is we have very limited resources as a school, and all the extra resources that are allocated to 
the EC program are taking away from other very deserving students.  I know this is a very politically 
incorrect position to take, but as a classroom teacher it is my duty to advocate for the rights and needs of all 
my students, and I am concerned about the effect of our current practices on the other kids in the school 
and how their educational experiences are unwittingly, and negatively, affected by our current EC 
practices. 
 
In closing, I would just like to encourage the Finance Committee and the Board as a whole to look at 
funding across our school and how it is allocated.  Is it equitable?  Is it serving the needs of all our students 
and not just a select few or special groups?  Is there a process or procedure which will help ensure that our 
funding is equitably distributed to the benefit of all our students? 
 
Thank you for reading this very long letter and for your consideration of this topic. 
 
Sincerely, 
Cathe Bradshaw 
First Grade Teacher 
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_______________________________________________________________ 
 
10 - 19 - 15 
Dear Board Members, 
I am writing you today to share some ideas that may help you as you consider what is best for our school 
with these new business models that are on the table.  I want to speak to what I know, which is primary 
education.  I also am not supporting or requesting any one plan over another.  I realize the logistics of each 
are greater that what my experience and expertise prepares me to fully understand.  However, I do know 
(and am passionate about) what is needed to create a solid educational foundation in the primary grades.   

• Primary students (k-1) are largely preliterate.  Yes, we are working to help them become 
independent readers and writers, but we are not there yet.  This requires a high level of 1-1 and 
small group time with teachers for instruction and for assessment in all content areas. 

• Primary learners learn through play and “understand” their world first through their bodies (taken 
from EL’s Characteristics of Primary Learners document).  While people of all ages may gravitate 
toward kinesthetic learning experiences, the primary learner absolutely requires them.  This means 
more hands-on activities, manipulatives (not just for math), movement, and playful teaching 
practices.  The management involved in these kinds of instructional practices requires more small 
group instruction/learning experiences.  It also involves having more physical objects in the 
classroom which takes up space, both for the materials and for students to have the ability to have 
break-out spaces to work with these materials. 

• Literacy expectations have increased significantly over the last several years and have been 
accompanied by state assessments that occur 3 times a year.  These assessments are 1 -1 and time 
intensive, pulling a teacher out of the classroom for approximately 9 weeks of the school year.  

• Our k-2 students and teachers receive less support for differentiated services,both academic and 
social (no guidance counselor or behavior specialist, no support for kids on the higher end, heavy 
burden of documentation and intervention with little personnel support for students in Care Team). 

 
I hope you will consider these unique aspects of the primary classroom as you move forward with the work 
of planning our future business model.  Specifically, I hope that we will be able to lower class size and 
maintain appropriate staff support.  The proposed models do reduce class sizes by 2 per k-1 class, but they 
also carry the potential to drop the full time associate and reduce access to a qualified Speech 
Pathologist.  I realize that we will likely lose some associate hours but I would like to suggest that K and 1 
could keep a full time associate but those two roles could also fill the current before school regular staff 
leader and a daily dismissal person.  We currently do have a 4th grade associate that builds their full time 
position by anchoring the before school program.  We need the extra support at afternoon traffic with the 
lose of several full time associate positions. 
 
Thank you for your work in shaping Evergreen’s future and thank you for considering my thoughts. 
 
Misty McDonough 
First Grade Teacher 
 
____________________________________________________________________________ 
 
October 20, 2015 
Dear Dr. Jonas and Members of the Evergreen Board: 
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I have some concerns about the course of action suggested in the Board Update of 
October 13. It appears that the update implies changes that could compromise the model 
selection process that has been in development for many months. 
 
My understanding is that two task forces, representing a range of expertise and 
stakeholders, from teachers, to staff, to administration, to parents, to the community at 
large, would each develop a model, one tasked with a Growth and one with a No Growth 
architecture. I understood that these models would be refined under the direction of the 
Finance Committee through an open process and that the board would vote to adopt one 
of these two models in November. It now appears that a closed layer of review and 
editing by a single person is being added, which compromises the open process 
developed thus far. 
 
I am concerned that the plan to introduce a third model on October 22 renders the current 
timeline of consideration to be unreasonable. Sticking with the current timeline means 
that anyone who wants to offer feedback with three models on the table--one totally yet 
unknown--will have to do so right after the third model is unveiled on October 22 or they 
will have to do so right before the board takes a final vote on the fate of the school in 
November. 
 
