
NOTICE OF PUBLIC MEETING 
of the 

Board of Directors of 
SOMERSET ACADEMY OF LAS VEGAS 

Notice is hereby given that the Board of Directors of Somerset Academy of Las Vegas, a public 
charter school, will conduct a public meeting on May 23, 2017, beginning at 6:00 p.m. at 4491 N. 
Rainbow Blvd., Las Vegas, Nevada 89108.  The public is invited to attend. 

Attached hereto is an agenda of all items scheduled to be considered. Unless otherwise stated, the 
Board Chairperson may 1) take agenda items out of order; 2) combine two or more items for 
consideration; or 3) remove an item from the agenda or delay discussion related to an item. 

Reasonable efforts will be made to assist and accommodate physically handicapped persons desiring 
to attend or participate at the meeting. Any persons requiring assistance may contact Jennifer Elison 
at (702) 431-6260 or jennifer.elison@academicanv.com two business days in advance so that 
arrangements may be conveniently made. 

Public comment may be limited to three minutes per person at the discretion of the Chairperson. 
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AGENDA 
May 23, 2017 Meeting of the Board of Directors of 

Somerset Academy of Las Vegas 

(Action may be taken on those items denoted “For Possible Action”) 

1. Call to order and roll call (For Possible Action)

2. Public Comment and Discussion (No action may be taken on a matter raised under this item
of the agenda until the matter itself has been specifically included on an agenda as an item
upon which action will be taken.)

3. Consent Agenda (For Possible Action)

a. Minutes from the December 5, 2016; January 19, 2017; March 16, 2017 Board
Meetings; and the February 23, 2017 Telephonic Board Meeting

b. Internet Safety Policy
c. Retention Bonuses
d. School Financial Performance (Not for Action)

4. Review and Approval of Financial Advisor Agreement with Specialized Public Finance Inc.
(For Possible Action)

5. Review and Approval of Underwriter Agreement with Robert W. Baird & Co. Inc. (For
Possible Action)

6. Approval to Submit Application to the Department of Business and Industry for Bond
Financing  (For Possible Action)

7. Discussion and Approval of the Final Budget for the 2017/2018 School Year (For Possible
Action)

8. Discussion and Formation of a Finance Committee (For Possible Action)

9. Discussion of the Scope of the Finance Committee and the Education and Curriculum
Committee (For Possible Action)

10. Discussion Regarding the Plans for the Skye Canyon Campus (For Possible Action)

11. Discussion and Possible Action to Approve the Valley/Turkey School Site (For Possible
Action) 2



12. Discussion and Possible Approval of the Somerset Academy Student Volunteer Hours
Policy (For Possible Action)

13. Discussion and Possible Action Regarding the Installation of Cameras Inside
Somerset Academy Classrooms (For Possible Action)

14. Executive Director Update (For Discussion)

15. Member Comment (Information/Discussion)

16. Public Comments and Discussion(Discussion)

17. Adjournment (For Possible Action)

This notice and agenda has been posted on or before 9 a.m. on the third working day before the 
meeting at the following locations: 

(1) 385 W. Centennial Parkway, North Las Vegas, Nevada 89084
(2) 7038 Sky Pointe Drive, Las Vegas, Nevada 89131
(3) 50 N. Stephanie St., Henderson, Nevada 89074
(4) 4650 Losee Road, North Las Vegas, Nevada 89081
(5) North Las Vegas City Hall, 2250 Las Vegas Blvd. North, North Las Vegas, Nevada.
(6) Henderson City Hall, 240 South Water Street, Henderson, Nevada.
(7) Las Vegas City Hall, 495 S. Main St., Las Vegas, Nevada.
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SOMERSET ACADEMY OF LAS VEGAS 

Supporting Document 

Meeting Date:  May 23, 2017 
Agenda Item: 3 – Consent Agenda 
Enclosures:  

SUBJECT:  Consent Agenda 
  Action 
 Appointments 
 Approval  

      X      Consent Agenda 
 Information 
 Public Hearing  
 Regular Adoption 

Presenter (s): Board 
Recommendation: 
Proposed wording for motion/action:  

Move to approve the items for action on the consent agenda 

Fiscal Impact: N/A 

Estimated Length of time for consideration (in minutes): 2-5 Minutes 
Background: Support materials and/or background has been provided to the 
Board. All items on the Consent Agenda which are for action can be approved in 
one motion; however, individual items may be taken off the Consent Agenda if 
the Board deems that discussion is necessary. 

Submitted By: Staff 
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SOMERSET ACADEMY OF LAS VEGAS 

Supporting Document 

Meeting Date:  May 23, 2017 
Agenda Item: 3a – Minutes from the December 5, 2016; January 19, 2017; 
March 16, 2017 Board Meetings; and the February 23, 2017 Telephonic Board 
Meeting Enclosures: 4 

SUBJECT:  Approval of Minutes 
  Action 
 Appointments 
 Approval  

     X       Consent Agenda 
 Information 
 Public Hearing  
 Regular Adoption 

Presenter (s): Board 
Recommendation: 
Proposed wording for motion/action: 

Consent 

Fiscal Impact: N/A 

Estimated Length of time for consideration (in minutes): 0 Minutes 
Background: Board meetings were held on December 5, 2016; January 19, 2017; 
and March 16, 2017; as well as a telephonic board meeting on February 23, 
2017; as such, approval of the minutes for each meeting is needed from the 
Board. 

Submitted By: Staff 
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MINUTES 
of the meeting of the  

BOARD OF DIRECTORS of SOMERSET ACADEMY OF LAS VEGAS 
 December 5, 2016 

The Board of Directors of Somerset Academy of Nevada held a public meeting on December 5, 2016 at 
6:00 p.m. at 7058 Sky Pointe Dr. Las Vegas, Nevada 89131. 

1. Call to order and roll call

Board Chair Cody Noble called the meeting to order at 6:09 p.m. Present were Board Members Travis
Mizer, John Bentham, Carrie Boehlecke, Cody Noble, Sarah McClellan and Will Harty (joined at 6:18 p.m.). 

Board member Eric Brady was not present. 

Also present was Executive Director John Barlow; as well as Academica Nevada Representatives Arthur 
Ziev, Trevor Goodsell, Crystal Thiriot, and Kristie Fleisher. 

2. Public Comments and Discussion

Ms. Becky ?, a parent, addressed the Board and stated that she had doubts about using principal candidates
who were part of the scenario resulting in the former principal leaving the school. Member Noble stated that was 
a valid concern and the Board would be addressing the principal candidates later in the meeting. 

Robert Diamond addressed the Board stating that he was currently the uniform provider for four of the 
Somerset Academy campuses adding that he had an automatic renewal with his contract stating that if he did not 
receive verbal cancellation by October 1st it would automatically renew for another year. Mr. Diamond further 
stated that during the last summer the numbers had fluctuated and his company was not made aware of the 
changes, adding that he would like to ensure that the same issues would not happen for the next school year. Mr. 
Diamond further added that he would like a confirmed contract and would need a confirmation of the colors for 
the new school if the new school would be under his contract. Ms. Crystal Thiriot addressed the Board and stated 
that she would ensure that Colin Bringhurst completed the contract and contacted Mr. Diamond. Executive 
Director John Barlow addressed the Board stating that the decision to hire and contract the vendors had been 
turned over to the principals, adding that the principals and executive director had contacted the legal department 
to work out the contract. Further discussion was had regarding the contract negotiations. Member Noble stated 
that he understood the concerns, adding that Mr. Bringhurst or Ms. Thiriot would contact him the following day. 

3. Review and Approval of Minutes from the October 6, 2016 Board Meeting

Member Bentham moved to approve the minutes from the October 6, 2016 board meeting. Member
Boehlecke seconded the motion and the Board voted unanimously to approve. 

11. Interview of Somerset Principal Candidates

Member Noble stated that there were two potential openings for principals, one was for the new Skye
Canyon campus which would open for the next year, the other was to fill the vacancy at the North Las Vegas 
campus; adding that Interim Principal Reese at the North Las Vegas campus had previously stated she would be 
unavailable to complete the school year, however her situation had changed and she would now be available to 
complete the current school year. Member Noble further stated that with the change in the situation, the Board 
would need to determine if they would hire for the North Las Vegas campus at this time or if they would delay 
until spring, which would allow Interim Principal Reese to complete the year. Member Noble further added that 
his recommendation would be to keep the interim administration through the end of the year and open up the 
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interview process for the principal in the spring. Member Boehlecke asked if the candidates would need to go 
through the complete process again. Executive Director Barlow stated that if the Board delayed the decision he 
would encourage them to start the complete process again due to the fact that a lot can change in five months, 
adding that a candidate might come forward that had not originally applied.  

Member Harty asked if Interim Principal Reese would definitely be available through the end of the year. 
Executive Director Barlow stated that Interim Principal Reese had been concerned about the health of her 
husband, however she had offered to stay through the remainder of the year. Member McClellan stated that the 
only reason she could see to delay hiring would be to have a more thorough assessment of the campus, however, 
if Interim Principle Reese were to put in new procedures, a new principal might change things again and further 
disrupt the campus. Member Harty stated that if the Board decided not to move forward with the interviews they 
were deciding that Interim Principal Reese would be the principal for the remainder of the year, adding that he 
was a little uncomfortable due to the fact the he had not met Interim Principal Reese. Member Bentham stated 
that he also would have liked to meet with Interim Principal Reese to hear her assessment of the school, adding 
that it would be in the best interest of the students and parents to ensure the Board had a good understand of the 
needs of the North Las Vegas campus. Member Boehlecke asked about the time table if they delayed the 
interviews. Executive Director Barlow stated that the hiring season would be starting in March which would mean 
that the current administration would be doing the hiring for the incoming principal. Member Bentham asked if 
Interim Principal Reese could be available for the next meeting to give an update on her thoughts about the 
campus.  

Member McClellan stated that the teachers would also soon be deciding if they were going to stay at the 
campus. Ms. Thiriot stated that teachers usually declare their intent to return in January or February, with internal 
transfer requests submitted in February and external hiring beginning in March. A current teacher at the North 
Las Vegas campus addressed the Board asking if the teachers would have any say in the hiring decision. Executive 
Director Barlow stated that two faculty members and two parents were on the panel that conducted the interviews. 
Member McClellan stated that traditionally, with an administrative hire, not every teacher would be involved due 
to the fact that it could result in hiring without the best interest of the school in mind; adding that she understood 
the desire to limit the interruption to the school, however, Interim Principal Reese was aware of the process, 
therefore the transition should be smooth. Member McClellan further stated that waiting too long was not a 
realistic option, adding that she liked the idea of having parents and teachers on the panel to provide a voice. 
Member Bentham asked Executive Director Barlow how the parents and teachers were selected for the panel. 
Executive Director Barlow stated that he had sought Interim Principal Reese’s input for teachers and parents she 
felt would contribute in an open and honest conversation about the candidates.  

Principal Gayle Jefferson addressed the Board and asked if they would consider appointing a principal 
and not have them start until the next school year, adding that the candidates had already invested time in the 
process by developing academic and improvement plans. Member Noble stated that he did not want to rush the 
decision based on the fact that the candidates had invested time, adding that the best interest of the campus was 
the main priority. Principal Reggie Farmer addressed the Board and stated that if a principal was hired now, they 
would have the opportunity to begin building relationships with the teachers and staff now; adding that delaying 
the decision might cause chaos in September. Member Noble stated that if there was going to be chaos it would 
happen now also. Principal Farmer stated that it would be better to have the chaos now, before the hiring season 
than after and risk losing teachers at the start of the school year. Member Bentham stated that the decision might 
be easier with a full understanding of the issues the campus was facing. Member Boehlecke stated that she had 
worked at a school with an interim principal and she was aware that it was a difficult situation; adding that it was 
concerning to her to hear the parent and teacher concerns. Member Boehlecke further stated that it would be great 
to have more time but that might not result in having answers to all the concerns. Member Bentham stated that 
they did have an overview of the situation, although it could be more detailed; adding that they were hearing a 
mostly unanimous feeling from the parents and teachers, that they wanted a decision today. Member McClellan 
and Member Boehlecke stated that they did not think prolonging until January would give them more information 
due to the fact that the winter break would be included in the time frame.  
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Several parents addressed the Board stating that many parents had lost faith in the administration and felt 
that the school needed direction and stability. Several teachers and staff members addressed the Board stating that 
the teachers wanted the transition to be completed to ensure long term stability. Member Bentham asked Principal 
Denson to talk about Interim Principal Reese due to the fact that he had worked with her in the past. Principal 
Andre Denson addressed the Board and stated that he had hired Interim Principal Reese as an assistant principal 
at the Sky Pointe campus, adding that she had requested to leave in the middle of the school year due to personal 
reasons, however, during the time she was at the campus she was a great leader. Member Noble asked Executive 
Director Barlow to give his opinion on what would be best for the campus. Executive Director Barlow stated that 
he thought the Board should proceed with the interviews and then determine if they had a good candidate or if 
they needed to wait and revisit the process later; adding that all the candidates were good candidates. Member 
Bentham stated that he agreed with Executive Director Barlow that they should proceed with the interview 
process. Member McClellan stated that she also thought that they should proceed, adding that if they were not 
confident after the interviews, they could postpone until January. Members Boehlecke, Bentham, Harty, Mizer 
and McClellan all stated they would like to proceed with the interviews. 

 Member Noble stated that there were seven candidates to interview, adding that they would start 
with the candidates for the North Las Vegas campus. Executive Director Barlow stated that the candidates would 
be presented in alphabetical order.  

Lisa Evans: 

Member Noble asked for a brief introduction. Ms. Lisa Evans addressed the Board and stated that she was 
currently in her fourth year as the Assistant Principal at the North Las Vegas campus, before that she had worked 
for CCSD as a kindergarten teacher, a 1st grade teacher, a 2nd grade teacher, and a literacy specialist; adding that 
she had also worked with the curriculum department. Ms. Evans further stated that she had operated a day care 
preschool in her home, had worked for a company called Food for Kids, and had served as the board of directors 
for Food for Kids.  

Member Bentham asked Ms. Evans to describe some of the issues at the North Las Vegas campus and 
explain how she was qualified to address the issues. Ms. Evans stated that there had been a change in the 
demographics of the students from a universal population to a neighborhood population and with the change of 
population, discipline had become one of the biggest challenges. Ms. Evans further stated that the solution should 
start in the classroom by helping the teachers with their discipline and then stepping out and supporting the 
teacher; adding that when analyzing the system, they had realized they needed to support the teachers more in the 
classroom. Ms. Evans further added that data days had been inconsistent and to improve the efficiency of data 
days they would need to use the data to analyze the standards, then focus on data driven and consistent instruction.  

Member Noble asked if Ms. Evans thought the same philosophies and ways of intervention should be used 
in middle school and elementary. Ms. Evans stated that it was important to look at the students and who they 
were, adding that providing that same type group instruction was harder in middle school due to the fact that they 
had the students for a smaller amount of time. Ms. Evans further stated that she would want to help the middle 
school teachers develop a plan to utilize the time they had; adding that one possibility would be to separate into 
learning groups after homework instruction, which would allow the teachers to move around to the different 
groups. Ms. Evans further added that the current administration was looking at the possibility of providing a time 
period during the day where a struggling student could have one on one coaching instead of an elective class. 
Member Noble asked if she agreed with that approach. Ms. Evans stated that she had been involved in the 
planning, adding that by pulling the struggling students out of the elective class for extra coaching they could 
provide more personalized instruction. Member Noble asked if a different time schedule would help. Ms. Evans 
stated that it probably would but it would be best to wait until next year; adding that there had been discussion 
about having a shorter day next semester and having the students that needed help stay after, however, that would 
be hard on the community members with day care issues. Ms. Evans further added that they had an eighth period 
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math class for tutoring, and had reduced the after school duty for middle school teachers to allow teachers the 
opportunity to pull students in to retake tests or receive tutoring; adding that the middle school students waiting 
for elementary school to get out could be working on homework during that time.  

Member Boehlecke asked if she had ideas to build school culture with parents, teachers and students. Ms. 
Evans stated that because it was important to hear everyone’s concerns, she would love to create a parent safety 
patrol to be on campus before and after school, along with the continuation of the parent university and the 
principal round tables, which provide a forum for parents to talk about their concerns. Ms. Evans further stated 
that for the teachers, along with the lighthouse committee, she would like to utilize the team leads to help maintain 
a more fluid communication process, which would help them become more vested in campus. Ms. Evans further 
stated she would like to form a student council, with representatives from every class, to bring the student concerns 
to the administration; adding that the students should be rewarded for their good behavior and accomplishments 
and she would like to give them a chance to determine the reward system. Ms. Evans further added that she would 
like to see the North Las Vegas campus step away from being an island and begin to collaborate more with the 
other campuses, to share their accomplishments with other campuses and be more involved in the system. Member 
Noble asked Ms. Evans if the separation was caused by a system failure. Ms. Evans stated that she thought they 
had kept themselves separate.  

Member Mizer stated that Lorraine DeAnda had also applied and asked Ms. Evans how it would affect 
the administration team if she became principal and continued to work with Ms. DeAnda. Ms. Evans stated that 
they had discussed that possibility and would stand together to make the school successful. 

Member Bentham stated that there were spatial issues at the campus that could not be overcome and asked 
how Ms. Evans would address them. Ms. Evans stated that they had already made one way paths in the hallways, 
they worked together and were creative in their use of space. Ms. Evans stated that they had adopted a better 
rainy-day schedule suggested by the teachers. 

Member Bentham asked what she would do to abate the concerns about the state of flux and encourage 
the parents, students and teacher to remain at the campus. Ms. Evans stated that she would continue to have 
presence and consistency by being in the classrooms and available before and after school for the students; adding 
that the school had an open door policy and she would be available 24 hours a day if needed. Ms. Evans further 
stated that although a lot had happened, they had an amazing campus, however, she did not want to make huge 
changes or cause more upheaval right away, instead she would focus on providing structure, consistency and 
discipline with care, for the betterment of the system.  

Member Noble stated that there was a sentiment that the issues ran deep in the administration and asked 
how she would answer the thought that changing one part of the administration was not enough. Ms. Evans stated 
that, although she understood that sentiment, she would invite them to come see the amazing things they were 
doing at the campus and listen to what the teachers were saying about the remaining administrators. 

Member Noble asked why, other than the fact the she had been on the campus, she was the best candidate. 
Ms. Evans stated that she had worked with a lot of different populations, from the high to the low and had been 
successful, adding that she had a strong background in curriculum. Ms. Evans further stated that she believed that 
the teachers at North Las Vegas were amazing and needed to be heard; adding that she had the heart and wanted 
the North Las Vegas campus to succeed. 

Member McClellan asked why, with two principal positions coming at the same time, she had applied for 
the North Las Vegas campus position but not the Skye Canyon campus position. Ms. Evans stated that she had 
wanted to apply for the Skye Canyon position before the issues arose at the North Las Vegas campus. Member 
Noble asked if she would take the position at Skye Canyon if it was offered. Ms. Evans stated that she would take 
any job at Somerset, adding that she loved the system and would go anywhere for the Somerset system. Member 
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Bentham stated that she had mentioned the Leader in Me program and asked if she would continue the program. 
Ms. Evans stated that she had seen students thrive in the program and would absolutely continue with it, adding 
that her concern would be the need to focus on the root causes of the discipline issues on the campus. 

Lorraine DeAnda: 

Member Noble asked Ms. DeAnda to introduce herself. Ms. Lorraine DeAnda addressed the Board and 
stated that she was an Assistant Principal at the North Las Vegas campus and an island girl from Hawaii. Ms. 
DeAnda further stated that she had worked for CCSD for a few years, and moved to Pinecrest Academy before 
moving to the Somerset North Las Vegas campus as an administrator; adding that she had started out with 
elementary then moved to middle school and had grown to love the middle school students. Ms. DeAnda further 
added that she came from a long line of educators and was aware of how important teachers were because they 
touch student’s lives every day, adding that her job was to be their biggest cheerleader and biggest supporter. 

Member Bentham stated that Ms. DeAnda had a unique perspective because of her position at the North 
Las Vegas campus and asked what issues she had seen at the campus, how she would address the issues and how 
her qualification might make her exemplary to handle those issues. Ms. DeAnda stated that she was qualified 
because she had been at the campus and had been involved. Ms. DeAnda further stated that communication 
needed to be improved between the administration and the teachers, as well as between the school and the families; 
adding that they had discussed communication and the need to explore different modes of communication, along 
with having a visible presence at the start of school and at dismissal. Ms. DeAnda further stated that discipline 
needed to be improved in the classrooms with the administrators to ensuring that the students felt safe when they 
came to school; adding that although staff morale had taken a hit, the teachers were amazing and the 
administration needed to ensure that staff morale did not affect the students. 

Member Noble asked why discipline was an issue at the campus and what she would recommend to change 
that aspect. Ms. DeAnda stated that with the changing demographics they needed to make changes to discipline, 
therefore they put together some action teams and were working to ensure that there was accountability for 
actions. Ms. DeAnda further stated that they could only be as strong as the weakest link and sometimes the weak 
link was the system not the people, adding that they had met as team leaders to improve the plan and make it a 
progressive discipline plan. 

Member McClellan stated that there were two principal jobs available and asked why Ms. DeAnda chose 
to apply for the North Las Vegas position but not the Skye Canyon position. Ms. DeAnda stated that she did not 
apply for the Skye Canyon position due to the fact that she lived in Henderson and the drive would be too far, 
adding that she loved the North Las Vegas campus and wanted to see it continue to grow.  

Member Bentham stated that the Board had heard that, with the school in a state of flux, parents and 
teachers might leave and asked what Ms. DeAnda would do to eliminate the fear. Ms. DeAnda stated that she 
would meet with them in an open forum, adding that they had tried to ensure that parents, students, and teachers 
did not feel left out. Ms. DeAnda further stated that they were a community and needed to work together to ensure 
the students got the best education possible by building trust in the administration. 

Member Mizer asked how, if she was offered the Principal position, she would transition work roles with 
Ms. Evans who also applied for the Principal position. Ms. DeAnda stated that although it would seem like a 
difficult transition, she and Ms. Evans were supportive of each other; adding that she had put all of her effort in 
to the school and would continue to put all of her effort in to the school. 

Member Bentham asked what Ms. DeAnda would do to address the issue of the small size of the school. 
Ms. DeAnda stated that size was definitely an issue, adding that when they had events at the school they had to 
be done on one grade level and would still be busting at the seams. Ms. DeAnda further stated that they had looked 
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at the option of building on to the school or using portable classrooms. Member Bentham asked what she would 
suggest if they could not build on or use portable classrooms. Ms. DeAnda stated that it would be important to 
include the teachers in the resolution due to the fact that they were in the trenches; adding that they currently had 
enough classrooms to fit all of the grade levels. Ms. DeAnda further stated that they had looked at changing 
middle school schedules to improve the transition in the hallways; adding that, with research showing benefits to 
later start times for middle schools, they had looked at having the elementary school start first .  

 Member Bentham asked if she would continue the Leader in Me program. Ms. DeAnda stated that she 
would definitely keep the program, adding that it had been embraced by the teachers and the students and was 
helping the students believe in themselves as it prepared them to become leaders for tomorrow.  

 Member Noble stated that there was a sentiment that the campus needed someone who had not been a part 
of the previous administration. Ms. DeAnda stated that she understood why they might feel that, adding that they 
were still there, still working and involved in making the transition a smooth process.  

 Member Noble asked what made her the best candidate for the job. Ms. DeAnda stated that she had been 
on the campus, she believed in the students and the teachers and would do whatever it took to make the campus 
a home away from home; adding that she would take time to build relationships and drive the school to be the 
best. 

 Michele Lorig: 

Member Noble welcomed Michele Lorig and asked her to introduce herself. Ms. Michele Lorig addressed 
the Board and stated that she was currently an assistant principal at the Somerset Stephanie campus with a 
background in special education; adding that she had a license that allowed her to teach K-12. Ms. Lorig further 
stated that her experience had been from early intervention through high school in everything from self-contained 
to resource to collaborative; adding that she was a special education facilitator in elementary, middle and high 
school settings. Ms. Lorig further added that she had been a dean with the district, then moved to Mesa Arizona 
where she was an Assistant Principal in public schools for 5 years, became a stay at home mom for a short while, 
then returned to education as a teacher and a special education facilitator before becoming an Assistant Principal 
at the Somerset Stephanie campus.  

 Member Bentham asked what she saw as the primary issues at the North Las Vegas campus and how her 
skill sets could help her address the issues. Ms. Lorig stated that she had reviewed the data and found that there 
was only a 2% difference in the free and reduced lunch figures between the North Las Vegas campus and the 
Stephanie campus, yet there was a significant disparity in the performance on the state tests. Ms. Lorig further 
stated that it could be a lack of consistency in implementation; adding that there was a definite need to develop a 
new morale and a sense of culture and identity for the school. Ms. Lorig further added that she was a person who 
believed in open communication and being very upfront about decision making, involving people in decision 
making, understanding who the stake holders were, understanding what was already working and looking at what 
could be improved; adding that Somerset worked like a cohesive team, however, this team was broken and needed 
someone willing to put in the effort to get to know the people and allow the people to know her as the leader of 
the school. 

 Member Bentham stated that being a teacher and administrator was never a 9 to 5 job and asked if Ms. 
Lorig was prepared and willing to devote 10 to 12 hours per day. Ms. Lorig stated that the decision to apply had 
been made as a family with the understanding of the time and energy that would be needed; adding that she 
already put in time and energy at the Stephanie campus because it was always about the best interest of the 
students. 

 Member McClellan stated that two principal jobs were posted at around the same time and asked why she 
chose to apply for North Las Vegas and not Skye Canyon. Ms. Lorig stated that it required a different skill set to 
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open a new campus versus walking in to an existing campus, and she had more experience assimilating into an 
existing campus. Ms. Lorig further stated that the process did not require more or less work, just a different type 
of work and that her skill set more closely matched the needs of the North Las Vegas campus with her background 
in Spanish speaking, special education and ability to understand and make decisions based on data. 

Member Harty stated that two North Las Vegas Assistant Principals had applied for the job as well, and 
asked what type of approach she would take if she were offered the position? Ms. Lorig stated that she had been 
in that position before when she had been appointed the Assistant Principal at a school where an existing person 
had also applied for the position, adding that they would all need to have a teamwork perspective and attitude. 
Ms. Lorig further stated that she had worked side by side with the candidates as Assistant Principals, therefore it 
would be a continuation of that, working as a team with the understanding that they had background knowledge 
that could be used to move forward in making good decisions for the campus and the students. 

Member Harty asked how she would handle the situation if they resisted something that she wanted to 
implement that was different than what they were currently doing at the campus. Ms. Lorig stated that she was 
aware that change was hard; therefore, she would never make an arbitrary decision to change just for the sake of 
change or to prove her own leadership or authority. Ms. Lorig further stated that conversations would need to 
happen in the decision making process for them to understand the rationale behind the changes; adding that she 
would take feedback along the way. Ms. Lorig further added that, if she met with resistance, she would have data 
or information to help them understand the changes and why they would be best for the students and the campus. 

Member Boehlecke asked how would she handle building relationships with the teachers? Ms. Lorig stated 
that different people had different needs, therefore it would be important to respect the teachers as professionals 
first and foremost, and understand that people had different areas of expertise; adding that, with respect, you 
received back what you gave out. Ms. Lorig further stated that it would be important to be accessible, have open 
communication and the understanding that they had all been selected to contribute to the North Las Vegas campus. 

Member Noble asked what, if any, concerns she had going in as a principal mid-year. Ms. Lorig stated 
that it could be challenging to start anywhere, in any role, mid-year, because you would be playing catch-up to 
understand where everything was, therefore it would be important to have open conversations. Ms. Lorig further 
added that she would need to become part of the family and part of the culture; however, she already knew what 
Somerset was about therefore she did not have concerns on that front. Ms. Lorig further added that as long as they 
made good decisions with the students’ best interest in mind, it would work. Member Bentham asked if she was 
fluent in Spanish? Ms. Lorig stated that she was not a native speaker but had enough skill to get by.  

Member Bentham stated that the Board had heard from parents that the school was in crisis and asked 
what she would do to keep the parents and students in the Somerset system and at the North Las Vegas campus. 
Ms. Lorig stated that she was committed to the system, adding that when she was offered the position at the 
Somerset Stephanie campus she walked away from CCSD and did not look back. Ms. Lorig further stated that 
she understood that people were scared, therefore it would be a matter of being available, whether through parent 
discussions, meet and greets with the Principal, sending out surveys, or just sitting and having conversations. Ms. 
Lorig further added that it would be important to help them feel a part of the process and help them understand 
that the betterment of the students was the top priority. 

Member Bentham stated that the North Las Vegas campus was in year one of the Leader in Me program. 
Ms. Lorig stated that they had adopted the book with their middle school students and they were learning to 
understand the verbiage and the things that go behind it; adding that the administrative team had been through the 
first level of training, so she had a pretty good understanding and respect for the program. Member Bentham 
asked if she would continue the program. Ms. Lorig stated that there was a value to the culture and she would 
continue the program. 
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 Member Noble stated that one of the things that had come up recently was that there was a possible 
problem with how discipline had been handled on the North Las Vegas campus and asked what structures 
specifically, as far as her philosophy, she would put in to place to address those kinds of concerns. Ms. Lorig 
stated that, in years past, she had operated using a discipline matrix that was similar to the progressive discipline 
plan at Somerset; adding that understanding the steps was key. Ms. Lorig further stated that she would want to 
understand what was happening, where the system was falling apart and then get everyone on the same page; 
adding that if the discipline was not controlled then the learning was not going to happen. Ms. Lorig further added 
that when looking at the data it was clear that there were some inconsistencies across all of the grade levels and 
she would need to address the cause of the breakdown to find a solution. 

 Member Noble asked what made her the best candidate. Ms. Lorig stated that although all of the applicants 
were terrific, she was a problem solver and would approach the position from a solution mindset, with the 
knowledge that there was always a way to get things done; adding that she had experience on the discipline side, 
on the instructional side, as a special education specialist, and that she liked to stay on top of the current research. 
Ms. Lorig further stated that she would establish a culture where the kids were happy, where they were learning 
and productive, and where the staff would be proud to say they were part of the campus; adding that she had been 
blessed to work with Principal Farmer, who knew how to create a team. Ms. Lorig further added that her worst 
case scenario for not getting the position would be a lot of people’s best case scenario because she was at a terrific 
school and she wanted to take the terrific she knew existed and take it to another school. 

 Jenni Martinez: 

Member Noble welcomed Ms. Jenni Martinez and asked her to introduce herself. Ms. Jenni Martinez 
addressed the Board and stated that she started in education about 15 years prior, with the opening of the Odyssey 
charter school, where she learned the value of charter schools; adding that during her student teaching with CCSD 
she saw a lack of flexibility compared to the charter school system at Odyssey. Ms. Martinez further stated that 
she then worked at Innovations International for six years before joining the Somerset system; adding that she 
was blessed to work under the leadership of Gayle Jefferson, who opened her eyes to how powerful a system 
could be with a strong leadership team that knew how to empower teachers and that stayed true to a mission. Ms. 
Martinez further added that since then, she had pushed harder and harder to be an agent of change and to help 
contribute to the positive things that Somerset was providing for the community. Member Noble asked her to 
detail her positions in the Somerset system. Ms. Martinez stated that she began as a Spanish teacher, while 
teaching one section of 6th grade tech, and training in leadership. Ms. Martinez further stated that with the growth 
of the Somerset system the North Las Vegas campus had to divide into three locations; adding that she asked 
Principal Kelly to take her with her to the Oakey campus so she could work closely in a smaller school 
environment and learn more leadership skills. Ms. Martinez further added that once the decision was made to 
move the Oakey campus to Losee she had the opportunity to work with Principal Phillips as an Assistant Principal; 
adding that she had gleaned a lot of lessons from each of the leaders who had guided her along the way and could 
not imagine working for any other system than Somerset. 

 Member Mizer stated that the current Assistant Principals at the North Las Vegas campus had also applied 
for the Principal position, and asked how she would make the transition and have those conversations if she were 
offered that position and would be working with them. Ms. Martinez stated that the moment she decided to apply 
for the position the conversation began with phone calls to Ms. DeAnda and Ms. Evans; adding that they had 
already worked closely in stressful situations with regards to testing, developing grading systems, and developing 
discipline policies. Ms. Martinez further stated that they had agreed that all of the Assistant Principals in the 
Somerset system would work as a team; adding that she was a big believer in teamwork, and community effort. 
Ms. Martinez further added that she believed it would be a fairly smooth mid-year transition because they would 
all work together for the success and development of the school and community. 
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 Member Boehlecke asked how she would build relationships with the teachers in the school where there 
had been struggles. Ms. Martinez stated that the most important thing she could do was to get to know each 
teacher individually, to learn their strengths and weaknesses, then find a way to solidify their strengths and build 
up where they may be weak; adding that the core of her leadership philosophy was to understand the people 
around you and make them winners. Ms. Martinez further stated that the teachers, parents and students needed to 
be heard and that, as long as it did not deviate from the mission of the school, they could look at a multitude of 
plans that could improve the gaps that existed in the school. 

 Member Bentham asked what she thought were the biggest issues facing the campus and what unique skill 
sets she had to help tackle the issues. Ms. Martinez stated that she had a sense that there were low morale issues, 
therefore she would need to get face to face with the parents, students or stakeholders in order to build 
relationships and allow them to voice their desires for the future of the school. Ms. Martinez further stated that 
she would need to ensure that the parents understood the mission of the school and show them how she would 
implement programs to support that mission for the ultimate success of their children. 

 Member Bentham asked if she had studied any of the data that had come out of the school. Ms. Martinez 
stated that she had not studied the specific data; however, the population at North Las Vegas was very similar to 
the population at Losee middle/high; adding that it would be like comparing apples to apples. Ms. Martinez further 
stated that her biggest concern at the last principals’ meeting had been the drop in data in the 7th grade area; adding 
that they would need to find a way to keep the numbers from dropping. 

 Member Noble asked about her discipline philosophy. Ms. Martinez stated that no person or child was 
perfect, she expected them to make mistakes, therefore it was important to put more effort in to helping them to 
understand the guidelines of what the expectations would be; adding that they offered a code of honor and a parent 
handbook to help in them understand. Ms. Martinez further stated that she had found that a lot of parents and 
students did not read the code of honor or handbook and did not understand the content; adding that a lot of the 
conflict between parents and teachers or students and teachers was a lack of understanding of the rationale behind 
the guidelines. Ms. Martinez further added that she believed in a progressive discipline plan with a chance for a 
verbal warning as long as the behavior was not severe, then parental notification if the behavior was repeated 
once, followed by a meeting with the parents for the third time; adding that she believed in building up the students 
who were doing their best to be a good example at the school with systems such as student of the month, honor 
society, and student senate.  

 Member McClellan stated that there had been two principal positions open at the same time and asked 
what made her apply for the North Las Vegas position and not the Skye Canyon position.  Ms. Martinez stated 
that when she started at Somerset it was at the North Las Vegas campus and that her exposure to positive 
leadership was there and her heart was still there. Ms. Martinez further stated that she had seen some of her former 
students come to the Losee middle/high campus struggling and it made her wonder if she could have made a 
difference if she had stayed at the North Las Vegas campus; adding that while that may sound ego-centric, it was 
the curse of a teacher to wonder if you could have helped them stay on the path. Ms. Martinez further added that 
while it may be challenging to hear the struggles the students dealt with on a daily basis, she had never felt more 
rewarded than when she would see one of the students work through the struggles and become a successful 
involved student and leader. 

 Member Bentham asked if she was prepared for the extra hours and challenges that would come with this 
position. Ms. Martinez stated that as an assistant principal she already knew she would need to give extra hours, 
however it would be rewarding to see the change and growth in students and to see the school become a greater 
part of the community. Ms. Martinez further stated that hard work was necessary but worth the effort; adding that, 
with the knowledge of what the North Las Vegas campus had been before, she would expend all of her energy to 
get the school back to where she knew it could be.  
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 Member Bentham stated that Ms. Martinez had mentioned in her resume that she could speak Spanish and 
asked if she was a fluent speaker. Ms. Martinez stated that she was proficient and enjoyed getting a little practice. 
Member Bentham stated that the North Las Vegas campus had been using the Leader in Me program and asked 
if she supported and would continue the program. Ms. Martinez stated that she absolutely supported that program, 
adding that they were doing an introductory year at Losee middle/high and had implemented a mandatory 6th 
grade, one semester, program; adding that she could see the tentacles of the Leader in Me program reaching 
throughout the school. 

 Member Noble asked what specifically about her made her the best fit and candidate for the principal at 
North Las Vegas. Ms. Martinez stated that she had several strengths that made her a great candidate: she was a 
big team player, had learned to delegate, relied on her team members, and valued other people’s input. Ms. 
Martinez further stated that if you put a problem in front of her she would find a solution, she would pull on the 
resources of the experts and research for a way to overcome any challenge. Ms. Martinez further added that she 
was truly dedicated to the Somerset mission, especially the part of the mission that expressed the desire to cultivate 
students who wanted to render service; adding that she was persistent with a passionate and compassionate 
approach. 

 Emeri Rodriguez: 

Member Noble welcomed Emeri Rodriguez and asked her to introduce herself. Ms. Emeri Rodriguez 
addressed the Board and stated that she started at Somerset the first year it was open after being recruited by 
Principal Farmer and had seen the Somerset family grow from there; adding that the children, parents, and 
teachers were like a family. Ms. Rodriguez further stated that she had learned leadership from Principal Farmer 
and Principal Jefferson, the first two leaders to open up Somerset in Las Vegas. 

 Member Mizer stated that there were two Assistant Principals at the campus who also applied, and asked 
how she would help in the transition with those two Assistant Principals. Ms. Rodriguez stated that she had 
worked closely with them and knew them well; adding that she would sit down with them and discuss what was 
in place, what was working and listen to what they thought would be best for the campus. Ms. Rodriguez further 
stated that she would share her knowledge of the Somerset system, what she had learned from the leaders she had 
worked with, and what could bring success to the campus.   

 Member Bentham stated that, at the campus, there had been issues she would need to look at and tackle 
and asked what she thought would be the biggest obstacles she would need to tackle and what skill sets she had 
that would help. Ms. Rodriguez stated that she had looked at the parent surveys and there were a lot of concerns 
about safety and classroom management; adding that she would need to meet with Interim Principal Reese about 
the campus. Ms. Rodriguez further stated that she would need to observe the campus, survey the families and 
staff and then evaluate the findings; adding that she would need to take one step at a time. Ms. Rodriguez further 
stated that the Somerset vision on the campus could become what it once was.  

 Member Boehlecke asked how she would build relationships with teachers. Ms. Rodriguez stated that 
building relationships was very key, she would need to get to know the teachers, go into the classrooms, have 
events outside of school, and learn about their lives and families; adding that life issues could affect teachers. Ms. 
Rodriguez further stated that she would build the relationships one step at a time, she would start with one on one 
meetings, then grade level meetings and staff meetings. 

 Member McClellan stated that two principal jobs had come up close together and asked why she applied 
for the North Las Vegas position and not the Skye Canyon position. Ms. Rodriguez stated that it was a matter of 
timing; adding that it had not felt like the time was right when the Skye Canyon position opened. Ms. Rodriguez 
further stated that when the North Las Vegas position opened she reflected and realized that she had grown as a 
leader. 
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Member Bentham stated that this would not be a standard work day and asked if she was prepared to put 
in the hours that would be needed to get this campus to where it needed to be. Ms. Rodriguez stated that she would 
absolutely be ready to put in the time needed; adding that there were two wonderful Assistant Principal to assist 
and plan out the steps needed to make North Las Vegas as great as any other Somerset campus. Ms. Rodriguez 
further stated that the Somerset system had a shared vision of preparing students for college, while allowing each 
campus to be unique to the community. 

Member Bentham stated that there were a lot of concerns on the campus and asked what she would to do 
abate the fears and concerns. Ms. Rodriguez stated that she would need to conduct an introductory meeting and 
have a presence meeting parents and students. Ms. Rodriguez further stated she would build on what Interim 
Principal Reese had done, monitor the procedures in place and build on them. 