I ask the board to retain an open process in model design and I ask and that the time 
frame of the model adoption process be extended to allow for thoughtful deliberation. I 
ask also that the chairs of each task force and the sponsors of the third model be the ones 
to make the respective presentations to the board when the time is appropriate to do so. 
I would like to express here also my concerns related to adopting any growth model. 
Evergreen has shown a history of addressing its financial shortfalls by adding more 
students to the school. It did so multiple times by increasing class sizes and a growth 
model is simply another variation of that same approach, which has thus proved to be 
unsustainable. 
 
I am concerned by the patterns of school growth and spending I have seen in the past. 
This time last year almost one half of the unforeseen expense line generated from 
increasing class sizes was allocated to salary increases in the administration category. 
This imprudent action in the context of our budgetary realities contributed to our current 
financial shortfall. Imprudent actions made with growth-based revenue cannot be 
remedied with yet more school growth. That is unsustainable. 
 
I am also concerned about the risks of additional growth. The margins of educating 
children are tight, and adding students is adding a huge commitment and financial 
responsibility. I think the growth model familiar to most of us is a dangerous choice for 
the future. It only takes a few wrong assumptions in the growth model to bring us into 
deeper financial trouble but with the added burden of a nine-year commitment to the 
education of each of many more students, and thus it threatens the very viability of the 
school. 
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I am unable to comment in detail on the "additional model" mentioned in the October 13 
board update as no details have yet been released, but at the risk of speculation, I will say 
that any growth model that takes a cohort approach, offering a different experience to one 
or more groups of Evergreen students, would be deeply troubling and problematic. 
 
Evergreen has a history of scaling the size of the school to fit the expense of staff. I think 
the solution at this crossroads is to reverse that approach. We must fit the expense of the 
staffing to fit the school. We must live within our means. It has been achieved by our 
peer institutions. It is the only sustainable option. 
 
Respectfully submitted, 
 
Don Diefenbach, Ph.D. 
Professor and Chair, Department of Mass Communication, UNC – Asheville 
 
DOCUMENTS FOR ACTION ITEMS:  
 
a) New Hires 
Amani Duncan - 7/8 math teacher. Amani is currently teaching 5th grade at Jones Elementary, has taught 
middle school math, science and social studies and was an adjunct professor at Warren Wilson. She has a 
BS from UNCA in Environmental Science, a MA from WCU in Teaching Science, and is certified in 
Middle Grades Math, Science, Social Studies and Elementary Education. 

 
DOCUMENTS FOR DISCUSSION ITEMS:  
 
a) Business Model Presentations 
* see 10/17 email from Susan Gottfried for Business Model Documents 
 
COMMITTEE REPORTS:  
 
A. FINANCE COMMITTEE  
 
Finance Committee meeting - Tuesday, September 22, 2015 
Present –Aaron Slate, Gordon Simmons, Mark DeVerges, Brian Davis, Susan Gottfried, Eric Levy, 
Brittany Keeler 
 
Meeting called to order at 8:15 am by Slate. 
 
Discussion of NGTF proposal. At the September 19th board meeting, the board tasked Gottfried with 
determining staff needs for all three models, including the NGTF model. Gottfried had just begun this 
process, so the committee discussed the NGTF proposal as it was presented, prior to any staffing 
adjustments. The committee just focused on the NGTF model during the meeting. Davis, Keeler and 
Simmons were all on the task force, so they were able to provide clarity and feedback around the proposed 
NGTF model. The proposed model did include the board requests of reducing class size, restoring the 
contingency fund thru bottom line generation of net income annually, and adding back a Director of 
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Development. The pay equity item the board had requested was not included, but was discussed by the 
committee as to how it could be accomplished. 
 
Meeting adjourned at 10:15 am 
 
Finance Committee meeting - Tuesday, October 6, 2015 
Present –Aaron Slate, Gordon Simmons, Mark DeVerges, Brian Davis, Susan Gottfried, Murph Doty, Eric 
Levy 
 
Meeting called to order at 8:15 am by Slate. 
 
Discussion of the growth model. Committee discussed pros/cons of this model. 
 
The cost of participating in the state retirement plan was brought up as it is a $180-$200k annual expense, 
and continues to go up annually. Slate made a motion for the finance committee to task Simmons with 
determining the monetary cost of Evergreen ceasing to participate in the plan through the state with up to 
$10k from the “Unforeseen Expenses” line item earmarked towards determining this. Seconded by Davis. 
Approved by Slate, DeVerges, Davis, Doty and Levy. Simmons and Gottfried abstained. State legislation 
was recently passed permitting charter schools to exit the plan, but the committee was unsure if any process 
had been developed yet. Simmons would reach out to the NC retirement plan contact to get initial 
feedback. The committee discussed the idea of having a 401(k) retirement plan with an employer match to 
be put in place of the state retirement plan. Evergreen currently pays close to 15.5% of each eligible 
employee’s salary into the state retirement plan, so there could be cost savings if a 401(k) was implemented 
with a smaller percentage match. This would be in line with other local charter schools, but not public 
schools, from a benefits perspective. 
 