Member Noble asked what discipline philosophy she would have at the North Las Vegas campus. Ms. 
Rodriguez stated that North Las Vegas was a CHAMPS campus, adding that she had used the CHAMPS program 
and it was a system that worked. Ms. Rodriguez further stated that it was important to build relationships first, 
then evaluate the discipline plans in place and build on them; adding that once she was able to observe she could 
discuss discipline strategies. Member Noble asked how CHAMPS was different than what she was currently 
using. Ms. Rodriguez stated that some teachers at Sky Pointe used CHAMPS, some did not, however the overall 
discipline policy was a progressive policy. Ms. Rodriguez further stated that with every incident you had to 
analyze and find the system that worked and motivated the students. Member Noble asked if she thought the 
discipline philosophy should be the choice of the teacher or should it come from the administration. Ms. 
Rodriguez stated that there were times where the teacher was doing great and did not need an administrator to 
take over; however, if it was not working she would need to help them find a program that worked; adding that 
she thought it was important for teachers to observe other teachers as well.  

Member Noble asked why she was the best candidate. Ms. Rodriguez stated that it started with passion, 
heart and high expectation; adding that she had learned from the leaders she had worked with how to be a great 
principal. Ms. Rodriguez further stated that she had the drive and wanted to make a difference, adding that she 
believed she could build relationships with students and make this campus as great as the other Somerset 
campuses in Las Vegas. Ms. Rodriguez further added that she had created a power point document to share the 
documents with the Board.  

Susan Harrison-Rollins: 

Member Noble welcomed Susan Harrison-Rollins and asked her to introduce herself. Ms. Susan Harrison-
Rollins addressed the Board and stated that she was in her eleventh year at Sig Rogich Middle School, prior to 
that she was the Assistant Principal at Centennial and Durango High Schools. Ms. Harrison-Rollins further stated 
that she was born and raised in Colorado and started her education career there teaching biology, health, and 
physical education. Ms. Harrison-Rollins further added that it was exciting to think about opening a brand new 
school and working from the ground up. 

Member Mizer stated that Ms. Harrison-Rollins had been at her current job since 2006 and asked why she 
would want to leave to the known for the unknown. Ms. Harrison-Rollins stated that she loved every day and that 
she was at a blue-ribbon school and had done fantastic things; however, she had never opened a school. Ms. 
Harrison-Rollins further stated that she would like to take the strategies that she was using, redevelop them and 
implement them in a brand new school.  

Member Bentham asked if she thought those principles and objectives would align with the Somerset 
mission and what they were trying accomplish. Ms. Harrison-Rollins stated that her philosophy was aligned with 
a student centered, project-based learning curriculum; adding that as she learned more about charter schools, 
where they were going,  and what the vision looked like, she saw that they were very much aligned with what she 

16



had been doing and what she would like to take to the next level. Ms. Harrison-Rollins further stated that she 
would love to take it a little further, however, there were some constraints with the public school system. Ms. 
Harrison-Rollins further added that her strategies were aligned with the SBAC with great results, adding that what 
she had done so far would be a great fit in the Somerset system. 

Member Bentham stated that one of things that had impressed him about the Somerset system was that all 
of the principals and all of APs would get together and collaboratively talk about their campuses to come up with 
visions together, and asked if that would align with how she would lead. Ms. Harrison-Rollins stated that she 
worked very closely with the other middle schools in her performance zone of four middle schools, adding that 
she worked with the elementary, middle and high schools in matriculation. Ms. Harrison-Rollins further stated 
that, as she had sat in the room and listened to all the candidates collaborate and talk, she thought how fascinating 
that we do not do that more in the setting she was in.  

Member Bentham asked if she was familiar with the Leader in Me program. Ms. Harrison-Rollins stated 
that she was not and asked him to tell her about the program. Member Bentham explained that it was a program 
that most of the Somerset campuses had adopted to teach leadership using that 7 habits of leadership. Ms. 
Harrison-Rollins stated that they used a similar program. 

Member Noble asked if she would be comfortable implementing the Somerset program if it did not line 
up with the model she was currently using. Ms. Harrison-Rollins stated that every model could be adapted to take 
the best of both and create an even greater model; adding that they needed to be open to look at what was best for 
students. 

Member McClellan stated that Ms. Harrison-Rollins had come from primarily a middle school background 
and asked how she would anticipate running a K-8 campus. Ms. Harrison-Rollins stated that she worked closely 
with the elementary schools that fed in to Rogich and was very familiar with the initiatives that they had; adding 
that they were the only middle school campus that invited the elementary students to come to their campus to take 
classes such as pre-algebra. Ms. Harrison-Rollins further stated that she had several teachers that had been at the 
elementary level and knew what was expected from the elementary level; adding that although she did not have 
a lot of experience at the elementary level, her philosophy was that if you could lead and were an effective leader, 
the age group did not matter.  

Member McClellan asked if she had a timeline for how long she would stay in the Somerset system. Ms. 
Harrison-Rollins stated that she would like to say that she had five years, knowing she was probably the oldest 
candidate in the room, but she was not ready to retire; adding that she had some things she would like to 
implement. Ms. Harrison-Rollins further stated that she would have to be honest and state that she could not 
promise five years; however, that was her goal. 

Member Boehlecke stated that Somerset schools had data days with the teachers spending the day looking 
at data, and asked how she would work the data days and what she would do with the data. Ms. Harrison-Rollins 
stated that usually when she had a day to look at data she looked with a goal in mind, such as closing achievement 
gaps, looking at achievement levels overall, or looking at which of her students were not proficient. Ms. Harrison-
Rollins further stated that, after looking at the data with a purpose, she would analyze it to determine actions steps 
to reach the schools goals; adding that you could look at data all day long but if you did not have a purpose in 
mind you were wasting your time. 

Member Harty asked where Sig Rogich was located and what the demographics were like. Ms. Harrison-
Rollins stated that the demographics had changed over the last ten years dramatically, adding that it was in 
Summerlin right down from the Red Rock casino. Ms. Harrison-Rollins further stated that the demographics were 
a highly affluent area with very involved parents and busy students involved in all kinds of extra-curricular 
activities. 
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Member McClellan stated that the Somerset system liked the parents to be involved and required them to 
do 30 hours of service each year in the school and asked if she would be comfortable with that. Ms. Harrison-
Rollins stated that if you did not invite them in to your schools to be a part of the school, they would not be there 
to support you when you needed them; adding that the parents would not know what was going on if they were 
not invited in. 

Member Noble asked why they should we hire her, what it was about her that would put her in that 
position. Ms. Harrison-Rollins stated that she was highly effective and had what it would take. Ms. Harrison-
Rollins further stated that she had created a climate and a culture that did not happen overnight; adding that she 
would attribute that to her leadership and the fact that her staff was happy. Ms. Harrison-Rollins further added 
that her staff stayed year after year and each year they received about 150 zone variance requests; adding that her 
leadership style fostered that.  

Kate Lackey: 

Member Noble asked Kate Lackey to introduce herself. Ms. Kate Lackey addressed the Board and stated 
that she had been an Assistant Principal at Somerset Losee for two and one half years, adding that she felt very 
well prepared for the position due to her association with Principal Kelley, as well as the other Assistant Principals 
in the Somerset system. Ms. Lackey further stated that her education philosophy aligned well with the Somerset 
vision as a college prep system; adding that could communicate well with the parents and had an understanding 
of their desire for the success of their children. 

Member McClellan stated that Ms. Lackey had been at a K-5 campus, while this would be a K-8 campus, 
and asked what she would anticipate doing differently to meet the needs of a middle school and an elementary 
school at the same time. Ms. Lackey stated that although she had been an administrator in a K-8 private school, 
she did not have as much experience in middle school; however, she knew and understood children regardless of 
their age. Ms. Lackey further stated that she would choose people to help in the middle school realm, such as an 
Assistant Principal who knew middle school; adding that she had done some research and found that the flex hour 
program that Principal Pendleton designed for the Lone Mountain campus would be a great tool to enrich the 
students and help with the transition between elementary school and middle school; Ms. Lackey further added 
that she would also create a transition team, starting in 4th grade, to prepare the students for the next grade and 
eliminate the unknown. 

Member Harty asked if she had any experience with being responsible for a budget. Ms. Lackey stated 
that when she was a K-8 administrator she had been given a budget and was able to take the budget and utilize 
and maximize it to best meet the campus needs. Ms. Lackey further stated that Principal Kelley involved her in 
the budget process, especially when hiring teachers; adding that she felt confident that she could really work with 
what was presented to her and make the best choices for the campus.  

Member Noble stated that in her work with the Somerset Principals she was probably aware of the amount 
of time they give to their campuses and asked if she was in a place where she could give that kind of commitment 
to the position. Ms. Lackey stated that she had an extremely supportive husband who was extremely flexible; 
adding that her family was very committed to her work and her drive to move forward; adding that her kids were 
at the age where they were at school. Ms. Lackey further stated that she was passionate about her work and the 
charter school system. 

Member Boehlecke asked how she would utilize data days. Ms. Lackey stated that she would start with 
input from her staff as they analyzed the data to see where they were making an impact and ensure that they were 
moving in the right direction. Ms. Lackey further stated that she would continue using the RTI process; adding 
that the needs might change from month to month so it would be necessary to find a variety of ways to utilize the 
data to meet the needs of the school. 
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 Member Noble asked if she thought the same principles would apply from elementary into middle school 
in terms of keeping the students on track, tracking their performance and helping them progress if they were 
lagging behind.  Ms. Lackey stated that she thought it could transfer over, adding that she would need to look at 
what the children were learning and how they could remediate them. Ms. Lackey further stated that she loved the 
concept of the flex hour, because she could take what the students were grasping or not grasping and utilize it 
during that flex hour; adding that she would utilize the middle school teachers to remediate or enrich the students. 

 Member Harty stated that she had started off by talking about the Somerset vision and asked her to 
elaborate on what the Somerset vision was. Ms. Lackey stated that it was a college prep school with dedication 
to service and good character; adding that the Leader in Me program paralleled the Somerset vision beautifully 
helping to build and cultivate leaders every single day. Ms. Lackey further stated that she would bring that vision 
to the Skye Canyon campus to cultivate great leaders.  

 Member Noble stated that there were two positions open in the Somerset system and asked why she 
applied for the Skye Canyon position and not the North Las Vegas position and if she would be open to the North 
Las Vegas position if it were offered. Ms. Lackey stated that the functionality of having her own children at a 
different school was part of the reason; adding that, ethically, she did not want to leave her current position mid-
year. Ms. Lackey further stated that she chose the position that better met the needs of her family and her 
fulfillment of her commitment to Somerset Losee. 

 Member Bentham asked when she would ideally transfer if given the position. Ms. Lackey stated that 
from watching the of Principal Kelley and Principal Pendleton, she should be able to work on the new 
development concurrently, after hours if need be, and still fulfill her Assistant Principal duties to the fullest extent; 
adding that she was prepared to do double duty. 

 Member Bentham asked her to take herself out of the education role for a second, what were some ideas 
that she might have to build the student population. Ms. Lackey stated that she had provided them with some 
marketing material that she had prepared with a vision and core values; adding that she had even thought of a 
mascot. Ms. Lackey further stated that, in addition to be a principal at a private school, she had been the admission 
director and had increased the student population from 120 to over 240 in less than two years. Ms. Lackey further 
added that she would go into the community, hold weekend gatherings, as well as parent meetings. 

 Member Bentham asked if, with school age children, she was concerned about the time commitment. Ms. 
Lackey stated she was not concerned; adding that in her commitment to her current position she attended many 
extracurricular activities, sometimes with her family in tow. 

 Member McClellan asked how she would go about developing a school culture, especially with the 
teachers. Ms. Lackey stated that is was not a sole decision and it would start with the teachers. Ms. Lackey further 
stated that she would bring the Leader in Me philosophy and process with her to help develop the school culture; 
adding that she strongly believed that by using the seven habits the culture would evolve to meet the Somerset 
vision. 

Member Noble asked her do explain her philosophy on discipline. Ms. Lackey stated that she had been 
involved with developing the progressive discipline plan that Somerset had adopted. Ms. Lackey further stated 
that at Somerset Losee they had created a folder for each child to document behaviors so they could identify 
recurring behavior; adding that there were a lot of steps that would take place before a child would ever get to the 
administrators. Ms. Lackey further added that remediation was imperative in order for the child to correct the 
behavior, however, they did have a more immediate plan if needed. 

 Member Noble asked what it was about her that made her the best candidate. Ms. Lackey stated that she 
was dedicated to the school, she did her job well and worked well with students and families; adding that they all 
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have to be on board to make a school successful. Ms. Lackey further stated that, thanks to her colleagues, she was 
very well prepared; adding that the Somerset system was designed to groom them to be leaders. 

12. Discussion and Action to Appoint Skye Canyon Principal and North Las Vegas Principal

Member Noble stated that, after hearing about the discussion tonight, Interim Principal Reese had
withdrawn her offer to stay; therefore, they would need to take action to hire a principal mid-year. 

Member Harty stated that he was of the opinion that they had five good qualified applicants for the position 
at the North Las Vegas campus and they should pick from those five applicants; adding that they also had two 
good applicants for the Skye Canyon position, therefore they should pick two principals tonight. Member Harty 
further stated that he was very impressed with the five candidates for the North Las Vegas principal position and 
did not think this would be the last time they would hear from those candidates; adding that he was encouraged 
by the caliber of people they had at the assistant principal positions. Member Harty further added that his number 
one choice was Ms. Martinez, he really liked her positive attitude in a difficult situation; adding that, what some 
of the other candidates described using words like broken or crisis, she described as gaps. 

Member Mizer stated he also thought all five interviews went well; adding that he liked Ms. Lorig, 
specifically for her methodical approach to all of the issues, and her use of data to implement the changes. Member 
Mizer further stated that his second choice would have been Ms. Martinez.  

Member Bentham stated that he felt honored to select from these five outstanding candidates, adding that 
they have all had great mentorship. Member Bentham further stated that his top two were Ms. Lorig and Ms. 
Martinez; adding, if he had to pick one, it would be Ms. Martinez. 

Member Boehlecke stated that, because she had the experience to handle everything happening at the 
campus, she had Ms. Lorig at the top; adding that she did struggle a little bit with the words broken, but at the 
same time it was a very professional conversation. Member Boehlecke further stated that she liked Ms. Martinez 
but wished she had looked a little more at the data for that campus; adding that she liked her positive attitude. 
Member Boehlecke further added that she liked the fact that Ms. Evans had been dedicated to that campus for 
four years, yet was open to new things; adding that she also liked that she stood by her school and her students. 
Member Boehlecke stated that she had Ms. Evans and Ms. Lorig very close 

Member McClellan stated that she loved getting to know these candidates better tonight; adding that her 
top two were Ms. Evans and Ms. Martinez. Member McClellan stated that she liked what Ms. Evans had to say 
and her willingness to voice her opinion with the old administration, and her passion for the school and students 
of Somerset North Las Vegas. Member McClellan further stated that her number one choice would be Ms. 
Martinez because she started at North Las Vegas and she had worked at a number of Somerset campuses, under 
a number of principals; adding that Ms. Martinez wanted to get North Las Vegas back to what she remembered 
it being when she first started and she would work tirelessly to make that happen. 

Member Noble stated that it was astonishing to have this group come from the Somerset assistant 
principals and he had enjoyed talking with and listening to each of them. Member Noble further stated that his 
number one choice was Ms. Rodriguez, he liked that she talked to the audience and not the Board; adding that 
she referenced the Somerset vision. Member Noble further added that his top two candidates were Ms. Rodriguez 
and Ms. Martinez, as they had both referenced the Somerset vision; adding that he liked Ms. Lorig as well, she 
was extremely data driven and would be able to use data to lift up the students and he liked Ms. Evans passion. 
Member Noble stated that his number one choice was Ms. Rodriguez, his number two choice was Ms. Martinez 
and his number three choice was Ms. Lorig  

Member Boehlecke stated that she had not mentioned Ms. Rodriguez and she should have, she was 
impressed with her knowledge level and her understanding of what was happening; adding that she had talked 
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about Somerset and the surveys, she had spent time with the data, talked about working with the interim principal, 
understood the job, and understood instruction and leadership. Member Boehlecke further stated that Ms. DeAnda 
did a good job, but maybe needed a little more experience before she took a Principal position.  

 Member Noble stated that he did not want to leave out Ms. DeAnda; however, she seemed a little reserved 
and that gave him concerns about being a principal; adding that he could see that she was kind and compassionate, 
but he did not see the confidence that he expected to see in a principal leading a campus. Member Noble further 
stated that Ms. DeAnda was an asset to the school and he hoped to see her as a candidate in the future. 

Member Boehlecke stated the Ms. Martinez was extremely positive and being a principal would mean she 
would have to do tough things and make hard decisions; adding that she wondered how the others thought she 
would handle that.  

 Member Harty stated that he agreed with a lot that had been said and agreed that Ms. DeAnda was a good 
candidate that needed more experienced as an assistant principal; adding that he would like to see her next time 
there was an opening. Member Harty further stated that he was impressed with Ms. Evans, she was very passionate 
about North Las Vegas, and he was grateful for all that she had done there; adding that he appreciated the 
comments about Ms. Lorig and data; however, he felt that some of the others approached the gaps better. Member 
Harty further added that he did not think that Ms. Martinez shied away from the fact that there were gaps and 
knew there would be problems to overcome, however, he liked her description that North Las Vegas is a great 
school; adding that although, relative to other campuses, they were struggling in some areas, it was important that 
they put somebody in that position who was not going to go in and assume that everything needed to be changed. 
Member Boehlecke stated that she did not think it was a broken campus but they did need someone strong and 
they had several strong candidates to choose from.  

 Member Hart stated his number one was still Ms. Martinez, with Ms. Lorig as number two. Member 
McClellan stated that her number one was Ms. Martinez, with Ms. Evans as number two; adding that she liked 
Ms. Rodriguez and Ms. Lorig also. Member Noble stated that his number one was Ms. Rodriguez, with Ms. 
Martinez as number two; adding that the Somerset vision and mission were important to him and they both stated 
that it was important to them. Member Mizer stated that is number one was still Ms. Lorig, with Ms. Martinez as 
number two. Member Boehlecke stated that she still liked what Ms. Evans said and understood the other members 
comments about Ms. Martinez, however she liked Ms. Lorig’s strength; adding that Ms. Lorig was her number 
one, with Ms. Martinez as number two. Member Noble stated that Ms. Martinez had the most first and second 
place votes with Ms. Lorig next. 

 Member Noble moved to hire Jenni Martinez to be the principal at the North Las Vegas campus 
effective January 2, 2017. Member Bentham seconded the motion, and the Board voted unanimously to 
approve.  

Member Noble stated that they would next discuss the Skye Canyon position. Member Boehlecke stated 
that the candidates were quite different; adding that, when she had asked Ms. Harris-Rollins her question about 
data days, she had liked her answer, that you could not just sit around and talk about that data. Member Boehlecke 
further stated that the whole point of data days was to continue to move forward and continue to see growth; 
adding that they needed someone in a leadership position who fully understood data. Member Boehlecke further 
added that, at the same time, she liked the idea of staying within the Somerset system, to continue grow the leaders 
in the system. 

 Member Bentham stated that he was really impressed with Ms. Lackey’s presentation, and that it showed 
that she had definitely embraced the possibilities of the position. Member Bentham further stated that he did not 
think that Ms. Harris-Rollins had truly bought in to the Somerset vision and what they were trying to accomplish. 
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Member Mizer stated that he liked the idea of an internal candidate, and that he liked that Ms. Lackey had 
put together a package, and that she did not take it for granted that she would get the job because she was an 
internal candidate. Member Mizer further stated that, with her experience, Ms. Harris-Rollins would probably do 
a really good job; however, he did not like the fact that she did not know how many years she had left. Member 
Mizer stated that he thought the internal candidate was a better choice. 

Member McClellan stated that she had enjoyed hearing from both candidates; adding that she thought Ms. 
Harris-Rollins would be wildly successful; however her concern was that Ms. Harris-Rollins wanted to build her 
own school and she was not sure how that would fit in the Somerset system. Member McClellan further stated 
that she thought that Ms. Lackey seemed to collaborate well, that she was looking for feedback, and was open to 
hearing what was successful at other campuses implementing them at her campus; adding that she seemed to get 
along with parents, teachers, administrator and the students. Member McClellan further added that Ms. Lackey 
had a background in elementary school while still being comfortable with RTI’s through the middle school years; 
adding that Ms. Lackey would be her first choice.  

Member Harty stated that he had nothing negative to say about Ms. Harris-Rollins, however, as the rest 
of the Board had stated Ms. Lackey was a great internal candidate. Member Harty further stated that Ms. Lackey 
knew the Somerset system and he thought she would work very hard to meet the Somerset vision; adding that his 
vote would be for Ms. Lackey. 

Member Noble stated that he would echo most of the comments; adding that it was undeniable that Ms. 
Harris-Rollins had been extremely successful in her career and would undoubtedly do a phenomenal job at the 
Skye Canyon campus; however, with Ms. Harris-Rollins, he was not sure if her ideas or models were consistent 
with the Somerset vision. Member Noble further stated that it seemed that Ms. Harris-Rollins wanted to further 
her career, while Ms. Lackey wanted to further the Somerset vision; adding that he was concerned about the 
longevity of Ms. Harris-Rollins in the position. Member Noble further added that he leaned toward Ms. Lackey 
due to her commitment to the Somerset system; adding that Ms. Lackey also would implement the Leader in Me 
system, which was an important part of the direction of Somerset.  

Member Noble moved to hire Ms. Lackey as the principal at the Skye Canyon campus. Member 
Boehlecke seconded that motion, and the Board voted unanimously to approve. 

Member Noble stated that the Board would table agenda items 5, 8, 14, 15, 16, 17, 18 and 19. 

4. Review and Approval of Proposed Lease Amendment for Somerset Lone Mountain Reflecting Final
Project Cost

Trevor Goodsell addressed the Board and stated that the cost for the Lone Mountain campus had come in 
under budget and explained that the purchase price had been reduced by $1,000,000, which would reduce the 
lease payment in year five; adding that they would probably buy the building before the lease reduction. Member 
Harty asked if it would be possible to spend the funds doing additional improvements. Mr. Goodsell stated that 
would be discussed at bond issuance. Member Harty asked when bond issuance was anticipated on the building. 
Mr. Goodsell stated that it was usually between three and five years. 

 Member Harty moved to approve the proposed lease amendment for the Somerset Lone Mountain 
project. Member Bentham seconded the motion, and the Board voted unanimously to approve. 
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5. Review of School Financial Performance 

 This item was tabled. 

 

6. Review and Approval of Revised Final Budget for 2016/2017 School Year 

 Mr. Goodsell referred to the final revised budget for the current school year in the support materials, 
stating that the first page was the summary budget, followed by the budget for each individual campus; adding 
that the first column on the individual pages was the budget that tied to the first page, the second column was the 
last budget the Board approved, and the third column was the difference, with explanations. Mr. Goodsell further 
stated that the biggest change was that middle school enrollment was less than expected; however, the original 
budget allotted for a $60 per student increase from the state, and it was actually $62 per student; adding that the 
local increase was not included in the previous budget and it was $23 per student for a total of $25 per student 
above the previous budgeted amount. Mr. Goodsell further added that most of the changes were due to the changes 
in enrollment numbers, along with an increase in SPED teachers and support. Mr. Goodsell further stated that the 
increase in the per pupil spending amount was offset by an increase in the teacher salary rate; adding that the 
increase was necessary to stay competitive when hiring and retaining teachers. Member Harty asked if the budget 
reflected that actual classroom size standard of 25:1 in the elementary and 30:1 in the middle/high schools. Mr. 
Goodsell stated that, although middle/high classes could fluctuate, this was based on the classroom size standard 
as stated.  

 Member Harty moved to approve the budget as presented. Member Bentham seconded the motion, 
and the Board voted unanimously to approve 

 

7. Review and Approval of the Financial Audit for the 2015/2016 School Year 

 Mr. Goodsell referred the Board to the financial audit materials, stating that the balance sheet on page 
twelve showed total current assets of $34,828,850; with total assets of $53,646,665; adding that the net pension 
liability amount of $18,825,748 was the amount the state required to be shown, however, it was not a true amount 
and therefore skewed the numbers to show a deficit of $8,104,743. Mr. Goodsell further stated the amount of 
$9,261,736 was a truer operation amount. Member Harty stated that there were no material weaknesses, no audit 
findings, and nothing materially wrong with the way Somerset was accounting and their internal controls; adding 
that summarized statement on page eight showed that Somerset brought in $39,665,718 and spent $39,382,738; 
so they actually had a positive change of position of $282,980. Member Harty stated further that Somerset had a 
good year in that they took in money on behalf of the students and then spent it on behalf of the students. 

 Member Harty moved to approve the audit report as presented. Member McClellan seconded the 
motion, and the Board voted unanimously to approve.   

 

8. Review and Approval of Revised Enrollment Policy 

 This item was tabled. 
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9. Discussion and Possible Action to Determine Grade-Level Maximum Enrollment for the 2017/2018
School Year

Kristie Fleisher addressed the Board and referred them to the support materials, stating that she had sent 
the proposed numbers to all of the principals, along with Executive Director Barlow, for review; adding that 
Principal Pendleton requested that the Lone Mountain middle school numbers be 120 per grade instead of 124 
and Principal Jefferson stated that the Sky Pointe kindergarten numbers would need to be 100 if the decision was 
made to change to full-day kindergarten instead of half-day kindergarten. Member Noble asked if the budget was 
based on 120 or 124 for Lone Mountain. Mr. Goodsell stated that the budget had not been started yet, and these 
numbers were going to be used to begin the budget. Member Noble asked Mr. Goodsell if the proposed numbers 
and changes would be feasible. Mr. Goodsell stated that it would be feasible and bring in a little extra to hire new 
positions for the middle school grades. Member Noble asked Principal Pendleton how many 6th grade classes they 
had at Lone Mountain. Principal Pendleton stated that they had four groups of 31, however they would like to go 
to four groups of 30 due to the fact that they do not share teachers with a high school, which resulted in full 
classrooms; adding that the middle school classrooms were the same size as the elementary classrooms. Member 
Noble stated that this type of information needed to be mentioned when new schools were being built. Further 
discussion was had about classroom size and utilization within a K-8 campus, with Member Noble stating that 
any decision that would involve a ratio of greater that 25:1 in elementary classes or 30:1 in middle/high classes 
would need to be brought to the Board for approval.  

Member Harty stated that he would like the preliminary budget for 2017/2018 school year to hold to a 
30:1 ratio in the middle/high classes. Further discussion ensued regarding the teacher to student ratio with Mr. 
Goodsell stating that they would make an adjustment in all middle school classes to ensure the 30:1 ratio. Mr. 
Noble stated that, at the Stephanie campus, the current 6th grade number was 100, with a projected number for 7th 
grade next year as 93, and asked why the number was smaller. Mr. Goodsell stated that typically 90% return; 
therefore, they projected 93 students. Ms. Fleisher stated that the numbers that were presented were for maximum 
enrollment and added that after the recommitment numbers were available in January they would be able to adjust 
the numbers. 

Member Noble stated that Somerset Losee had 188 students in 8th grade with a projection of 240 students 
for 9th grade next year, and asked if they would be able to pick up that many students. Mr. Goodsell stated that 
they would pick up 8th grade students from the North Las Vegas campus. Ms. Fleisher stated that 50-60% of the 
North Las Vegas 8th grade students typically move to the Losee campus for 9th grade. Member Noble asked if the 
Sky Pointe campus would be receiving students from Lone Mountain 8th grade. Ms. Fleisher stated that Sky Pointe 
would receive Lone Mountain 8th grade students for 9th grade. Member Noble asked why the Skye Canyon 7th 
grade projection was only 60 students. Ms. Fleisher stated that it was difficult to move students in 7th grade due 
to the fact that they had already started middle school; adding that they do not receive many applications for 7th 
grade; however, adjustments could be made if enough students applied. 

Member Noble asked Principal Jefferson to explain the kindergarten full day request. Principal Jefferson 
stated that they could do three full-day and one am/pm half-day, or they could do four full day classes; adding 
that they currently had three full-day and one am/pm half-day. Principal Jefferson further stated that they had 
received ninety-four declines while trying to fill the half-day classes; adding that a mid-year seat was difficult to 
fill because most students were already in a full-day class and did not want to change to a half-day class. Ms. 
Fleisher stated that they were full for about a two-week period, then parents were either offered a seat at a full 
day program or realized that their zoned school offered full-day for free. Principal Jefferson stated that parents 
would assume the open spot was for full-day and then would decline when they realized it was a half-day spot; 
adding that it would be less difficult if they could run two separate lotteries. Ms. Fleisher stated that it would be 
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difficult to run two lotteries due to it being a gray area that would exclude a group of parents that had no 
preference; adding that about 70% of the half-day students were there to guarantee a spot for next year. 

 Member Noble stated that in his research he found that half-day kindergarten did not exist elsewhere, 
making it a unique option to offer if there was a demand for half-day. Member Harty stated that the reason it was 
not available was probably that there was not a demand for half-day.  Further discussion was had regarding the 
difference in funding full-day compared to half-day, with Principal Jefferson stating that the 50 half-day students 
would be funded at .6 which would equal 1.2 funding compared to 1.0 funding for 25 full-day students. Member 
Boehlecke stated that full-day was not a new trend and she had paid extra for her children to attend full-day 
kindergarten. Member Harty stated that Somerset was a school of choice, however based on the demand half-day 
did not seem feasible. Further discussion was had regarding the data on full-day kindergarten. Member Noble 
asked Principal Jefferson which she option she would like. Principal Jefferson stated that she would like four full-
day classes.  

Member Bentham moved to determine grade-level at 25:1 as discussed and four full day 
kindergarten classes. Member Harty seconded the motion and the Board voted unanimously to approve. 

 

10. Review and Approval of Teacher and Staff Holiday Bonuses 

 Mr. Goodsell referred the Board to the support materials to review the bonus amounts and totals and stated 
that the Board was being asked to approve the holiday bonuses for teachers and staff; adding that the distribution 
schedule was included if Board members would be available to assist. Member Noble stated that traditionally 
they had each taken a campus and assisted with the distribution. Discussion was had regarding which member 
would attend each campus.  

 Member Bentham moved to approve the holiday bonuses as presented. Member Harty seconded 
the motion, and the Board voted unanimously to approve. 

 

13. Discussion and Possible Action Regarding an Administrator Evaluation Rubric and Standards 

 Executive Director Barlow stated that they had presented to the principals several different indicators or 
state systems of evaluation and the principals had asked that they look more closely at the Virginia model which 
was created by a research group for educational best standards. Executive Director Barlow further stated that they 
had met as an administration team and were trained in the rubric that had been implemented in the state of 
Virginia; adding that they would like the Board’s approval to implement the program, beginning January 17th. 
Executive Director Barlow further added that this was something that could be flexible according to the needs of 
the site administrator which would allow them to ensure that the indicators were aligned with the strengths and 
areas of growth that the principals would like to see.  

Member Mizer stated that it seemed to be subjective without any form of measurement. Principal Jefferson 
stated that the rubric was clear as far as expectation for a strong school and would provide a great guide with the 
added ability to upload all of their documents. Executive Director Barlow stated that there was a survey that 
would go to the community that linked to every one of the standards; adding that it was subjective; however, 
education was subjective and hard to put in a numerical factor. Executive Director Barlow further stated that this 
was to be done in tandem between the principal and the evaluator, adding that a lot of states were using the same 
model and had seen improvement. Member Harty stated that he would look at student performance, teacher 
surveys, and teacher retention to evaluate. Executive Director Barlow stated that they were all of part of the rubric. 
Member Harty asked if this would be too time consuming for the principals. Principal Jefferson, Principal 
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Pendleton, and Principal Phillips all stated that they were already doing most of the things on the list and this 
allowed them to upload to a central place.  

Member Noble stated that, while this may not be the perfect solution it was better than how they had been 
operating.  Member Boehlecke stated that this would show them where they were doing great and where to look 
for improvement. 

 Member Mizer moved to accept the administrator rubric and standards as presented. Member 
Boehlecke seconded the motion, and the Board voted unanimously to approve. 

 

14. Discussion and Possible Approval of Remodeling the Principal’s Office at the North Las Vegas 
campus to Form Two Offices 

 This item was tabled. 

 

15. Discussion and Possible Approval of Updated Technology at the Stephanie Campus 

 This item was tabled. 

 

16. Discussion Regarding the Somerset Academy Academic Report 

 This item was tabled. 

 

17. Discussion and Possible Approval of a Policy for Parent Volunteer Hours 

 This item was tabled. 

 

18. Review and Approval of the Updated Somerset Academy Grievance Policy 

 This item was tabled. 

 

19. Review and Approval of the Somerset Academy Immunization Policy 

 This item was tabled. 

 

20. Executive Director Update 

 Executive Director Barlow stated the evaluation rubric and standards was his main update; adding that the 
Board had entrusted him to bring forth a system and he appreciated the acceptance of recommendations that the 
principals had given. Executive Director Barlow further stated that with the implementation of the evaluation 
process he was looking forward to providing a tangible document that can support their efforts. 
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21. Member Comment 

 Member Noble stated that he had asked Executive Director Barlow to reach out to the high school 
principals to gather data about where they were in terms of projections for graduation rates, adding that the goal 
of the Board was that every one of the students graduated, not because the bar was lowered, but because they 
were brought up to get over it. 

 Principal Dan Phillips addressed that Board and stated that Somerset Losee had 9 of the 56 students in 
11th grade that were credit deficient, adding that only 3 of the 9 were original Somerset students. Principal Phillips 
further stated that the students who began the Somerset system as juniors were typically looking for something 
they were not finding elsewhere. Member Noble asked what they were doing for the 9 credit deficient students. 
Principal Phillips stated that they were doubling up their crucial core classes by putting them in a second math or 
English class if needed. Principal Phillips further stated that most of the problems occurred in 9th grade, which 
was when students had a difficult time transitioning to high school. Member Noble asked if the child at risk was 
identified and helped before they failed the classes. Principal Phillips stated that a lot of the struggling students 
were coming from other schools, adding that when they received the transcripts they started remediation. Principal 
Phillips further stated that they had interventionists, they would do a thorough RIT, the special education teachers 
reach out to give tutoring before and after school and all of the math teachers stayed after school to give extra 
help. Member Noble stated that, from his perspective, he didn’t think the Board would be satisfied with anything 
less than all of the students graduating, adding that while 84% was a big number, that left 16% who were lost. 
Principal Phillips stated that they were not satisfied with 84% either; adding that the students coming from outside 
of the system were getting care and class size that they had not had before. Member Boehlecke asked if there was 
an on-line option for the 9 deficient students. Principal Phillips stated there was an on-line option; adding that 
they were currently offering language classes in the computer lab. Principal Phillips further stated that he did not 
want to run credit retrieval classes during the regular class day, they wanted to offer them after school. 

 Principal Andre Denson addressed the Board and stated that the senior class had one student who was 
credit deficient and they were working with her to get the needed credit; adding that they had students who were 
credit sufficient but were missing one course that was a graduation requirement and those students were currently 
in a class to put them on track to graduate. Principal Denson further stated that they track the students, meet with 
them quarterly, force them to take classes, and meet with the parents and students to encourage them to graduate; 
adding that only 25% had fulfilled the 100-hour community service requirement, which was a big concern. 
Principal Denson stated that they would have 100% graduate, adding that he had told the students his job was 
dependent on their graduation. 

 Principal Denson stated that the junior class had 8 out of 122 students who were credit deficient and that 
they were currently in classes to get caught up; adding that some of the students were taking BYU on-line courses 
along with their regular classes. Principal Denson further stated that the sophomore class had 129 students with 
4 students credit deficient and three of those were new to the Somerset system this year; adding that the sophomore 
class was the first class that were required to take end of course exams for math and English language arts.  

 Member Noble stated that it would be beneficial to have something in writing for each campus outlining 
the triggers to watch for starting in 6th grade, which would allow the intervention to begin immediately and ensure 
that they would not be credit deficient in the 12th grade; adding that, in conjunction with the college prep focus, 
it could be something to really define the Somerset system. 

 Principal Jefferson stated that with a student already in the system that would work great, however, when 
they entered the Somerset system as a junior they had already missed a lot of steps along the way. Principal 
Phillips stated that they were already seeing that in 6th grade, when they were Somerset students there was a great 
flow of interventions; however, with students from other institutions they often joined already behind in credits. 
Member Noble stated that he was aware that there would be those kind of situations; however, he would like to 
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see a written policy that would recognize the triggers for early intervention. Member Noble further stated that 
with a policy in place they could build on that and have a unique system with a unique manner of treating students 
to prepare them for college. Principal Denson stated that it was a great idea and would be great to implement 
system-wide to watch for triggers at all of the campus. Member Noble stated that with the collective knowledge 
of the principals they should be able to come up with a system to recognize the triggers and intervene, which 
would create a unique system that did what no other system could do. 

22. Public Comments and Discussion

There was no request for public comment.

23. Adjournment

The meeting was adjourned at 12:16 a.m.

Approved on: _____________________ 

_______________________________ 

____________________ of the Board of Directors 
Somerset Academy of Las Vegas 
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MINUTES 
of the meeting of the  

BOARD OF DIRECTORS of SOMERSET ACADEMY OF LAS VEGAS 
 January 19, 2017 

The Board of Directors of Somerset Academy of Nevada held a public meeting on January 19, 2017 at 
6:00 p.m. at 385 West Centennial Pkwy, North Las Vegas, Nevada 89084. 

1. Call to order and roll call

Board Chair Cody Noble called the meeting to order at 6:08 p.m. Present were Board members Sarah
McClellan, Will Harty, Cody Noble and John Bentham.  

Board members Carrie Boehlecke, Eric Brady and Travis Mizer were not present. 

Also in attendance were Executive Director John Barlow, Principal Sherry Pendleton, Principal Elaine 
Kelley, Principal Andre Denson, Principal Gayle Jefferson, Principal Reggie Farmer, Assistant Principal Kate 
Lackey and Assistant Principal Lisa Evans; as well as Academica representatives Crystal Thiriot, Colin 
Bringhurst, Melissa Fries and JJ Christian. 

2. Public Comment and Discussion

There was no request for public comment.

3. Review and Approval of Minutes from the November 3, 2016 Board Meeting

Member Bentham moved to approve the November3, 2016 Board meeting minutes as presented.
Member McClellan seconded the motion, and the Board voted unanimously to approve. 

15. Report and Update from the Somerset Academy Foundation Director, Scott Hammond

Mr. Scott Hammond addressed the Board and stated he had been given the mandate to raise money and
raise awareness about Somerset Academy; adding that they had raised a little over $30,000 to date. Mr. Hammond 
further stated that they had sponsored a basketball tournament with sixteen teams which brought a lot of publicity 
and raised some funds; adding that they had received sponsorship from members of the State senate and assembly 
which also helped improve Somerset Academy awareness. Mr. Hammond further stated that he was currently 
working on a $25,000 grant and possibly a $50,000 grant; adding that Sierra Nevada College visited his office at 
the Sky Pointe campus to discuss dual enrollment possibilities.  

Mr. Hammond stated that he had been working with the Losee and North Las Vegas campuses to get 
school zone signs and flashing lights; adding that he was working on a grant with Nevada Energy to cover some 
of the cost for the flashing lights. Mr. Hammond further stated that he had been approached by Principal Jefferson 
about a scholarship for the first graduating class at the Sky Pointe high school; adding that he was waiting for 
non-profit status to complete those two projects. Mr. Hammond further stated that they would be adding more 
members to the foundation board; however, they were being very selective in order to find members who had a 
strong influence in their communities.  

Mr. Hammond stated that they were currently planning an education choice dinner for April 22nd; adding 
that the Education Choice organization was gifting the funding needed to provide a nationally well-known speaker 
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and were providing the travel expense for the speaker, while another organization was going to help with costs 
associated with finding a venue. Mr. Hammond further stated that the goal was to make money and to provide a 
table for each of the campuses through sponsorship. Mr. Hammond further added that he was working on a 
Mayor’s cup basketball tourney as a fund-raiser, with every mayor in the valley entering teams from their police 
and fire departments.  

 Mr. Hammond stated that occasionally he would get calls from the campuses asking him to arrange field 
trips, adding that he thought that one of the original tasks of the foundation was to assist the campuses when they 
had problems or needs. Mr. Hammond further stated that he was setting up a meeting with Panda Express, a well-
known national supporter of the Leader in Me program to discuss donations for the Somerset schools; adding that 
he had also contacted the Leader in Me organization about a pilot program in the high schools. Mr. Hammond 
further added that they were working with Academica concerning a possible revenue source involving the 
Colorado and Hawaii schools under Academica management. 

 Member Bentham asked if they had an anticipated date for the 501(c) (3) approval. Mr. Colin Bringhurst 
addressed the Board stating that timelines could range from six months to one month; adding that the by-laws and 
conflict policy had recently been approved by the foundation board so that the application could be submitted.  