Committee also heard that from Simmons and Gottfried that the school received more state funding than 
expected/budgeted for this fiscal year. This should provide $100k in surplus to the current fiscal year 
budget. 
 
Meeting adjourned at 10:15 am 
 
 
 
Finance Committee meeting – Sunday, October 11, 2015 
Present –Aaron Slate, Gordon Simmons, Mark DeVerges, Brian Davis, Susan Gottfried, Murph Doty, Eric 
Levy, Brittany Keeler 
 
Meeting called to order at 10:00 am by Slate. 
 
Gottfried shared a new bubble model with the committee that would add one new K class and let that class 
bubble up without adding a third class to any other grade per year. One full-time teacher and associate 
would be hired for this new class. 
 
The committee discussed the NGTF, bubble and growth models. The NGTF and bubble models showed 
sustainable income throughout the nine years on each model, with the growth model becoming unstainable 
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financially in the last two years. The committee decided to table discussion on the growth model based on 
this factor. Pros/cons were developed and discussed for both the NGTF and bubble models. The committee 
agreed that all three models should be presented at the board meeting, after Gottfried/Simmons did a final 
review of the numbers and formulas to ensure accuracy. 
 
Meeting adjourned at 2:45 pm 
 
________________________________________________________________________________ 
 
B. DIRECTOR'S REPORT 
 
No report this month due to Business Model work. 
__________________________________________________________________________ 
 
C. BOARD STAFF LIAISON REPORT 
  
No report. 
_______________________________________________________________ 
 
D. DEVELOPMENT 
 
The Development Committee did not meet this month.  
 
The Legislative Subcommittee thanks you for all your work and letter writing to our Legislators about 
House Bill 539. Unfortunately, in the last few hours of the session this bill was pushed to the next session 
due to many factors out of our control. We do plan on meeting in the upcoming weeks with John Ager to 
communicate our concerns.   
 
FLT Minutes 
10/5/15 
In attendance: Marisa Blake, Ed Cortright, Debra Ehrmann, Gillian Humphrey 
 
Fall Chili Fest (11/8) 

• Accept entries 
• We will provide tasting cups 
• trophy to be made by Gillian 
• Poster made by Oso Park 
• Need to establish # of tables and chairs 
• Email Marin about garden involvement 
• Live music will be provided 
• Biscuit Head said they will be involved 
• Capture the Hoops  

 
T-Shirts 

• For sale at Fall Family Night and the Main Office from here on out 
• More designs to come 
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Quilt 

• No quilt raffle this year. Quilter has retired.  
 
Art by Me 

• Kati (art teacher) is running Art by Me  
 
Boosterthon 

• T-Shirts will be designed again by Oso Park 
• Sponsorship banner will be made this year with removable spots for different sponsors over the 

years. Image 420, Gillian holding meeting. 
• Sponsor brainstorming session: Celtic Sea Salt, Earth Fare or Whole Foods, Blue Moon, Diamond 

Brand, REI, Frugal Backpacker, Running Co, Creekside  
• Sponsorship form is being updated (Erin & Gillian), adjustments accepted by the committee    

 
Dine Outs 

• October: Creekside, 10/27 5-9 
• November: Copper Crown 
• April: Mela 
• June: The Hop or Ultimate  

 
_______________________________________________________________________ 
 
E. NOMINATING & EVALUATING REPORT 
 
N & E Committee Meeting 10/5/15 (8:15 – 9:15) 
 
Present: Kevin Kopp & Brittany Keeler 
 
The N & E Committee met on October 5, 2015.  Their main topic of discussion was the upcoming Board 
Orientation for the new Board Members.  They went over the new Board Members and found possible 
buddies for each one.  They reviewed the Board Orientation Packet and created an agenda.  They located 
different resources they would need to put on a zip and print off for the new members.  They went over a 
variety of budget versions to find the best one to share with the new members. They decided that it would 
be best to have the orientation before the next Board Meeting and looked at possible dates.  It was later 
decided that the orientation would take place on 10/19/15.  
_______________________________________________________________________________ 
 