 Member Bentham asked if the $30,000 was from multiple donors. Mr. Hammond stated that it was from 
the event and one donor. Member Bentham asked if the foundation needed any help from the Board. Mr. 
Hammond stated that they had two Board members and Executive Director Barlow on the board for support.  

 

4. Review of School Financial Performance 

 Ms. Melissa Fries addressed the Board referring them to the support materials and stated that, as of 
November 30th, system-wide Somerset had a surplus of $473,738 most of which was from enrollment over 95%. 
Ms. Fries further stated that a few of the under-budget items were National School Lunch Program and travel; 
adding that some of the over-budget items such as utilities, insurance, curriculum and classroom supplies were 
front loaded and should even out. Member Harty asked if the curriculum was based on enrollment or if it was a 
front loaded cost. Ms. Fries stated that it was a front-loaded cost. Member Bentham asked if the books were closed 
from the last school year. Ms. Fries stated that the curriculum was currently running at 97%; however, all the 
books were purchased at the beginning of the year; therefore it would even out over the year; adding that the 
books from last year had been closed. 

 

5. Discussion and Possible Creation of a Curriculum Coach Position 

Executive Director John Barlow addressed the Board stating that at the conclusion of the 2015/2016 school 
year the curriculum coach position was vacated and the determination was made to take time to assess the needs 
of the campuses to see if the position should be continued; adding that through the course of the first semester it 
had been determined, by the campus administrators, that the position should be added back in to the system. 
Executive Director Barlow further stated that, working with the Principals and the previous curriculum coach, a 
document had been compiled with job descriptions and duties; adding that the four areas of focus were college 
prep, leadership, character, and service. Executive Director Barlow further added that he was recommending, 
with the support of the principals, that the position be restored beginning July 1, 2017. Member McClellan stated 
that the previous discussions had included an increase in salary for the position and asked if that would still be 
needed. Executive Barlow stated that he would recommend that the salary be commensurate with the experience 
of the person chosen, therefore it may be a higher salary that than was given to the previous coach; adding that 
the previous coach was about $76,000 or equal to an assistant principal. Member Noble asked if the position 
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would be a supervisory position over the principals. Executive Director Barlow stated that he would be 
responsible for the supervision of the curriculum director and they would work in conjunction with the principals, 
based on the campus needs. 

 Member Noble stated that he would like to have some of the Principals explain what they would expect 
from the curriculum director. Principal Sherry Pendleton addressed the Board and stated that a central person, 
with a wide range of experience in grade levels and curriculum could improve professional development across 
all of the campuses; adding that it would be helpful to have someone who could mentor the new principals in the 
system. Principal Pendleton further stated that another responsibility would be to have a system-wide new teacher 
induction program, which would be a careful monitoring and assessment of the developmental needs over the 
course of three years; adding that she had a program at her campus, however it would be nice to have system-
wide resources assistance. Member Noble asked how a curriculum director would help or change professional 
development. Principal Pendleton stated that they had one system-wide professional development day this year, 
however they would like to increase that number next year; adding that the vision would be to have new teacher 
mentoring and professional development consistent across all of the Somerset campuses.  

 Member Harty stated that while he wholeheartedly agreed that there would be benefits, he wanted to know 
if the administrators thought it would be worth the cost, knowing that they would be taking money from each 
campus. Principal Pendleton stated that it would be a far-reaching benefit and would reduce her workload and the 
workload of the campus coaches while providing a cohesive system across all of the campuses. Mr. Hammond 
stated that a lot of teachers join the profession because they want to do the job, however they have a lot of new 
responsibilities in the first three years; adding that if they felt valued, and were trained and their questions were 
answered, the retention percentage was greatly improved. 

Member Noble asked if the principals had felt a void when the position was vacated. Principal Pendleton 
stated that the curriculum coach had been a central contact who could go to training sessions and return to train 
at all of the campuses; adding that there was a monetary value in sending one central person to training. Principal 
Pendleton further stated that, as an example, they had experienced a glitch with the math assessment program and 
it would have been helpful to have one centralized contact to work on the issue. Principal Pendleton further added 
that it would be helpful to have a mentor and resource for the incoming principals.  

Assistant Principal Lisa Evans addressed the Board and stated that the North Las Vegas teachers would 
like system-wide staff development days with classes for new teachers as well as classes for experienced teachers. 
Executive Director Barlow stated that the principals had discussed adding two system-wide training days next 
year; adding that the curriculum director would be responsible to assess the needs and coordinate the training.  

Principal Gayle Jefferson addressed the Board and stated that this position would support all of the 
stakeholders with training for teachers and system-wide training for Somerset parents, with new teacher induction 
and support for teachers and administrators. Principal Jefferson further stated that Principal Pendleton had just 
held a parent university at her campus, adding that this could have been facilitated by the curriculum coach and 
could then reach the parents at every campus. Member Bentham stated that the Leader in Me program had started 
with one principal and was slowly filtering through the schools, adding that with a curriculum director it could 
have been introduced more quickly. Member Noble stated that the Board sometimes received criticism that 
Somerset had too many administrators and asked if this could be perceived as another layer of administration. 
Principal Jefferson stated that this was a support position which could be used to help the principals at each 
campus work together; adding that the principals were not always aware of the programs at each campus; 
however, a centralized director could facilitate communication and collaboration. 
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 Member Bentham moved to approve the creation of a curriculum coach and for the Executive 
Director to conduct interviews. Member Harty seconded the motion, and the Board voted unanimously to 
approve. 

 

6. Discussion and Possible Action to Provide the North Las Vegas Campus with Two Additional 
Laptop Carts with Sixty Laptops for Testing Purposes 

 Principal Jenni Martinez addressed the Board and stated that while making the transition to the North Las 
Vegas campus and assessing the needs, she had found that additional laptop carts and laptops were needed; adding 
that the 3rd, 4th and 5th grade testing would occur at the same time as the middle school testing. Principal Martinez 
further stated that without the equipment they would have to test five days per week for six weeks and would 
displace at least one 6th grade class for the six weeks; adding that it would also limit the 6th grade students and 
middle school teachers access to the technology during the time. Member Harty asked for the total cost for the 
equipment. Mr. JJ Christian with Intellatek addressed the Board and stated that it would be $27,000 for 2 carts, 
60 laptops, and the imaging. Member McClellan stated that she wanted to ensure that all of the campuses had 
similar equipment and that the needs were being met equally.  

Member McClellan moved to provide the North Las Vegas campus with two additional laptop carts. 
Member Bentham seconded the motion, and the Board voted unanimously to approve. 

 

7. Discussion and Possible Approval of Updated Technology at the Stephanie Campus 

 Mr. Christian stated that technology replacement was necessary every four to five years; adding that the 
Stephanie campus technology was approaching the five-year mark. Mr. Christian further stated that they would 
not be replacing all of the technology; however, the biggest expense was the replacement of the Mimeo projectors 
with Hitachi projectors; adding that it was difficult to obtain bulbs for the Mimeo units. Discussion was had about 
the terms of the loan, with Ms. Thiriot explaining that the payment would be less than the current budgeted 
amount.  

 Member Noble moved to approve the purchase of the technology items and the term sheet from 
Vector Bank for the loan. Member Bentham seconded the motion, and the Board voted unanimously to 
approve. 

 

8. Review and Approval of a Trespass Policy for Somerset Academy of Las Vegas 

 Mr. Bringhurst referred the Board to the support materials stating that, as a public entity, it was necessary 
for Somerset Academy to approve a trespass policy in order to provide due process in the event of a criminal 
filing; adding that due process would provide an appeal process within the Somerset system. Member Noble 
stated that he was concerned that the first sentence in paragraph 1b could prevent Somerset Academy from taking 
criminal action in the case of a criminal act. Discussion was had regarding criminal actions versus trespass actions 
and due process, which could ensure that a trespass action could be criminally prosecuted; with Mr. Bringhurst 
stating he would amend paragraph 1b to clarify the criminal action statement.  

Mr. Bringhurst stated that to ensure due process a letter would need to be sent via certified mail if the 
Administrator was unable to hand the letter to the person being trespassed. Member Bentham requested that the 
Board’s legal counsel review the policy. Further discussion was had regarding whether a trespassed parent could 
remove a student from one campus and enroll the student at another Somerset campus and the possibility of 
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extending a trespass to include all Somerset property; with Mr. Bringhurst stating he would research the 
possibility of extending the trespass, however, a trespass against a parent would not include the student. Member 
Noble asked for clarification on whether an appeal to the Board would be exempted from open meeting law. Mr. 
Bringhurst stated that an appeal to the Board would be held in an open meeting. 

Member Harty moved to approve the trespass policy pending clarification in section 1b as discussed. 
Member Bentham seconded the motion, and the Board voted unanimously to approve. 

 

9. Review and Approval of Revised Enrollment Policy 

 Ms. Kristie Fleisher addressed the Board and stated that the changes to the enrollment policy were to 
clarify the existing policy in anticipation of new campus openings; adding that parents were being asked to declare 
an intent to transfer at recommitment time in order to receive top priority. Member Noble requested that the 
wording to be clarified regarding the priority; to state that the priority would be within the eligible priority list. 
Ms. Fleisher stated that the revision also clarified the policy regarding a student who requested, was granted, and 
was registered for a transfer, then requested to return to the current school; adding that the student would then be 
considered a transfer student and would be placed at the bottom of the priority list. Member Noble requested that 
the wording be changed to reflect that the student would be placed at the bottom of the applicable priority list, 
such as a sibling priority list. Ms. Fleisher further stated that wording had been added to indicate that the student’s 
waitlist number would fluctuate due to priority list changes, and that wording was also added stating that it was 
the parent’s responsibility to ensure the information given was correct. Member Harty asked if the revision was 
a time sensitive need or if the revisions could be made and the policy re-presented. Ms. Fleisher stated that the 
revisions were being made to give the policy more muscle rather than change the policy; adding that she would 
make the requested changes and present the policy at the March Board meeting. 

 

10. Discussion and Possible Approval of a Policy for Parent Volunteer Hours 

 Ms. Nichole Yoakum, a parent, addressed the Board stating that the parent volunteer hour requirement 
was a policy which set the Somerset system apart from CCSD and other charter systems; adding that she had a 
concern regarding the parents who did not fulfill the volunteer hour requirement. Ms. Yoakum further stated that 
it was a responsibility that parents agreed to fulfill, therefore there should be a policy to enforce the requirement.  

 Member Harty stated that if they were going to require accountability for the hours, they needed to ensure 
that there was a system in place to correctly record and track the hours; adding that although there was a need for 
justice, there was also a need for mercy. Member Harty further stated that, as a publically funded entity, they 
would need to ensure that any policy they enacted was legally sound. Mr. Bringhurst stated that they could not 
penalize a child, through enrollment priority, based on a parent’s action; adding that the State Public Charter 
School Authority would view such action very negatively.  

 Member Bentham stated that, in the Florida Somerset system, the students lose their priority if the parent 
volunteer hours were not completed; adding that they communicate regularly with the parents on the status of 
their volunteer hours. Principal Pendleton stated that the Lone Mountain campus had purchased an automated 
system that allowed parents to view and sign up for volunteer opportunities; adding that the hours were credited 
to their account when they signed into the building. Principal Pendleton further stated that the original Somerset 
vision was based on research that showed that parent involvement increased student achievement and asked if the 
legal options and restrictions could be explored by Mr. Bringhurst to aid in drafting a policy that would ensure 
compliance. Further discussion was had regarding exploring options for increasing participation and a system-
wide tracking system, with Executive Director Barlow stating that he would work with Academica and the 
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principals to explore options that would meet the legal requirements. Two teachers from the Sky Pointe campus 
stated that parental involvement was very important in their classrooms. Member McClellan stated that, as a 
working mom, she appreciated the option to purchase items for the classroom and would like to keep that option 
if possible.  

 

11. Review and Approval of the Updated Somerset Academy Grievance Policy 

 Member Noble stated that the updated grievance policy contained instruction to parents as to how to 
maneuver through the system if they had a complaint. Executive Director Barlow stated that the update included 
the executive director, which was not in the previous policy, and assigned a Board member to each campus as a 
liaison for a single line of communication. Mr. Bringhurst clarified that Board members did not have authority to 
make a decision as a single member. Discussion was had regarding the correct steps for grievance and the Board 
member’s role in the policy; with Executive Director Barlow stating he would revise the Board member section 
to clarify the steps Board members should take if they receive a grievance from a parent.  

 Member Nobel moved to approve the grievance policy as presented with revisions as discussed. 
Member Bentham seconded the motion, and the Board voted unanimously to approve. 

 

12. Review and Approval of the Somerset Academy Immunization Policy 

 Member Noble stated that the immunization policy complied with statute while informing parents, with 
at least two notices, of the steps Somerset Academy would take to ensure that parents complied with the policy. 
Mr. Bringhurst stated that the Somerset policy differed from the statute due to the fact that the statute stated that 
a student would be held out of school, however, by law a charter school was limited in the amount of time they 
could hold an open seat; adding that the Somerset policy stated that a student would lose their seat if they did not 
comply.  

 Member Bentham moved to approve the Somerset Academy Immunization Policy. Member Harty 
seconded the motion, and the Board voted unanimously to approve. 

 

14. Discussion Regarding the Somerset Academy Academic Report 

 Executive Director Barlow referred the Board to the support materials stating that they contained a 
compilation of the ELA and mathematics SBAC data for all of the schools, along with a comparison of the 
neighboring schools; adding that this was the data the State Public Charter School Authority would use to identify 
the strength of the schools. Member Noble requested an explanation of how the data was used by the principals. 
Principal Jefferson stated that they desegregated the data to determine the deficient areas in math and ELA, then 
created goals and action steps based on the goals. Principal Elaine Kelley addressed the Board and stated that, at 
the Losee campus, they gave the data to the department chairs, had them assess and discuss the data, then develop 
their own goal, followed by an overall consensus of the struggling areas; adding that they then had professional 
development in the needed areas, followed by setting goals and developing action plans. Executive Director 
Barlow stated that in the past Somerset had submitted one school improvement plan for the Somerset system; 
however, this year they had each school to create their own plan based on their individual needs; adding that they 
put all of the plans in one document that was then submitted to the state.  

 Member Harty stated that, relative to their peers, the Stephanie campus was excelling in 8th grade math, 
which was a good selling point for the middle school. Principal Farmer stated that he was using that data to market 
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the school. Member Harty further stated that it was helpful to see the North Las Vegas campus in comparison 
with the neighborhood schools rather than only showing a comparison to the other Somerset schools; adding that 
they were doing very well against their neighborhood peers. Member McClellan stated that the results were higher 
than previous results; however, there was a need for improvement. Further discussion was had regarding the data 
comparisons and how the information was used to improve the individual campuses and the Somerset system. 

 Member McClellan asked for an explanation of what benchmarks were used and if they had a system-
wide program or individual campus programs. Principal Reggie Farmer addressed the Board and explained that 
at the Stephanie campus they used STAR and TenMarks to assess by class individual students; adding that they 
could then use the morning enrichment blocks to pull the struggling student out of an elective for more intensive 
instruction in smaller classes. Principal Kelley stated that they had found that it was helpful to use the instructional 
aides to work with the enrichment students and have the teachers, who were trained professionals, work with the 
struggling students. Principal Andre Denson addressed the Board and stated that Sky Pointe middle school was 
similar to Stephanie middle school; however, in the high school they used more formative assessments; adding 
that, along with the benchmark, they instructed the teachers to do three-week checks and, if needed, create an 
intervention plan. 

 

16. Discussion and Possible Action to Direct the Executive Director to Plan for and Organize a Somerset 
Academy Board Retreat and Training to Take Place in Early August 2017 

Executive Director Barlow stated that the Board was at a point where it would be helpful to refine and 
improve the efficacy of the Board meetings; adding that, with the Board’s approval, he would like to create a 
Board retreat and training program with a tentative date in early August 2017. Discussion was had regarding the 
frequency of training and possible dates for the retreat, with Member Harty requesting that Executive Director 
Barlow also look at possible July dates. 

 Executive Director Barlow stated that he had contacted Board On Track to assist with the training as an 
ongoing process. Member Bentham stated he had completed a Board On Track on-line tutorial, adding that the 
system could help the Board become more efficient by developing a system where they could learn to rely on 
each member’s strengths and weaknesses. Member Bentham further stated that he had attended a Somerset Florida 
board meeting with 12 agenda items on the consent agenda; adding that the Somerset Florida board typically had 
hour long board meetings while overseeing thirty-seven schools. Further discussion was had regarding the 
formation of sub-committees and open meeting laws for the sub-committees; with Executive Director Barlow 
stating that Board On Track had a system to track the development of tasks through an on-line dashboard system. 
Members Harty and McClellan stated that it would be important to ensure that parents and administrators continue 
to have access and opportunities to have their voices heard.  

 Member Noble moved to approve the Executive Director to plan and organize a Somerset Board 
retreat and training. Member Harty seconded the motion, and the Board voted unanimously to approve. 

 

17. Executive Director Update 

 Executive Director Barlow updated the Board on four items: 

• In future board meetings the Board would be using a microphone system.  
• Executive Director Barlow, Principal Pendleton, Assistant Principal Lackey and Member Bentham 

visited a board meeting and school in Somerset Academy in Florida. Executive Director Barlow stated 
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that they had discussed strategies, volunteer hours and the service mindset; adding that the Florida schools 
asked for information from the Nevada schools on practices, procedures, policies and systems.   

• The front-line education platform had been launched with principals completing a self-reflection 
document. Executive Director Barlow stated he would meet with each principal to review goals and 
school improvement plans and to visit the classrooms.  

• The Executive Director’s office had created the Somerset Style, a bi-weekly communication that included 
a year-long calendar with action items and deadlines for reports and would be used as a platform to 
communicate with the principals. 

•  

18. Member Comment 

 Member Bentham stated that Executive Director Bentham had created a pamphlet about Somerset 
Academy that should be shared with the Board. Executive Director Barlow stated that he would share it after it 
had been edited to correct some errors it contained. 

 Member Harty clarified that Mr. Trevor Goodsell had provided him with a copy of the year-end audit, and 
stated that it did not contain any changes from the audit presented to the Board in December.  

 Member Bentham stated that the Florida campuses offered summer camp programs, that were sponsored 
by, and administered by the schools; adding that they provided great resources and revenue for the schools to 
utilize in the general fund throughout the year.  Member Bentham further stated that it was an option that should 
be explored, along with the possibility of having the Skye Canyon campus open and available for summer camp 
in 2018; adding that one Florida campus had $80,000 in revenue after expenses for one summer. Ms. Thiriot 
stated that she could reach out to Mr. Ziev; however, the shape of the land parcel may limit the possibilities. 
Member McClellan stated that the North Las Vegas campus offered a summer program a few years ago. Assistant 
Principal Evans stated that they had offered 15 classes; however, only two classes had enough participants to 
proceed. 

 

13. Update on the Somerset Academy Skye Canyon Campus. 

 Ms. Thiriot stated that the Skye Canyon campus had been delayed for one year due to unforeseen 
circumstances. Ms. Thiriot further stated that, historically, a temporary water line had been allowed during 
construction, however, the city was requiring a permanent water line; adding that they would not be able to 
connect the permanent water line in time to allow for construction for the coming school year.  

 

19. Public Comment and Discussion 

 There was no request for public comment. 

 

20. Adjournment 

 The meeting was adjourned at 9:57 p.m.  
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Approved on: _____________________ 
 
  
 
_______________________________ 
 
____________________ of the Board of Directors 
Somerset Academy of Las Vegas 
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   MINUTES 
of the telephonic meeting of the  

BOARD OF DIRECTORS of SOMERSET ACADEMY OF LAS VEGAS 
February 23, 2017 

 

 The Board of Directors of Somerset Academy of Nevada held a public telephonic meeting on February 
23, 2017 at 4:00 p.m. 
 
 
1. Call to order and roll call 
 
 Chair Noble called the meeting to order at 4:03 p.m. Present were Board members John Bentham, Travis 
Mizer, Cody Noble, Sarah McClellan (left at 4:34 p.m.) and Will Harty. 
 
 Board members Carrie Boehlecke and Eric Brady were not present. 
 
 Also present was Executive Director John Barlow, Principal Gayle Jefferson and Principal Reggie Farmer; 
as well as Academica representatives Crystal Thiriot, Ryan Reeves and Kristie Fleisher 
 
2. Public Comment and Discussion 
 
 There was no request for public comment. 
 