F. FACILITIES COMMITTEE REPORT 

 
Facilities Meeting 
October 9, 2015 
8:30am-9:50am 
 
Present: Jason Anderson, Jeff Fleagle, Chuck Krekelberg, Steve Olin, Gordon Simmons.  
Murph Doty was absent. Simmons chaired the meeting. 
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Modular discussion-  
What needs to be reviewed to get ready for modulars? Simmons talked about 3 plans being considered; 
no growth, bubble plan (1 additional class that move up each year), and growth. Initial calculations 
suggest the growth model may not be viable if significant infrastructure improvements have to be done. 
The no growth and bubble plans do not required additional construction. The growth plan would 
require modulars or new construction. 
 
Krekelberg talked about civil engineering. Tom Jones with WGLA Engineering was the school’s civil 
engineer on the gym project and, all other things being equal, we should try to stay with that one firm. 
They are already familiar with our property and have other charter school experience.  
 
An issue has arisen at another charter school where the City is asking to review “car stacking”, the 
amount of driveway space available per classroom. If we change the school footprint, either through 
construction or the addition of modulars, the City may require a traffic study. We may be required to 
expand the driveway and/or add a turn lane. The cost of such a study and the related expenses of the 
construction of required improvements is not currently in any of the sustainability models. 
 
If the board chooses to move forward with the growth plan, discussion was held about the ability to 
complete the necessary infrastructure prior to the start of school in fall 2015. The consensus was that all 
the work could not be completed if a traffic study has to be done. Even without that study, the timeline 
is quite short and the work might have to be phased in. It would be possible to add one class without 
any expansion and that year would give us time to plan and complete the work necessary to bring in 
modulars. 
 
It was recommended that further discussion on modulars be tabled until the board chooses a course of 
action or asks for additional information. 
 
Gym project completion-  
Simmons, Krekelberg, and Ricky Price (maintenance person) are meeting after this meeting with Bill 
Refenes of Carolina Specialty Construction (CSC) to go through the gym. Committee members are 
welcome to join in. The one year warranty period is over and there are a few items that need attention, 
some of which may be covered by warranty. The primary issues are: 2 cracked windows, light switches 
that don’t work, insulation foam that is falling, a fan that isn’t correct, floor tiles bubbling, and ceiling 
tile grid trim that is missing. 
 
In addition to the above, Bob Oakes and Ricky Price identified holes in the outside panels, metal doors 
in need of adjustment, and dents in the outside panels.  
 
Simmons and Krekelberg walked the property earlier in the week and determined what items were 
appropriate to bring to CSC.  
 
The backflow preventers on the fire line and the domestic water line must be inspected annually. The 
backflow preventer on the domestic water line was tested and passed last week. John Holt of 1st Choice 
Plumbing will be checking the fire line later today. 
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Fire Inspection- 
School was inspected again last week. The Fire Marshal identified a few problems. Ricky Price is 
taking corrective action and anticipates all the work will be completed next week. 
 
The Fire Marshal’s office has changed Evergreen’s classification and will now be inspecting the 
property every six months. 
 
Ongoing work- 
Simmons said he was waiting on final state funds appropriations and the fall amendments to the budget 
before authorizing spending on non-critical items. Redoing the stairs at the gym, handrails, recovering 
bus seats, purchasing additional chairs and tables, and strengthening the areas over the individual 
bathrooms in early elementary are all high priority needs. 
 
Meeting adjourned. No action was taken requiring a vote. 
 
- Gordon Simmons 
 

_______________________________________________________________________________ 
 
G. GRIEVANCE REPORT 
 
Grievance Committee did not meet. 
________________________________________________________________________________ 
 
 
H. SIT COMMITTEE REPORT 
 
Team Meeting Agenda & Action Items 
SIT Leadership Team 
Date and Time:  9/30/15 @ 3:45 pm 
Location: Theresa’s Room 
Members: (* if present) 
 
Kathy Norris                
EC Director    

Theresa Showman               
4th grade Teacher              

Susan Gottfried                
Executive Director                 

Heather Tate 
K Teacher, Parent, Co-
Chair 

Janelle Railey 
Parent 

Cameron Brantley                    
Associate Director K-4, Parent 

Cathe Bradshaw               
1st grade Teacher 

Marni Fruge, Co-Chair 2nd 
Semester 
6th grade Teacher 

Sarah Shoemaker, Co-Chair 1st 
Semester                     
Associate Director 5-8, Parent 

Agenda 
Time Focus Who Expected Results Materials/Other 
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20 
min 

Review SI Plan for publishing. 
Look at the SI Plan on the 
Google Drive and look for:  

1. Completion of ideas and 
information 

2. Action step dates 
3. Compare to EL Work 

Plan only as an FYI.  In 
the future, these two 
processes will be 
streamlined in more 
meaningful ways.   