3. Discussion and Possible Approval of a Curriculum Director for Somerset Academy, With Direction 
Given to the Executive Director to Determine Candidates for Any Subsequently Vacated Positions 
 
 Executive Director John Barlow addressed the Board and stated that the Board had requested that he 
present a name to fill the position of the curriculum director beginning July 1, 2017 for the 2017/2018 school 
year, adding that he began the process a year ago using discussions with interested parties and the school 
principals. Executive Director Barlow stated that the person he would like to present was Gayle Jefferson, the 
current principal at the Sky Pointe Elementary campus, explaining that Principle Jefferson had experience in 
multiple areas, including literacy, resulting in her being able to provide support to schools, especially in light of 
the revised Read by Three initiative. Executive Director Barlow further explained that Principal Jefferson had 
been a site administrator, which provided her knowledge of the responsibilities of principals and how to provide 
support, adding that she would receive direction from the principals and work in tandem with them to determine 
the needs of the schools. Executive Director Barlow added that Principal Jefferson had a very firm understanding 
of the instructional practices of Somerset Academy which would enable her to develop a mentorship program 
providing professional support and coaching, which would help others gain the same insight and implement those 
practices on their campuses. Executive Director Barlow noted that Principal Jefferson had expressed an interest 
in the curriculum director position and potentially having the opportunity to impact seven different campuses, he 
then asked the Board to consider Gayle Jefferson as the curriculum director. 
 
 Member Noble asked Principal Jefferson if she had anything to add for the Board to consider when making 
this decision, adding that they were aware it would leave a huge hole to fill, making it a very important decision. 
Principal Jefferson stated that this was not an easy decision; however, she felt that the campuses were fragmented 
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and wanted to be instrumental in finding commonalities in instructional and educational practices to join the 
campuses together. 
 
 Further discussion was had regarding the position being a service position to the campuses, working hand 
in hand with the principals and Executive Director Barlow to be able to combine the efforts of different campuses 
with similar goals. Member Noble asked Principal Jefferson if she had any concerns that Executive Director 
Barlow would be her direct supervisor. Principal Jefferson stated that any past issues had been resolved, adding 
that she did not foresee any problem working with Executive Director Barlow as her direct supervisor. 
 
 Member Mizer asked if this was a new position. Executive Director Barlow stated that there had 
previously been a position for a curriculum coach, explaining that this position would be a curriculum director. 
Member McClellan asked if the other principals supported the choice of Principal Jefferson. Executive Director 
Barlow stated that he had met with each principal individually and it was unanimous that they would support the 
selection of Principal Jefferson. 
 

Member Mizer asked if the salary would be comparable to what Principal Jefferson was currently making, 
how it compared with other charter and public schools and how the salary was determined. Member Mizer Harty 
stated that he posed this question to administrators and was assured money had been set aside in the budget for 
this position. Ms. Crystal Thiriot addressed the Board and stated that the amount set aside, after discussion at the 
previous Board meeting, was $120,000.00, adding that any amount above that would need to be brought to the 
Board for approval. Member Noble stated that he did not see a reason to leave the amount open, adding that it 
was left open because they did not know who the candidate would be. Member McClellan asked if the position 
would involve extra travel responsibilities and if it would be more work than a principal. Executive Director 
Barlow stated that it would not necessarily be more work, but a different type of work; adding that the salary was 
based on honoring Principal Jefferson for the experience she would bring, not only in the areas she would be 
serving but in light of her service with Somerset Academy. Executive Director Barlow further stated that the 
request he submitted merits what Somerset would be getting back from Principal Jefferson as she fulfilled this 
position. 

Member Harty stated that he felt comfortable moving forward with a motion to approve the salary up to 
$120,000.00 to be determined by Executive Barlow and Principal Jefferson. Member Noble stated that he would 
prefer to have the Board to set the salary, therefore he would not vote to approve the motion. 

 
Member Bentham moved to approve the hiring of Gayle Jefferson as the curriculum director for 

Somerset Academy. Member McClellan seconded the motion, and the Board voted unanimously to 
approve. 

 
Member Harty moved to approve the salary for the curriculum director with a base a salary, as 

discussed, up to $120,000.00 to be determined by John Barlow and Gayle Jefferson. Member Bentham 
seconded the motion and the Board voted 3 to 2 to approve. 
 
 Member Noble stated that this appointment left a vacancy in the system, asking the Board what direction 
should be given to Executive Director Barlow in the search. Member Harty stated that there were several good 
applicants during the last principal search. Member McClellan stated that, although she believes there are good 
candidates in the Somerset system, she would like to open the search to external candidates to see what candidates 
are available, adding that she would like a committee to screen the applicants, then bring the best candidates to 
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the Board to interview. Member Noble stated that he would be surprised if they found the candidate from outside 
of Somerset, however it would be conceited of the Board to think that they had all of the best people available; 
adding that candidates from inside the Somerset would have an advantage because they would know the system. 
Member Harty stated that, with all of the good candidates within the Somerset system, he would prefer to keep 
the search limited to internal candidates, however, he would agree to open the search to external candidates. 
Member Bentham stated that he did not see the need to open the search to external candidates. Further discussion 
was had regarding opening the search external candidates, with Member Bentham stating that he would prefer to 
keep the search internal. 
 
 Member Noble stated that would like a committee to screen the applicants and bring the top candidates 
before the Board. Member Harty stated that we would like the committee to bring 5 candidates to the Board, 
however he would accept 3 candidates from the committee. Further discussion was had regarding the formation 
of a committee to review the candidates, who would be on the committee, and the number of candidates the 
committee would bring to the Board.  
 
 Member Noble moved to conduct an open principal search using the same procedures we’ve used 
in the past. Member Mizer seconded the motion and the Board voted 3 to 1 to approve. 
 
 Member Bentham moved to form a committee to bring a minimum of three candidates before the 
Board by the March 16, 2017 Board meeting. Member Harty seconded the motion, and the Board voted 
unanimously to approve. 
  
4. Discussion and Possible Action Regarding Stephanie Campus Target Enrollment for the 2017-18 
School Year 
  
 Kristie Fleisher addressed the Board and referred to the support materials, explaining that looking at the 
number of recommitted students and the number of new applications, there would still be a wait list for 4th grade 
at the Stephanie campus, adding that, looking at the history of the number of students that returned, this would 
help with the natural progression towards middle school enrollment.  
 
 Member Noble asked the purpose behind this proposal. Ms. Thiriot stated that adding the 4th grade class, 
while there was a demand, would boost the middle school numbers so that they would be at capacity and would 
not be under performing. Crystal Thiriot stated that adding the 4th grade, while there was a demand in that grade, 
would boost the middle school numbers to be at capacity, which would help prevent the campus from 
underperforming financially; adding that after this year, it would go down to 100 because they would be at 
capacity in the middle school. Ms. Thiriot further explained that two new charter schools were opened in the area 
last year, which resulted in an unusual number of students leaving the campus. Principal Reggie Farmer stated 
that the return rate for students at the Stephanie campus had been over 95% and that if this class was added it 
would allow the campus to maintain the students through 8th grade, adding that the rooms used for the additional 
4th and 5th grade classes this year would be converted to 7th and 8th grades in the future. 

 Member Noble stated that he would like to a system where we would not have to add 6th grade students. 
Principal Farmer stated that he would prefer to add the 4th grade students and have them in his system the whole 
time. Member Noble stated that the question he had about the agenda item had been answered, however he 
foresees a potential issue that would need to be addressed concerning the building size. Ms. Thiriot stated that the 
building size was bound by the acreage available, however, further research could be done at the Board’s request. 
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Member Bentham moved to approve the change in maximum enrollment for the Stephanie campus 
4th grade from 100 to 125 for the 2017-18 school year. Member Harty seconded the motion, and the Board 
voted unanimously to approve 

Member Bentham stated that the fact that the campus had a high retention rate and a healthy wait list 
showed that Principal Farmer and his staff were actively working to improve the enrollment numbers. Principal 
Farmer stated that he had not stopped working to grow the middle school, including the middle school shark 
frenzy that had 176 students RSVP; adding that addition of the 25 students to 4th grade would help the middle 
school in the future. 

5. Member Comment

Member Bentham stated that he thought that future growth should be evaluated regarding the building
needs as new campuses are built. Further discussion was had regarding limitations in our buildings and future 
growth, with a request to add this item to the agenda for the next meeting. 

Member Bentham added that he would like to explore the possibility of adding cameras in the classrooms 
for the 2107/2018 school year. 

6. Public Comments and Discussion

Larry McKnight addressed the Board about the search for a new principal, stating that it would be good
to make the decision as soon as possible, adding that teachers would want to know who the principal was before 
they decide to return. 

7. Adjournment

The meeting was adjourned at 5:22 p.m.

Approved on: _____________________ 

_______________________________ 

____________________ of the Board of Directors 
Somerset Academy of Las Vegas 
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MINUTES 
of the meeting of the  

BOARD OF DIRECTORS of SOMERSET ACADEMY OF LAS VEGAS 
March 16, 2017 

The Board of Directors of Somerset Academy of Nevada held a public meeting on March 16, 2017 at 6:00 
p.m. at 7038 Sky Pointe Dr., Las Vegas, Nevada 89131.

1. Call to order and roll call

The meeting was called to order by Board Chair Cody Noble at 6:15 p.m. Present were Board members
Travis Mizer, Carrie Boehlecke, Will Harty, Cody Noble, John Bentham and Sarah McClellan. 

Member Eric Brady was not present. 

Also present were Executive Director John Barlow, Principal Dan Phillips, Principal Andre Denson and 
Principal Reggie Farmer; as well as Academica representatives Arthur Ziev, Ryan Reeves, Carlos Segrera, Allison 
Salmon and Crystal Thiriot. 

2. Public Comments and Discussion

Jennifer Schmidt addressed the Board on behalf of the teachers at Somerset, stating that the teachers had
generated a list of questions to be used by the panel during the principal selection process, with the understanding 
that the teachers were not part of the panel. Member Noble stated that the Board appreciated the teacher input and 
that the panel had used some of the questions submitted and the Board had also selected some questions from 
their submission for their interviews. 

Isabel Rodriguez addressed the Board regarding agenda item 11 and recited, with the help of Leelou 
Hernandez, a poem she had written, adding that she was hoping the Board could help take some of the stress off 
of the students. 

6. Review and Approval of the Second Amendment to the Somerset Losee Lease Agreement Regarding
Phase III of the Campus

Mr. Arthur Ziev addressed the Board on behalf of the owner of the Losee campus to get the Board’s 
approval of the amendment to the lease, which would provide for the complete build out of the Losee campus, 
including the completion of the high school wing for the 2017-18 school year. Mr. Ziev stated that the document 
established the lease rates going forward; adding that there was an option to purchase the campus after the 
improvements were completed, with the purchase price set in the document. Member Noble asked if the lease had 
the same terms as the original lease. Mr. Ziev stated that the terms were the same, the difference was an accelerated 
timeline for the completion of phases three, four, and five; adding that the lease rate was established for the next 
thirty years. Member Mizer asked Mr. Ziev why there was an amendment to the insurance portion. Mr. Ziev 
explained that the lease entity had reconstituted to a new entity with a new address, adding that the change was 
to correct the entity name and address. 

42



 
 Member McClellan moved to approve the second amendment to the Somerset lease agreement 
regarding phase III of the campus. Member Bentham seconded the motion, and the Board voted 
unanimously to approve. 
 
 
3. Consent Agenda 
  

a. Somerset Academy Foundation Director Scott Hammond’s Contract; 
b. Revised Enrollment Policy; 
c. Somerset Academy School Calendar for the 2017/18 School year; 
d. Approval of NSLP for 2017/18 School Year to Include Losee Elementary, Losee Middle/High, 

North Las Vegas, and Stephanie Campuses; 
e. School Financial Performance (Not for Action). 

 
 Member Noble asked if any Board member wanted to pull any items off of the consent agenda for review 
and discussion. Member Harty asked if Principal Farmer would be okay including the Stephanie campus on the 
NSLP application. Principal Farmer stated that he was okay with the addition of the Stephanie campus to the 
NSLP application.  
 
 Member Noble moved to approve all items on the consent agenda. Member Bentham seconded the 
motion, and the Board voted unanimously to approve. 
 
 
4. Interview of Somerset Sky Pointe Principal Candidates 
 

Executive Director John Barlow addressed the Board and stated that the principal position was advertised 
in multiple locations, resulting in approximately twelve candidates from within Somerset, as well as others across 
the United States; the candidates were reviewed by a screening committee and narrowed down to four candidates. 
Executive Director Barlow stated that a panel was convened consisting of two sitting principals, two executive 
directors and Crystal Thiriot, adding that the panel asked a series of ten questions, with five of the questions 
coming from the staff at Sky Pointe elementary. Executive Director Barlow explained that the responses were 
rated by each member of the panel, after which the panel discussed the strengths and weaknesses of each 
candidate, resulting in the two candidates that were presented to the Board. 

 
Lee Esplin: 

 
Member Noble welcomed Lee Esplin and asked him to elaborate on his elementary school teaching and 

leadership experience. Mr. Esplin addressed the Board stating that he had been in education for twenty-three 
years, he earned his Bachelor Degree from Southern Utah University, then earned his Master Degree from UNLV 
in administration, which allowed him to have a greater impact in education.  Mr. Esplin further stated that in his 
time in administration, he had learned how to empower the students, adding that as the principal of the 3-5 school 
in Boulder City he learned to work closely with the other campus principals to ensure consistency between the 
schools. Mr. Esplin further added that he had spent the last eight years as the principal of Harriet Treem 
Elementary, where he was recognized as the Nevada Elementary Principal of the Year.  

 
Member McClellan asked Mr. Esplin to complete the sentence, “I will build and maintain morale among 

the staff by….” Mr. Esplin stated that his job would not be to immediately change things, he would need to get 
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to know the students, staff and parents; and then find out what was already working at the school, adding that 
creating morale would involve more than compliance. 

 
Member Harty asked Mr. Esplin to expound on his knowledge of the Somerset system and how it differs 

from CCSD. Mr. Esplin explained that he had observed that the Somerset system had a structure that was small 
enough to work as a system with one common goal, while CCSD was a very large bureaucracy where decision 
making came from the top down instead of in the individual schools. Mr. Esplin added that Somerset empowered 
the administration, teachers and parents; further adding that he was impressed with the fact that parents had to 
give back through community hours, because parental involvement was very important in stabilizing the complete 
system.  

Member Mizer asked Mr. Esplin to tell them what the first ninety days as principal looked like. Mr. Esplin 
responded that the first ninety days would be used to get to know the faculty, staff, and teachers; and to find the 
“why” behind every person in order to get the most out of them. Mr. Esplin further explained that he would be 
attending the PTO meetings, as well as spending time on the playground, in order to get to know the parents and 
the students, adding that the students know when a leader cares about them. 

Member Boehlecke stated that Somerset Sky Pointe had many established traditions, and asked Mr. Esplin 
to tell them about a tradition he might bring to the campus. Mr. Esplin stated that he had looked at a lot of the 
traditions already established at Somerset Sky Pointe, and one the stood out was the 4th grade field trip to a state 
museum. Mr. Esplin further stated that he had implemented the Nevada citizen program to encourage an increase 
of knowledge about the State of Nevada. Mr. Esplin explained that at the end of the year they had an all day trip 
that would start with a flight to Reno, from there they would visit the state museum and the legislature in Carson 
City; then they did a mine tour, a trolley tour and toured an historical school in Virginia City before flying back 
to Las Vegas in the evening. Mr. Esplin further stated that he wanted to prepare the students for the future by 
actually being able to see and visit the important sites they learn about. 

 
Member Noble asked Mr. Esplin how he would effectively engage stake holders in decision making that 

would support the school’s purpose and direction. Mr. Esplin explained that shared leadership would be a priority, 
and that he would need to empower the parents, teachers and students. Mr. Esplin added that he had read the book 
“The Leader in Me” and implemented the program associated with the book at his current school; he further 
explained that one of the most important things he learned from implementing that program was to use shared 
decision making to build trust in the global community. 

Member Noble stated that the Somerset system had different campuses that would feed into the high 
school campus, and he asked Mr. Esplin how he would work corroboratively with the leaders in other feeder 
campuses. Mr. Esplin stated that he would like to work with other feeder schools and the high school through 
holding monthly meetings; where they could to learn how to assist each other. Mr. Esplin explained that he had 
created opportunities for the elementary students at his current school to visit the middle school, which created 
opportunities to bridge the gap between the schools. Mr. Esplin further explained that mentoring between 
campuses would help create excitement for the students to progress within the Somerset system. 

Member Bentham asked what he had learned from implementing the Leader in Me program. Mr. Esplin 
stated that some of the staff was excited and wanted to run; however, one of the most important things he had 
learned was that it was a “crockpot” system, not a “microwave” system, meaning that it was important to take it 
slow. Mr. Esplin further explained that he had learned that the role of the principal and administration was to clear 
the path, which allowed the leaders and students to be empowered to move along the path. 
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Mr. Esplin stated that the more he had learned about the Somerset Academy and the structure in place, the 
more impressed he was; adding that the philosophy in the Somerset system described the reason he first became 
involved in education. Mr. Esplin stated that his philosophy was to surround himself with great people and help 
clear the path so that they could live up to the great potential inside. 
 

 
Emeri Rodriguez 
 
There is no recording for this portion of the meeting. 
 

 
5. Discussion and Action to Appoint a Sky Pointe Principal 
 

Member Bentham stated that he felt that it was important to grade the candidates already in the Somerset 
system with a weighted grade because they already knew the system; however, he was very impressed with Mr. 
Esplin. Member Bentham further stated that he liked how Mr. Esplin embraced what the Leader in Me program 
was all about and thought he would bring great things to the campus; adding that he thought Ms. Rodriguez could 
continue to grow if she were to embrace learning from Mr. Esplin. Member Bentham further added that it was 
impressive to see what Mr. Esplin was able to accomplish with an under-achieving school, and exciting to think 
about what he could do with a school that was already performing.  

 
Member Mizer stated that it was tough to compare the candidates as Ms. Rodriguez was up and coming, 

while Mr. Esplin had an impressive résumé; he would generally lean toward hiring an internal candidate; however, 
it would be difficult to pass on a candidate like Mr. Esplin. 

 
Member Boehlecke stated that she liked what Ms. Rodriguez brought to the table and that she already 

knew the Somerset system; however, she really liked what Mr. Esplin would bring with his knowledge of the 
Leader in Me program. 

 
Member McClellan really liked listening to Ms. Rodriguez, adding that she appreciated the knowledge of 

the system that Mr. Esplin displayed. 
 
Member Noble stated that he was surprised to see and external candidate who was so well suited for the 

Somerset system, adding that he also thought that Ms. Rodriguez could learn from working with him. Member 
Noble stated that he believed that Mr. Esplin was the best choice. 

 
Member Noble moved to hire Lee Esplin as the principal for Somerset Sky Pointe campus. Member 

Bentham seconded the motion, and the Board voted unanimously to approve. 
 
Member Bentham thought it would be a good idea to have a Board member speak to Emeri Rodriguez; to 

let her know that the Board thought she did a great job, that they appreciated her leadership style and the leadership 
she had already provided the school. 

 
 
7. Discussion and Possible Action Regarding the Switch to a Self-Funded Insurance Policy 
 
 Ryan Reeves addressed the Board to introduce Vance Jolley from Distinctive Insurance, stating that 
Academica had been working with Mr. Jolley and Distinctive Insurance since 2011, adding that Distinctive 
Insurance is the preferred vendor of the Charter School Association of Nevada for all liability insurance coverage. 
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Mr. Reeves stated that Academica had provided a group insurance policy for teachers and Academica employees, 
as well as the sub-entities they serve, on a single large plan, adding that this had allowed for lower premium rates 
and better coverage for everyone involved. Mr. Reeves further explained that the plan might be going through 
some transitions soon, however, Mr. Jolley would do a quick review of the coverages and give a brief look into 
the future.  
 

Mr. Vance Jolley addressed the Board, along with his colleague Mr. Jonathan Johnson, stating that they 
had been working with Somerset Academy since 2011, adding that they would introduce a comparison between 
a fully funded insurance policy and a self-funded insurance policy. Mr. Johnson addressed the Board and 
explained that Distinctive Insurance was a full service employee benefits and business insurance firm, with 38 
professionals in their offices in Las Vegas and Reno, adding that Somerset had a dedicated account management 
team with extensive experience.  