Action plan link 
SIPlan link 

SIT SIT members 
familiarize themselves 
with the Work Plan and 
SI Plan, contribute ideas 
to SIP.   
 
Approve SI Plan for 
publishing.  

SI Plan & Action 
Step google docs 
 
EL Work Plan 

25 Review PLLC work done in 
September.  Admin will 
primarily develop the PD plan, 
but we will spend a few minutes 
checking in on alignment of 
action steps and timelines for 
completion.   

SIT/ 
Admin 

A group discussion and 
evaluation, checking in 
to assure we are on the 
“right track”.  

Same as above 

20 Progress on Holistic Education 
Strategic Goal 

SIT 1. Review final 
notes from 
Holistic Edu 
task force spring 
2015.  (Do prior 
to meeting as 
possible.)  

2. Identify next 
steps.  

a. Chair for next 
phase 
b. Remaining 
action steps of Phase 2 
c. Establish 
timeline          

Holistic 
Education task 
force notes 
Hol Ed folder 
 

     Action Items 
Number Who Does What Due 

Date 

1 Heather Touch base with Ona about possibly chairing Phase II of 
Holistic Education Plan 

10/15/15 

https://docs.google.com/spreadsheets/d/1jX-zXsUWY7jfVZYV-YE5L5qwXyuX9AkwI90fISANJuk/edit?usp=sharing
https://docs.google.com/a/evergreenccs.org/document/d/1J8Xbwko4g5Eisv5rpdbcAUOMGbSlucJSRS2KboQe-RA/edit?usp=sharing
https://drive.google.com/folderview?id=0BzNzHo274DcrfmE5UjhkVklrM0FLOWRhYXRHbUo4X3pSNTZzYjRia0M0WFNHS2NrMmJCaUU&usp=sharing
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2 Susan Susan will look at notes for Strategic PLan retreat to review 
original intent of Holistic Education goal 

10/15/15 

    
    Decisions Made/Recommendations to Make 
-School Improvement Plan was edited and ready for publishing- most of the time was spent on 
completion of ideas and information, there was not a complete review of dates 
- Discussion concerning next steps of Holistic Education Task Force and review of past notes, 
organize a meeting with members of the original committee that are still a part of the community 
-Purpose of Phase II is to complete the Holistic Education work. 
______________________________________________________________________________ 
 
I. EXECUTIVE COMMITTEE REPORT 
 
Executive Committee Meeting: September 5, 2015: 5:40 – 7:15 PM 
Attendees: Annie Jonas, Susan Gottfried, Kelly Stephenson  
Absent: Aaron Slate, Michael Follo 
 

The committee spent the bulk of the meeting discussing the presentation of the business models 
in October leading to a vote in November. Susan shared that a third model has emerged as a 
result of the strong groundwork laid by the No Growth Task Force and the Expansion Model 
working groups. This third model will be presented in October along with the No Growth and 
Expansion models.  

Roll out and Communication of Business Models 

 
The committee determined the best approach for presenting the models would be to have a co-
facilitated presentation by Aaron (as Finance representative) and Susan (who has been deeply 
involved in the final shaping of the 3 models).  The committee discussed how to best 
communicate information about the models prior to the board meeting in October to best 
encourage stakeholder participation.  
 
 
 

The committee also discussed the need to keep Executive Committee succession planning on the 
front burner in future meetings. Kelly Stephenson shared that she will need to step down from 
the Treasurer position in May when her board term is up. Discussion of future leadership for the 
executive committee will be on the committee meeting agenda in December.   

Executive Committee Membership 

 
-Annie Jonas 
______________________________________________________________________________________ 
 
J. DIVERSITY COMMITTEE  
 
Evergreen Community Charter School 
Diversity Committee Meeting 
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October 19, 2015 
 
Committee members present: Eric Howard (Co-Chair), Dan Leroy (Co-Chair), Kriya Lendzion, 
Eben Heasley, Lorrie Harris-Sagaribay 
 
Updates 

• Eben moving forward with a partnership with a 2nd Grade teacher at Hall Fletcher 
• Kriya shared a recruitment flier from Rainbow Mountain 
• Dan gave an update on his visit to the Central Park School in Durham. The charter school 

has been around for over 10 years. In that time, they have struggled to mirror the racial 
and economic diversity of their surrounding neighborhood. They have taken several 
significant steps including: adopting a weighted lottery for economic diversity; creating a 
standing “Equity Committee;” committing to school-wide racial equity training through 
the Racial Equity Institute (REI). They are very eager to partner with us on a number of 
levels. 