 
Mr. Jolley stated that Academica had over 1000 employees, which allowed the risk pool to broaden and 

the rates to stabilize, adding that an 8-10% increase was standard; however, Academica’s rates had only increased 
4% two years ago, while last year they had a 0% increase. Mr. Jolley explained that with a fully insured policy 
the carrier would set the rates and the employer would pay the rates on a monthly basis, with the carrier accepting 
the risks on whether it was profitable or if a loss was incurred; adding that if the carrier lost money they would 
raise the rates the following year. Mr. Jolley stated that with a self-funded policy the employer would retain some 
of the risks, including variations in claims on a month to month basis and paying the actual claims, adding that 
the self-funded policy also had the ability to capture any savings due to lower claims. 

 
Mr. Jolley further explained that a self-funded policy would include two types of stop loss measures, the 

first would be an individual stop loss, with the employer responsible up to a pre-determined point on any 
individual claim; the second would be an aggregate stop-loss, for the overall policy, to a pre-determined point. 
Mr. Jolley stated that the advantage to self-funding was that it could be catered to a company’s needs allowing 
more flexibility, with a potential for savings; however, the disadvantage to self-funding would be the risk of 
higher than usual claims.  

 
Member Harty asked how big the group would need to be for it to make sense to be self-insured. Mr. 

Johnson stated that the size and scope was a consideration, however, it would also be necessary to look at the 
claim history and performance to see if it was a viable option.  

 
Mr. Reeves stated that on liability and property insurance they spend about $200,000 per year, while 

spending about $2,000,000 on health insurance, adding that this did not include any employee out of pocket 
expense. Mr. Reeves further added that if this transition was made, then a reserve fund would be needed; adding 
that since this was a shared plan across all of Academica, Somerset would need to provide a portion of the reserve. 
Mr. Reeves further stated that this would be brought back before the Board in October with the comparisons and 
recommendations. Member Harty asked if it would be a bid process to determine what policy was used if the self-
funded option was chosen. Mr. Ryan stated that every year Mr. Jolley had brought multiple bids to the table, 
adding that this would also be provided with a self-funded policy.  

 
 
8. Discussion and Approval of the Initial Budget for the 2017/2018 School Year 
 

Mr. Carlos Segrera addressed the Board and referred them to the support materials, stating that the 
proposed budget used the current year’s funding number, adding that they expected to have next year’s number 
around June or July. Member Harty asked if Mr. Segrera thought the funding would go up or down and how much 

46



it went up last year. Mr. Segrera stated that it went up less than 10% last year and that the state funded portion 
went up the most; adding that the state funded portion had consistently gone up, however, the outside revenue 
portion had fluctuated. Mr. Segrera further added that the budget was run at 95% enrollment, with the tentative 
budget showing a surplus of $849,324; which was 1.8%. Further discussion was had regarding the current 
enrollment rate and the cash on hand. Mr. Harty asked if the budget included the new curriculum director and the 
foundation director, adding that he would like to ensure they were both included if they were going to be paid out 
of the budget. Mr. Segrera stated that this budget included the curriculum director salary, however it did not 
include the foundation director. 

Member Harty moved to approve the initial budget for the 2017/2018 school year. Member Mizer 
seconded the motion, and the Board voted unanimously to approve. 

 

9. Discussion and Possible Approval of the Term Sheet for Furniture, Fixtures, and Equipment 
Purchases for Campus Expansions 

Allison Salmon addressed the Board, referring them to the term sheet in the support materials, and 
explained that it was necessary to take a private lease to fund the equipment needed for additional students gained 
from the campus expansions, adding that the amount was $291,100; which would be used to fund 50 additional 
students at the Lone Mountain campus, 166 at the Losee middle/high campus and 63 at the Sky Pointe middle/high 
campus. Ms. Salmon further added that the approval was to enter into an agreement for a lease.  

Member Harty moved to approve the term sheet for furniture, fixtures, and equipment purchases 
for campus expansions. Member Bentham seconded the motion, and the Board voted unanimously to 
approve. 

 

10. Discussion and Creation of a Strategic Planning Committee, and Discussion of the Scope of the 
Strategic Planning and Education and Curriculum Committees 

Mr. Reeves addressed the Board stated that he had been working closely with Executive Director Barlow 
to look for ways to better support the function and operation of the Board, he further stated that most boards of 
the same size would create sub-committees to review items. Mr. Reeves added that each board member would 
participate on one sub-committee, which would review items, then they would bring a recommendation to the 
Board as a consent agenda item. Mr. Reeves referred the Board to the support materials showing three suggested 
committees: Academic Excellence Committee; Finance Committee; and Strategic planning committee. 

Mr. Reeves further stated that the committees would be governance committees and would consist of two 
Board members, Executive Director Barlow and no more than two other members; adding that if the committee 
contained too many other members, the Board and executive director could be outvoted. 

Member Noble asked Mr. Reeves if the Board was expected to act on the item at this meeting. Mr. Reeves 
stated that the item was for possible action, however, they could wait until the training scheduled for August.  
Further discussion ensued regarding the time-frame for forming the committees, which committees to form, 
whether the committees could be changed once they were formed, and the need to review the support materials. 
Member Harty stated that he would like to see the committees formed and functioning before the training in 
August to better utilize the training and fine-tune the role of the committees; and suggested that the Board start 
with the finance and academic committees. Member Noble suggested that each Board member study and review 
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the support materials on the academic and finance committees, then bring any revisions they would recommend 
for further discussion at the next Board meeting. 

11. Discussion and Possible Action to Approve Reducing Student Volunteer Hours (High School) from
100 Hours to 40 Hours

Executive Director Barlow stated that while working with the seniors, the focus needed to be on ensuring 
they were on target to graduate high school with the 100 hours in place, adding that it could become quite daunting 
for the students while trying complete all the other requirements for graduation. Executive Director Barlow further 
stated that it was also important to look at the quality of the service projects, keeping in mind that the Somerset 
vision was college prep with an emphasis on character leadership and service; adding that the Somerset Florida 
system required 40 hours of service. Executive Barlow explained that service-hours monitoring could become a 
daunting task for the staff.  

Member Noble asked for input from the high school principals. Principal Denson stated that, although the 
Board was addressed by two students who expressed the pressure they felt, he believed this was a valuable asset 
for Somerset; adding that it was one of the principles that made Somerset schools wonderful, effective schools, 
that would produce effective community leaders. Principal Denson further stated that the 100 hours was a lot for 
some students, especially when they participated in other activities and work, adding that out of 55 seniors only 
7 had not fulfilled the service hours. 

Member Boehlecke asked if they could lower the hours but do some type of reward for the students who 
achieved more. Principal Denson stated that they already gave medallions for other achievements, adding that it 
would be a great idea to recognize and encourage additional community service. 

Further discussion was had regarding adjustments made for students who enter Somerset after 9th grade 
and how a change in student hours might affect parent volunteer hours. 

Principal Denson stated he did not think he could legally withhold a diploma if a student failed to meet 
the service hour requirement, therefore he was not sure of the consequences attached to the requirement. Further 
discussion was had regarding whether a diploma could be withheld if hours were not completed and clarifying 
the meaning behind the policy. Mr. Reeves stated that he would need to check further to see what legally could 
be done with regards to the Department of Education, due to the fact that the requirement was approved by the 
State Public Charter School Authority. 

Principal Dan Phillips addressed the Board stating that many students were quite involved in community 
service; however, many of the students also had to work, which resulted transportation becoming an issue; adding 
that he liked the idea of rewarding those who had completed the currently required hours.  

Further discussion was had regarding the burden the service hours created for students and staff, the reason 
the hours were more burdensome for some students, and whether the burden would merit a reduction of service 
hours. Member Boehlecke stated that the Board needed to realize that student service hours equated to additional 
parent hours for students who did not drive, she added that the idea behind community service was to get the 
students introduced to what it feels like to do community service, which could be accomplished with 10 hours, 
especially for the younger students with working parents. 
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Further discussion was had regarding what constituted community service, and opportunities for service 
within the school campus; with Principal Denson stating that on campus opportunities would be limited, which 
would make it hard to fairly distribute those opportunities. 

Member McClellan stated that, because Somerset was a college prep school, she was in support of 
community service hours, however, as a parent she knows that it was sometimes hard to find opportunities for 
students; adding that if the hours were going to be required we would need to help provide opportunities with 
outside non-profit agencies. Further discussion was had regarding the importance of encouraging service, 
ensuring that the service showed consistency, and the real purpose of the service hours. 

Member Noble asked Mr. Reeves if the service hours could be changed without proceeding through the 
complete amendment process. Mr. Reeves stated he did not think that the change of the number of hours of service 
would require a complete amendment process. Executive Director Barlow stated that he was instructed that if it 
did not drastically change the purpose of the charter, adjustments could be made; adding that the requirement for 
service hours was being modified, not deleted.  

Member Noble stated that they were going to table this agenda item until the next meeting, adding that 
they needed to clarify the meaning behind the policy and what the consequences would be if the hours were not 
completed. 

This item was tabled. 

 

12. Discussion and Possible Action Regarding the Installation of Cameras Inside Somerset Academy 
Classrooms 

Mr. Reeves stated that Member Bentham had asked Academica to get pricing for camera installation in 
the classrooms, adding that they did not get hard bids due to the amount of money that would be involved; adding 
that it would require a published public bid. Mr. Reeves further stated that this was not something that Academica 
would recommend right now due to the fact the bonds would be issued within the next 12 months to purchase the 
Losee and Stephanie campuses, however, it could be added to the construction cost of the next campus; adding 
that one estimate was for about $500.00 and one estimate was for $290,000; however, the lower bid might be 
higher if the company was unable to use the existing cabling. Mr. Reeves further added that there was a bill before 
the Nevada legislature that would require cameras in every special education classroom; further stating that the 
campuses currently had cameras in all hallways, all areas with an entrance, and the exterior of the buildings. 

Member Bentham stated he would like to hear from the administrators on this issue. Principal Gayle 
Jefferson addressed the Board and stated that she understood the need for cameras in special education classrooms 
due to non-verbal students’ inability to explain if anything happened; however, she did not see the purpose of 
having them in every classroom. 

Member Bentham explained that his request came from his visit to Florida, where they had them in every 
classroom where the Florida schools used the cameras to curb behavior problems and to help if there were 
accusations; adding that that the Florida buildings were constructed well before the cameras were installed. 

Principal Sherry Pendleton addressed the Board and stated that she would support having cameras in the 
classroom for the reasons Member Bentham stated, particularly with bullying laws and the amount of time it 
would take administrators to investigate claims; adding that she had found that the cameras in the hallway had 
been very advantageous. Principal Pendleton further added that, from an educational standpoint, having a camera 
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in the classroom was nice for lesson studies, allowing observation in order to build teacher capacity without 
disturbing the classroom; however, her primary reason for support was for security and safety of students.  

Member Harty asked if teachers would support it. Principal Pendleton stated that she had loved having a 
camera in the classroom because she found that it was a deterrent for bad behavior; adding that it was nice from 
a teacher standpoint by allowing her to be able to observe other teachers and learn from them without disturbing 
them. 

Principal Elaine Kelly addressed the Board and agreed with all the of the reasons that had been stated, 
adding that she had spent 2 hours investigating something that could have taken 15 minutes with classroom 
cameras. Principal Kelly added that if her office had a camera today, it would not have prevented her broken toe; 
however, she would have been able to show the parent what had occurred. Principal Kelly further added that she 
thought her teachers would be in favor of cameras, and if they were not, she would question why. 

Member Noble asked Mr. Reeves if the cameras that were quoted include audio. Mr. Reeves stated that 
he was not sure if the $500,000 contained audio; however, that the $290,000 quote did not include audio; adding 
that the quote was for the classrooms and did not include offices. Mr. Reeves further stated that if they were able 
to wait until the bond issued, then the upgrade could be included in the bond, which would allow them to fund it 
without impacting cash reserves or the rating in the bond. 

Member Mizer asked if Somerset had any financial claims that could have been prevented with cameras 
in the classrooms. Mr. Reeves stated that the student accident insurance that was listed in the coverage had done 
a lot to prevent people from seeking consequential damages, adding that he did not have an example where a 
camera would have prevented a claim. Member Mizer stated that cameras might also create liability by allowing 
lawyers the ability to nit-pick everything that happened. 

Further discussion was had regarding the financial, liability and safety benefits and downsides. 

Member Bentham asked if it would be possible to get hard quotes for the cameras. Mr. Reeves stated that 
they could ask for a hard quote, however, it would not be binding; adding that as a public entity, it would be 
necessary to publish the bid and receive sealed bids. Mr. Reeves further added that he wanted to clarify that the 
bid for $290,000 was from Intellatek. 

Further discussion was had regarding requesting further information about the pros and cons of adding 
cameras. 

Member Boehlecke moved to go forward with further investigation. Member Harty seconded the motion, 
and the Board voted to unanimously to approve. 

Principal Barlow stated he would work with Member Barlow to investigate, taking into consideration the 
principal’s views along with some of the purposes in high school, middle and elementary.  

12. Executive Director Update

Executive Director Barlow updated the Board on the parent volunteer hours, stating that, according to the
State Public Charter School Authority, if the 30 volunteer hour requirement had been submitted with the charter 
application, the charter would not have been approved; adding that a student could not be expelled without the 
parent’s permission. Member Noble stated that the question the Board had was if the student had to be given 
priority enrollment if the family volunteer hours were not complete. Executive Director Barlow further explained 

50



that if a student was removed from their seat because their family did not have the volunteer hours completed, 
then the student was put back in line for enrollment, which was equal to removing a student without the parent’s 
permission; adding that the principals had asked him to draft a letter that would encourage the families to continue 
earning their 30 hours. 

Executive Director Barlow stated that a correction had been made on the Grievance Policy. 

 Executive Director Barlow explained that he had been asked to move forward with the tracking system 
to help keep better track of students from freshman through senior years; adding that he was working with Kristie 
Fleisher from Academica using Infinite Campus to create a draft of everything they wanted on the tracking sheet. 
Executive Director Barlow further explained that he had presented the draft to the principals and had received 
great feedback to improve the tracking system.  

Member Harty asked, since there was not a way to punish those who did not complete the hours, could 
they investigate a way to reward the families that completed the hours. Executive Director Barlow stated that they 
were already looking for ways to provide a reward. Member Harty stated he would be willing to add this as a 
budget item for funding. Further discussion was had regarding recognizing the families that completed the 
volunteer hours. 

Member Noble stated that he agreed with requiring the hours and recognizing the families that completed 
the hours; however, he had a concern that bringing families on to the campus for thirty hours could create a 
liability. Executive Director Barlow stated that concern that was also voiced by the State Public Charter School 
Authority. Mr. Reeves stated that some measures were already in place, such as background checks on any parent 
who coached a sport team, attended an overnight fieldtrip or volunteered for more than fifty hours per week; 
adding that thirty hours did not mean thirty hours in the school, some tasks could be done at home. Further 
discussion was had regarding the appropriate safeguards that would help limit the liability. 

14. Member Comment

Member Bentham stated that last year Academica hosted a thank you for the teacher and administrators
for all Academica schools and he would like to explore doing an event for the Somerset schools. Mr. Reeves 
stated that one of the other systems did a mid-year gala that benefited their foundation with the sponsors being 
asked to sponsor teacher tickets, which allowed the teachers to attend free of charge; adding that other items were 
auctioned off to support the foundation. Executive Director Barlow stated that he had been in contact with the 
other system about their event. Further discussion was had regarding a mid-year gala. 

Member Noble stated that he wanted to bring up an issue that he was concerned about, he had heard 
comments that the culture of Somerset had changed; adding that the high standards we once had have been 
lowered. Member Noble stated that our discipline plans needed to be enforced and that the Board would need to 
work together to figure out what our culture should be. 

15. Public Comment and Discussion

There was no request for public comment.

16. Adjournment
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The meeting was adjourned at 10:51 p.m. 

Approved on: _____________________ 

_______________________________ 

____________________ of the Board of Directors 
Somerset Academy of Las Vegas 
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SOMERSET ACADEMY OF LAS VEGAS 

Support Summary 

Meeting Date: May 23, 2017 
Agenda Item: 3b – Review and Approval of the Internet Safety Policy 
Number of Enclosures: 1 

SUBJECT:  Internet Safety Policy 
      X      Action 

 Appointments 
 Approval  
 Consent Agenda 
 Information 
 Public Hearing  
 Regular Adoption 

Presenter (s):  Crystal Thiriot 
Recommendation: 

Proposed wording for motion/action:  

Move to approve the Internet Safety Policy as presented. 

Fiscal Impact: N/A 

Estimated Length of time for consideration (in minutes): 2-5 Minutes 
Background:  In order to comply with E-Rate guideline, and internet safety 
policy will need to be put in place. As such the Board is being asked to approve 
the internet safety policy.   

Submitted By: Staff 
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Somerset Academy of Nevada – Internet Safety Policy 
Introduction 
It is the policy of Somerset Academy of Nevada to: 

a. prevent user access over its computer network to, or transmission of, inappropriate
material via Internet, electronic mail, or other forms of direct electronic
communications; 

b. prevent unauthorized access and other unlawful online activity;
c. prevent unauthorized online disclosure, use, or dissemination of personal

identification information of minors; and
d. comply with the Children’s Internet Protection Act [Pub. L. No. 106-554 and 47

U.S.C. 254(h)].

Definitions 
Key terms are as defined in the Children’s Internet Protection Act (CIPA). 

Access to Inappropriate Material 
To the extent practical, technology protection measures (or “Internet filters”) shall be used 
to block or filter Internet, or other forms of electronic communications, access to 
inappropriate information. 

Specifically, as required by the Children’s Internet Protection Act, blocking shall be 
applied to visual depictions of material deemed obscene or child pornography, or to any 
material deemed harmful to minors. 

Subject to staff supervision, technology protection measures may be disabled for adults or, 
in the case of minors, minimized only for bona fide research or other lawful purposes. 

Inappropriate Network Usage 
To the extent practical, steps shall be taken to promote the safety and security of users of 
the Somerset Academy of Nevada online computer network when using electronic mail, 
chat rooms, instant messaging, and other forms of direct electronic communications. 

Specifically, as required by the Children’s Internet Protection Act, prevention of 
inappropriate network usage includes: 

a. unauthorized access, including so-called “hacking,” and other unlawful activities;
and

b. unauthorized disclosure, use, and dissemination of personal identification
information regarding minors.
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Education, Supervision, and Monitoring 
It shall be the responsibility of all members of the Somerset Academy of Nevada staff to 
educate, supervise, and monitor appropriate usage of the online computer network and 
access to the Internet in accordance with this policy, the Children’s Internet Protection Act, 
the Neighborhood Children’s Internet Protection Act, and the Protecting Children in the 
21st Century Act. 

Procedures for the disabling or otherwise modifying any technology protection measures 
shall be the responsibility of the principal or designated representatives. 

The principal or designated representatives will provide age-appropriate training for 
students who use the Internet facilities. The training provided will be designed to promote 
the Somerset Academy of Nevada commitment to: 

A. The standards and acceptable use of Internet services as set forth in the Somerset
Academy of Nevada Internet Safety Policy;

B. Student safety with regard to:
a. safety on the Internet;
b. appropriate behavior while on online, on social networking Web sites, and

in chat rooms; and
c. cyberbullying awareness and response

C. Compliance with the E-rate requirements of the Children’s Internet Protection Act
(CIPA).

Following receipt of this training, the student will acknowledge that he/she received the 
training, understood it, and will follow the provisions of the Somerset Academy of 
Nevada's acceptable use policies. 

Adoption 
This Internet Safety Policy was adopted by the Board of Somerset Academy of Nevada at 
a public meeting, following normal public notice, on <Month, Day, Year>. 

CIPA Definitions of Terms: 

MINOR. The term “minor” means any individual who has not attained the age of 17 years. 

TECHNOLOGY PROTECTION MEASURE. The term “technology protection 
measure” means a specific technology that blocks or filters Internet access to visual 
depictions that are: 

1. OBSCENE, as that term is defined in Section 1460 of Title 18, United States
Code;
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2. CHILD PORNOGRAPHY, as that term is defined in Section 2256 of Title 18,
United States Code; or

3. HARMFUL TO MINORS. The term “harmful to minors” means any picture,
image, graphic image file, or other visual depiction that:

a. taken as a whole and with respect to minors, appeals to a prurient interest
in nudity, sex, or excretion;

b. depicts, describes, or represents, in a patently offensive way with respect
to what is suitable for minors, an actual or simulated sexual act or sexual
contact, actual or simulated normal or perverted sexual acts, or a lewd
exhibition of the genitals; and

c. taken as a whole, lacks serious literary, artistic, political, or scientific
value as to minors.