• Dan and Big E gave an update on the Central Park School’s approach to professional 
development. Could be a good fit for Evergreen. 

• Dan provided an update on changes to charter school law that include the flexibility to do 
weighted lotteries based on economic diversity and other factors.  

 
Goals for the Year  
We revisited the goals from the last meeting and developed some priorities within each category, 
along with specific lead people for each. These broke down as follows: 
 
Community Outreach 

• Revise and refresh outreach materials and distribute during recruitment season. Highlight 
EL and the fact that we are public and FREE - Lorrie 

• Partner with traditional public school on a class project (Hall Fletcher) - Eben 
 
Elimination of Structural Barriers 

• Amend admissions policy to incorporate some form of a weighted lottery program, 
phased in over time - Dan 

 
Inclusive Community 

• Examine hiring policies and practices, form partnerships with HBCU’s – Big E 
• Develop a multi-cultural resource guide for teachers – Kriya (and interns) 
• Commit to incremental, across the board professional development over two year 

period, beginning leadership and influential - Sarah 
 
Our next meeting will be Monday, November 16th at 4:00 PM in the Lunch Room. Agenda will 
focus on develop timelines and action plans for the above goals. 
 
Submitted by Dan Leroy, October 20, 2015 
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• Review Staffing Model 
• August 2014 - Board discussion of tying salaries to state pay scale 
• January – May 2015 – Board, Finance Committee, staff discussions of pay scale 
• January 2015 – Board retreat to study Growth Model  
• Feb 2015 - Growth Model presentations to staff, parents 
• Feb 2015 – Growth Model discussions by board 
• March 2015 - No Growth Task force formation 
• March – Sept 2015 - Work by No Growth Task Force and Growth Work Groups  
• September 2015 – Board tasks Executive Director with determining staff needs for and completing each model 
• September – October 2015 – ED works on No Growth, Growth; creates hybrid (Bubble) model 
• September 22, 2015 - Finance Committee examination of No Growth model 
• October 5, 2015 - Executive Committee review of Bubble model concept  
• October 6, 2015 - Finance Committee examination of Growth and Bubble models  
• October 11, 2015 - Finance Committee examination of all 3 models   

• October 13 – Formula error detected 
• October 17 – Corrected/Revised models sent to Finance, Board, Staff for preview 

• October 22, 2015 - Presentation of models to Board for discussion 
 

What drove staffing decisions? 
• Minimize impact on students’ experience 

• Ex: Associate Director or Director of Development 
• Preserve services to students as much as possible 

• Ex: neurofeedback, speech, EC, PAL, guidance, enrichments 
• Preserve services to school as much as possible 

Ex: gym rentals, custodial, business office 
 
What drove the creation of the Bubble model? 

• Cuts to student services in No Growth are significant 
• Growth model doesn’t yield financial stability 
• Bubble gives us a 2nd option to compare with No Growth 

 
 The following were considered in the final stages of model development: 

• Strategic Plan 
• Board straw votes: 

• restore contingency 
• decrease class size 
• replace Director of Development 
• establish pay equity 

• Task Force and Work Groups’ findings and recommendations  
• Additional findings re: roles of non-teaching (admin) staff in charter schools 
• Impact of staffing on students and teachers  

 
Why must we do something different? 

• 2014-2015 
• Budgeted for a surplus (unforeseen expenses) of $68,000  
• Had surplus of $60,000  
• Should have at least 2% of total revenue in surplus each year (>$80,000) 

• 2015-2016 
• Budgeted for a surplus (unforeseen expenses) of $73,000  
• Expect a surplus of $175,000 (increase in state funding)  
• If include Art and Development - surplus of $44,000. 

• Contingency Fund currently at $660,000 
• Now budgeting for unforeseen expenses AND surplus 

 
 
 
Slate and Gottfried then presented a comparison of the three business models: 

1. No Growth: No changes to # of classes/grade  
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2. "Bubble" Growth: Add one K class and let that class bubble up without adding a third class to any other grade per year; after 
9 years, begin again.  

3. Growth: Add two classes in Year 1 and as they grow up, keep additional class in grades below.  
 
A quick comparison chart is attached, as well as assumptions, pros & cons, and yearly financial spreadsheets for each model. 
 
Board members then discussed each model, one at a time. 
 
No Growth Model Comments/Discussions: 

• 4 years in, rents and debts drops for each model. That is to reamortize current loan for 20-year period once loan balloons in 4 
years. It does take into consideration a conservative percentage rate. The debt loan currently is 1,000,000 on one loan and 
700,000 on another. There are some prepayment penalties for these. 

• Going to a bank in 4 years, we will need to prove a budget surplus. Otherwise, the interest rate may be higher, or the bank 
may not approve a loan. 

• Reminder that we are looking at a conception model, a budget proposal will not make it to the board until the spring. 
• Director of Development is out of all models. 
• How does No Growth vary from other models? For Enrichments, one 40 hour reduced to 32 hours saves approx. $8,000. 

Also, year 1 it would cost $27,600 more to have a full time speech pathologist than to have two at 20-hours. 
• Student experience – no growth and bubble cut associates to PT. Why would we not look to cut somewhere else due to 

student impact (maybe administration). The quantity of savings in benefits with moving FT to PT is much more significant 
than cutting one position such as an administrator. In addition, the work that would get shifted by reducing an associate from 
PT to FT will fall to teachers. If an admin were cut, that work would need to be done by another admin, or teachers. Do we 
want teachers to pick up work of associate teacher or administrator? 

• How detrimental is the impact on students in those grades where associates would move to PT (especially pre-literate) with 
less student time/associate time? 

• Associate Directors also have significant face-to-face time with students each day (unlike their title implies). 
• Associate Director @ 12 months including benefits $69,600 - $76,500 per year. 10-month $59,000 – $64,600. Keeping full 

time associates costs $85,400. 
• Were there other items weighed other than cutting associate teachers? There were other items, but it was determined by No-

Growth TF and by Executive Director that the associate teacher cut made the most sense, even though many didn’t want to 
make any cuts. No position was valued over another position. 

• Keep class size as is (instead of reducing it) would result in a revenue of approx. $50,000. 
• Concern about cutting associate teachers to PT – how many associates whose position is cut to PT will stay at Evergreen? 

Experienced people may be forced out. 
 
Davis moved to extend discussion of the No-Growth Model by 5 min. Kelley seconded. Motion adopted. 
 
• Many shared deep concerns regarding cutting the FT Speech Pathologist position. The two board correspondences were 

referenced. 
• Was it considered to cut Exceptional Children teachers? We have a legal obligation to serve children with IEPs whether we 

have the money or not.  
• No growth surplus changes significantly in year 7-8. 

 
Bubble Model Comments/Discussions 

• Is this budget taking into account outfitting classrooms as children grow? Yes 
• New teacher each year could add stress to teams, which could trickle down to the students in the bubble class. 
• Could impact End of Year trips, field trips, etc. 
• Could we have a teacher rotate into other classrooms so that a new teacher is not always with the bubble class? 
• Think about opportunity of opening up looping classrooms, moving teachers who might want to teach a different grade, and 

bringing up associates who are currently over-qualified into a lead teacher position. 
• Historically, we have had a deficit for 6+ years. When it gets bad, we add students. This seems like a repeat. Adding students 

doesn’t seem responsible. What if living by means changes our values?  
• Comparing Bubble and No-Growth net over 8 years, why would we consider bubble? It is about pay equity, class size, 

services to students, and services to the school. 
• Have other schools done this?  Isaac Dickson and Ira B. Jones have both tried it. 
• Feels like a “patch” – is not “who we are” – this class will have a very different Evergreen experience for 9 years. Feels class 

size increase will still happen every few years.  
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• Can we provide additional services to what these extra students would need?  
• Concern that the same number of all other staff serve these additional children. 
• Gottfried shared a hand out on staffing models as compared with other schools. It is attached. 

 
Davis moved to extend discussion on this topic by 10 minutes. Keeler seconded. The motion was adopted. 
 

• Three-class model might provide new opportunities, both for the students in the bubble class and in bringing new students 
and staff to our school. 

• We have not been able to sustain ourselves financially mostly because state funding does not support our model. 
• How confident are these numbers, especially after discovering the error? They are as confident as can be projecting out 8 

years and considering the number of cells in the document. It has been combed over as best as could be in the time allotted. 
• One concern is that this is not a new model. It seems similar to what we are already doing. 
• This model has just been presented, and might not have been fleshed out well. Response: growth implications have been 

considered through the past year, so the model is not as new as it seems. 
• Facilities piece for bubble? Could there be one modular? Modular was considered, but didn’t seem feasible. 

 
Keeler moved to extend discussion on this topic by 3 more minutes. McLamb seconded. The motion was adopted. 
 

• Could a Full Time associate move up with the bubble class? 
• How likely is it that we will have qualified associates to stay? 

 
Growth Model Comments/Discussions 

• Numbers changed quite a bit since the last time we saw it. This is due to the fact that the original Growth model had not been 
merged with the actual budget, and because we now have a full understanding of the impact on facilities, driveway 
expansion, salaries, and many other factors: 

o Capitalized Expansion (site prep, modular installation & lease)  
$40,000- $154,400 each year 

o Salaries & Benefits  
$80,000-$170,000 additional each year  

o Transportation (traffic police officer)  
$29,600 annually 

o Capitalized Purchases (playground)  
$20,000 one time 

o Original called for adding classes more quickly 
 

• Are we discussing a model that no one likes the concept of? 
• This model could not be implemented in the 2016-2017 year at this point. 

 
Ideas for Next Steps: 

• No good answer. Need to move forward. 
• Provide space for staff to provide feedback. 
• Timeline: not fair to staff to put decision back to December. The magnitude of the timing of the decision could have 

significant impacts to positions (and staff). 
• Schedule public comment at another time, or before November meeting. 
• Make staffing models more comparable in no-growth and bubble, and realize less of a gain in no-growth. 
• Fully vet bubble model between now and November meeting, and have a public forum. 
• Hold community conversation at next board meeting (even if we have an additional forum before board meeting). 
• There is now $175,000 in additional surplus due to the 2015-2016 amounts per Average Daily Membership. Could we stay 

like we are and invest in smaller class size and pay equity? Status-quo, could it be tweeked? These ADM amounts will likely 
not reoccur. 

 
Davis moved to extend discussion by 20 minutes. Seconded by Kopp. Motion was adopted. 
 

• We are not voting on a proposed budget, it is a business model. 
• How valid is the concern that the surplus declines in 6 years? The budget is revisited each year.  
• Development Director: could we afford to not have a Development Director? Probably cannot expect an increase in revenue, 

but it will likely stay the same. 
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• There has not been a lack of input from community. 
• Are we open to adjustments to these models before we vote? 

 
Doty made a motion that modifications could be made to the models before the vote. Davis seconded. Discussion ensued. A 
straw poll was taken among staff members. The motion passed with Follo, Hellert, Stephenson and Deverges in opposition. 
 
Deverges made a motion that it be re-publicized that the board will vote on a business model in November with a hour of open 
discussion with community members prior to the November meeting. McLamb seconded. Discussion ensued. Gottfried agreed to 
attach numbers to key elements, which were hot topics with the board: keep FT associates and decrease surplus, add FT Dev. Director 
and decrease surplus. Keep FT speech pathologist and decrease surplus. Look at status quo. The motion was adopted with Kopp, 
Doty, and Davis in opposition and Slate abstaining. 
 
Kelley suggested an optional workshop (public) prior to the next board meeting. 
 
Gottfried moved to hold a second board meeting on November 5 at 5:30pm, Slate seconded. The motion was adopted. 
 
Keller made a motion to eliminate the growth model from those that will be voted on in November. McLamb seconded. The 
motion was adopted with Doty in abstention. 
 
7. Items for next agenda (Nov. 5, 2015): Vote on Business Model, with public comment. 

 
8. Closed Session 
The board did not enter closed session. 
 
9. Reflection 
All have the best interest in mind. Recognizing the hard work of Susan Gottfried. 
 
* Committee Reports  
Committee Reports are attached. Due to the lengthy discussion this month regarding business models, Committee Report Clarifying 
Questions was not included on the agenda. Board members were asked to contact Committee Chairs directly with specific questions 
regarding a committee reports. Below is a list of committee chairs.  

• Finance Committee: Aaron Slate, aslate@bbandt.com 
• Board--Staff Liaison: Jason Carter, jason.carter@evergreenccs.org 
• Development: Sam McLamb, sam.mclamb@gmail.com 
• Nominating & Evaluating: Brittany Keeler, brittanykeeler@gmail.com 
• Facilities: Murphy Doty, murphy.doty@gmail.com 
• School Improvement Team: Sarah Shoemaker, sarah.shoemaker@evergreenccs.org 
• Executive Committee: Annie Jonas, ajonas@warren-wilson.edu 
• Diversity Committee: Dan Leroy, danbleroy@gmail.com 

 
 
Meeting adjourned by Jonas at 9:08pm. 
 
 
Respectfully Submitted, 
Kelly Stephenson 
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