SEXUAL ACT; SEXUAL CONTACT. The terms “sexual act” and “sexual contact” have 
the meanings given such terms in Section 2246 of Title 18, United States Code. 
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SOMERSET ACADEMY OF LAS VEGAS 

Supporting Document 

Meeting Date:  May 23, 2017 
Agenda Item: 3c – Review and Approval of Retention Bonuses 
Number of Enclosures: 1 

SUBJECT:  Retention Bonuses 
      X      Action 

 Appointments 
 Approval  
 Consent Agenda 
 Information 
 Public Hearing  
 Regular Adoption 

Presenter (s): Trevor Goodsell 
Recommendation: 
Proposed wording for motion/action:  

Move to approve retention bonuses as presented. 

Fiscal Impact: N/A 

Estimated Length of time for consideration (in minutes): 3-5 
Background: Each year retention bonuses are offered to those staff members who 
commit to returning for the upcoming school year, requiring Board approval. 
Amounts have been calculated according to the number of returning staff 
submitted by each campus and will be funded through the surplus. 
Submitted By: Staff 
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2016 -2017 Retention Bonuses

System Somerset

Principal AP Licensed Admin Teachers General Admin Support Staff Total

Lone Mtn 1 1 38 2 12 54

Stephanie 1 2 1 32 2 9 47

Sky Elm 0 1 31 2 13 47

Sky MH 1 1 0 48 2 16 68

Los Elm 1 1 2 31 1 19 55

Los MH 1 2 1 35 2 9 50

NLV 1 2 1 37 5 15 61

Ex. Director 1 0 0 3 2 0 6

Total 7 10 5 255 18 93 388

2,500.00$  2,000.00$         1,500.00$           1,000.00$           750.00$  250.00$  

17,500.00$  20,000.00$      7,500.00$           255,000.00$      13,500.00$         23,250.00$         336,750.00$  
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SOMERSET ACADEMY OF LAS VEGAS 

Supporting Document 

Meeting Date:  May 23, 2017 
Agenda Item: 3d – School Financial Performance (Not for Action) 
Enclosures: 1 

SUBJECT:  School Financial Performance 
  Action 
 Appointments 
 Approval  
 Consent Agenda 

 X     Information 
 Public Hearing  
 Regular Adoption 

Presenter (s): Board 
Recommendation: 
Proposed wording for motion/action: 

Fiscal Impact: N/A 

Estimated Length of time for consideration (in minutes): 0 Minutes 
1  Interest/Debt: With regard to the variances for Sky EL, Sky MH and NLV 

P&L's, as well as the Interest Expense line on the System Wide Financials 
showing under budget $234K, these items are all impacted by the cash budget. 
$245K of the budgeted "interest expense" is attributed to the principal 
amounts that impact the Balance Sheet (Zions Bank Capital Lease). Therefore, 
the amount under budget for interest expense is not a true savings. See page 2 
of the financial support materials (page following the Financial Summary) for 
amortization of Principal and Interest.  

2 Curriculum/Furniture/Software: Includes 24K of Board approved NLV 
laptops (60) and laptop carts (2) purchase (01/2017) and 30K of Board 
approved Tech update items for STE (2/2017) 

3 Copier Lease and Copier Supplies: Usage overage charges 15K+, also 
includes PPT and Processing fees 

4 Classroom and General Supplies: Large beginning of year purchases, 
should continue to reduce 

5 IT Tech Services: Should even out when trued up at end of year 
6 Property/Liability Insurance: Upfront costs/Premium deposits 
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7 Utilities/Building Maintenance: Utilities overages at Losee EL and Losee 
MH, Maintenance overages at Stephanie. 

8 Athletics: Sky MH 

 Submitted by Staff 
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SOMERSET ACADEMY OF LAS VEGAS 

Support Summary 

Meeting Date: May 23, 2017 
Agenda Item: 4 – Review and Approval of Financial Advisor Agreement with 
Specialized Public Finance Inc. 
Number of Enclosures: 2 

SUBJECT:  Financial Advisor Agreement 
      X      Action 

 Appointments 
 Approval  
 Consent Agenda 
 Information 
 Public Hearing  
 Regular Adoption 

Presenter (s):  Clayton Howell 
Recommendation: 

Proposed wording for motion/action:  

Move to approve the financial agreement with Specialized Public Finance Inc. 

Fiscal Impact: N/A 

Estimated Length of time for consideration (in minutes): 5-10 Minutes 
Background:  The school will need to procure a licensed financial firm to act as a 
municipal advisor to the school during the bonding process. The advisor will 
assist with the rating process, structuring of bond issue, and financial forecasting. 
The Board will need to approve the contract of a financial advisor to proceed 
with the bonding process. 
Submitted By: Staff 
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FINANCIAL ADVISORY SERVICES AGREEMENT 

This Financial Advisory Services Agreement (the “Agreement”) is made and entered into by and between 

Somerset Academy of Las Vegas (“Borrower”) and Specialized Public Finance Inc. (“SPFI”) effective as of the date 

executed by the Borrower as set forth on the signature page hereof. 

WITNESSETH: 

WHEREAS, the Borrower will have under consideration from time to time the authorization and issuance 

of indebtedness in amounts and forms which cannot presently be determined and, in connection with the 

authorization, sale, issuance and delivery of such indebtedness, the Borrower desires to retain an independent 

financial advisor; and 

WHEREAS, the Borrower desires to obtain the professional services of SPFI to advise the Borrower 

regarding the issuance and sale of certain evidences of indebtedness or debt obligations that may be authorized and 

issued or otherwise created or assumed by the Borrower (hereafter referred to collectively as “Debt”) from time to 

time during the period in which this Agreement shall be effective; and 

WHEREAS, SPFI is willing to provide its professional services and its facilities as financial advisor in 

connection with all programs of financing as may be considered and authorized by the Borrower during the period in 

which this Agreement shall be effective. 

WHEREAS, SPFI is a registered independent Municipal Advisor (“MA”) with the Securities and Exchange 

Commission (“SEC”) and will have a fiduciary duty owed to the Borrower under this Agreement. 

NOW, THEREFORE, the Borrower and SPFI, in consideration of the mutual covenants and agreements 

herein contained and other good and valuable consideration, do hereby agree as follows: 

SECTION I 

DESCRIPTION OF SERVICES 

Upon the request of the Borrower, SPFI agrees to perform the financial advisory services stated in the 

following provisions of this Section I; and for having rendered such services, the Borrower agrees to pay to SPFI the 

compensation as provided in Section V hereof. 

1. Financial Planning . Provide financial planning services related to Debt plans and programs.

2. Debt Elements. Provide recommendations regarding Debt under consideration, including such elements as

timing, structure, security provisions, and such other provisions as may be appropriate.
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3. Method of Sale. Make a recommendation as to an appropriate method of sale, including but not limited to 

competitive sale, negotiated sale or private/limited offering.  

 

4. Price Fairness. Advise the Borrower as to the fairness of the price offered by the underwriters. 

 

5. Offering Documents. Participate in and direct, as appropriate, the preparation of the offering documents 

and/or assist bond counsel or underwriter’s counsel with same. 

 

6. Auditors. Coordinate verification by an independent auditor of any calculations incident to the Debt, as 

required. 

 

7. Closing. Provide the Borrower a post-sale/closing booklet or update for the Debt and other outstanding 

debt, as needed.  Attend closing, if necessary and issue closing memo. 

 

SECTION II 

OTHER AVAILABLE SERVICES 

 

In addition to the services set forth and described in Section I herein above, SPFI agrees to make available 

to the Borrower the following services, when so requested by the Borrower and subject to the agreement by 

Borrower and SPFI regarding the compensation, if any, to be paid for such services, it being understood and agreed 

that the services set forth in this Section II may require further agreement as to the compensation to be received by 

SPFI for such services: 

 

1. Call Defeasance and Refunding. Evaluate and advise on exercising any call defeasance and/or refunding of 

any outstanding Debt. 

 

2. Capital Program Modeling. Evaluate and advise on the development of any capital improvements 

programs. 

 

SECTION III 

TERM OF AGREEMENT 

 

This Agreement shall become effective as of the date executed by the Borrower as set forth on the signature 

page hereof and, unless terminated by either party pursuant to Section IV of this Agreement, shall remain in effect 

thereafter for a period of five (5) years from such date. Unless SPFI or Borrower shall notify the other party in 

writing at least thirty (30) days in advance of the applicable anniversary date that this Agreement will not be 

renewed, this Agreement will automatically renew on the fifth anniversary of the date hereof for an additional one 

(1) year period and thereafter will automatically renew on each anniversary date for successive one (1) year periods 

under the same terms as the initial 5 year period. 
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SECTION IV 

TERMINATION 

This Agreement may be terminated with or without cause by the Borrower or SPFI upon the giving of at 

least thirty (30) days’ prior written notice to the other party of its intention to terminate.  In the event of such 

termination, it is understood and agreed that only the amounts due SPFI for services provided and expenses incurred 

to the date of termination will be due and payable. No penalty will be assessed for termination of this Agreement. 

SECTION V 

COMPENSATION AND EXPENSE REIMBURSEMENT 

The fees due to SPFI for the services set forth and described in Section I of this Agreement with respect to 

each issuance of Debt during the term of this Agreement shall be calculated in accordance with the schedule set 

forth on Appendix A attached hereto. Unless specifically provided otherwise on Appendix A or in a separate written 

agreement between Borrower and SPFI, such fees, together with any other fees as may have been mutually agreed 

upon and all expenses for which SPFI is entitled to reimbursement, shall become due and payable concurrently with 

the delivery of the Debt to the purchaser. 

SECTION VI 

MISCELLANEOUS 

1. Choice of Law; Form ADV. This Agreement shall be construed and given effect in accordance with the

laws of the State of Nevada. Proper venue for any legal action arising out of this Agreement shall be Clark

County, Nevada.  Borrower acknowledges receipt of SPFI Form ADV.

2. Binding Effect; Assignment. This Agreement shall be binding upon and inure to the benefit of the

Borrower and SPFI, their respective heirs, executors, personal representatives, successors and assigns;

provided however, neither party hereto may assign or transfer any of its rights or obligations hereunder

without the prior written consent of the other party.

3. Entire Agreement. This instrument contains the entire agreement between the parties relating to the rights

herein granted and obligations herein assumed. Any oral or written representations or modifications

concerning this Agreement shall be of no force or effect except for a subsequent modification in writing

signed by all parties hereto.
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Specialized Public Finance Inc. 

By:________________________ 
Managing Director 

Somerset Academy of Las Vegas 

By:_______________________ 

Title:______________________ 

Date:______________________ 
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APPENDIX A 

 

Fee Schedule: 
 
Base Fee:  $0.30 per $1,000 in par amount of bonds (plus any original issue premium, less any original issue 
discount). 
 
 
The payment of charges for financial advisory services in Section I of the foregoing Agreement shall be contingent 
upon the delivery of bonds and shall be due at the time that bonds are delivered. The payment of charges for 
services described in Section II of the foregoing Agreement shall be due and payable in accordance with the 
agreement therefor between SPFI and the Borrower. 
 
 
The Borrower shall be responsible for the following expenses, when applicable: 
 
Bond counsel 
Bank counsel 
Conduit Issuer 
Issuer’s Counsel  
Issuer’s financial advisor 
General Counsel and other legal counsel related to the financing 
Appraisal 
Title Policy 
Bond ratings 
Credit enhancement 
Verification agent 
Official statement preparation 
Official statement printing and distribution 
Paying agent/registrar/trustee 
Underwriter and underwriters’ counsel 
Delivery, copy, conference call charges and other miscellaneous charges 
 
 
The payment of reimbursable expenses that SPFI has assumed on behalf of the Borrower shall NOT be contingent 
upon the delivery of bonds and shall be due at the time that services are rendered and payable upon receipt of an 
invoice therefor submitted by SPFI.  Expenses incurred by SPFI will be covered by the Financial Advisory Services 
Agreement fee. 
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Pricing
Date

 Par
Amount Issue ST Role Ratings FA

FA Fee/
$/bond FA Fee

08/18/16 $99,025,000 Clifton Higher Education Finance Corporation (IDEA Public 
Schools) Education Revenue and Refunding Bonds, Series 
2016A

TX Senior 
Manager

AAA/BBB FirstSouthwest 
(Hilltop Securities)

$2.31 228,537.00$        

08/11/16 $22,330,000 Pottsboro Higher Education Finance Corporation (Imagine 
International Academy of North Texas, LLC) Education 
Revenue Bonds, Series 2016A and Taxable Series 2016B

TX Sole 
Manager

NR Wells Nelson $6.00 133,980.00$        

07/14/16 $21,025,000 The Delaware Economic Development Authority (ASPIRA of 
Delaware Charter Operations, Inc. Project) Charter School 
Revenue Bonds, Series of 2016A and Series of 2016B 
(Federally Taxable)

DE Sole 
Manager

BB+ Buck Financial $4.88 102,500.00$        

06/23/16 $42,980,000 Arlington Higher Education Finance Corporation (Uplift 
Education) Education Revenue Bonds, Series 2016A and 
Taxable Series 2016B

TX Sole 
Manager

BBB- Buck Financial $3.55 152,500.00$        

04/05/16 $15,795,000 Philadelphia Authority for Industrial Development Revenue 
Bonds (KIPP Philadelphia Charter School Project) Revenue 
Bonds, Series of 2016A and Series of 2016B (Federally 
Taxable)

PA Sole 
Manager

BB+ Fairmount Capital 
Advisors

$3.52 55,622.00$          

02/05/16 $48,465,000 The Industrial Development Authority of the City of Phoenix, 
Arizona (Great Hearts Academies Project) Education Facility 
Revenue Bonds, Series 2016A and Taxable Series 2016B

AZ Sole 
Manager

BBB- Buck Financial $2.53 122,500.00$        

09/15/15 $70,885,000 Clifton Higher Education Finance Corporation (IDEA Public 
Schools) Education Revenue Bonds, Series 2015

TX Senior 
Manager

AAA/BBB FirstSouthwest 
(Hilltop Securities)

$2.78 197,212.00$        

09/15/15 $31,105,000 California School Finance Authority (Green Dot Public Schools 
California Projects) School Facility Revenue Bonds, Series 
2015A (Tax-Exempt) and Series 2015B (Taxable)

CA Sole 
Manager

BBB- Buck Financial $3.70 115,000.00$        

08/26/15 $27,790,000 California School Finance Authority (KIPP LA Projects) School 
Facility Revenue Bonds, Series 2015A and Series 2015B 
(Taxable)

CA Sole 
Manager

BBB- Buck Financial $4.23 117,500.00$        

06/18/15 $29,590,000 Utah Charter School Finance Authority (Utah Charter 
Academies Project) Charter School Revenue Bonds, Series 
2015A and 2015B (Federally Taxable)

UT Sole 
Manager

AA/BBB- Buck Financial $4.90 145,000.00$        

05/27/15 $43,470,000 Clifton Higher Education Finance Corporation (Uplift 
Education) Education Revenue Bonds, Series 2015A and 
Taxable Education Revenue Bonds, Series 2015B

TX Sole 
Manager

BBB- Buck Financial $2.59 112,500.00$        

10/08/14 $80,080,000 The Industrial Development Authority of the City of Phoenix, 
Arizona (Great Hearts Academies Project) Education Facility 
Revenue Bonds, Series 2014A

AZ Sole 
Manager

BB+ Buck Financial $2.53 202,500.00$        

09/17/14 $90,600,000 Clifton Higher Education Finance Corporation (IDEA Public 
Schools) Education Revenue and Refunding Bonds, Series 
2014

TX Senior 
Manager

BBB FirstSouthwest 
(Hilltop Securities)

$2.26 205,000.00$        

08/28/14 $41,750,000 Clifton Higher Education Finance Corporation (Uplift 
Education) Education Revenue Bonds, Series 2014 and Series 
2014B (Taxable)

TX Sole 
Manager 

BBB- Buck Financial $2.46 102,500.00$        

06/12/14 $28,725,000 California School Finance Authority (KIPP LA Project) School 
Facility Revenue Bonds, Series 2014A and Series 2014B 
(Taxable)

CA Sole 
Manager

BB+ Buck Financial $3.20 92,000.00$          

Select Baird Charter School Financings
FINANCIAL ADVISOR FEES
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SOMERSET ACADEMY OF LAS VEGAS 

Support Summary 

Meeting Date: May 23, 2017 
Agenda Item: 5 – Review and Approval of Underwriter Agreement with Robert 
W. Baird & Co. Inc.
Number of Enclosures: 3

SUBJECT:  Underwriter Agreement 
      X      Action 

 Appointments 
 Approval  
 Consent Agenda 
 Information 
 Public Hearing  
 Regular Adoption 

Presenter (s):  Clayton Howell 
Recommendation: 

Proposed wording for motion/action:  

Move to approve the underwriter agreement with Robert W. Baird & Co. Inc. 

Fiscal Impact: N/A 

Estimated Length of time for consideration (in minutes): 5-10 Minutes 
Background:  The school will need to engage a firm to underwrite charter school 
revenue bonds for the acquisition of the Stephanie and Losee campuses. 
Submitted By: Staff 

116



Robert W. Baird & Co. 

National Charter School Group 

210 University Blvd, Suite 460 

Denver, CO  80206 

303.270.6330 

303.270.6339 fax 

May 4, 2017 

Board of Directors 
Somerset Academy of Las Vegas 
7058 Sky Pointe Drive 
Las Vegas, Nevada  89131 

RE:  Underwriting Agreement 

Ladies and Gentlemen: 

On behalf of Robert W. Baird & Co. Incorporated (“we” or “Baird”), we wish to thank you for the 
opportunity to serve as senior managing underwriter on a proposed offering (the “Financing”) of 
approximately $50 million of Charter School Lease Revenue Bonds (the “Securities”) for the benefit of 
Somerset Academy of Las Vegas, a Nevada non-profit corporation (“Somerset”)  expected to be issued 
through the Director of the State of Nevada Department of Business and Industry  (the “Issuer”).  It is our 
understanding that Somerset is not a municipal or other governmental entity.  This Agreement between 
Somerset and Baird will establish the terms and conditions under which Baird will provide underwriting 
services to the Issuer for the Financing.   

1. Underwriting Services to be provided by the Baird.  As underwriter, Baird will provide the
following services, as appropriate: 

 Consult with Somerset, the Issuer and the Finance Team regarding the proposed Financing;

 Develop a marketing plan for the Financing, including identification of potential investors;

 Review and/or assist in the preparation of the disclosure documents for the Financing,
including the preliminary and final official statements;

 Contact potential investors and provide them with copies of the Financing materials and
related information;

 Respond to inquiries from potential investors and coordinate their due diligence calls and
meetings with management and the Finance Team;

 Consult with counsel, Somerset’s advisors and other service providers about the Financing;

 Inform Somerset and the Issuer about the Financing process, and attend meetings as
reasonably requested by Somerset or the Issuer;

 Negotiate the pricing, including the interest rate, and other terms of the Financing;

 Plan and arrange for the closing and settlement of the Financing; and

 Such other usual and customary underwriting services as may be requested.

2. Financial Advisory Services.  In addition, upon request, Baird may provide incidental
financial advisory services to Somerset consistent with MSRB Rule G-23 interpretive guidance, including 
advice as to the structure, timing, terms and other matters concerning the Financing.  Please note that Baird 
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Somerset Academy of Las Vegas 
 May 4, 2017 
Page 2 
 

 
would be providing such advisory services in its capacity as underwriter and not as a financial advisor or 
municipal advisor to Somerset.  Baird is being retained as underwriter to the Issuer and not as agent, advisor 
or fiduciary to Somerset. 

   
3. Disclosures About Role as Underwriter; Conflicts.  As underwriter to the Issuer, Baird’s 

primary role is to purchase, or arrange for the placement of, the bonds or other securities being issued in the 
Financing in an arm’s length commercial transaction between Somerset and the Issuer, on the one hand, and 
Baird, on the other hand. Baird has financial and other interests that differ from those of Somerset and the 
Issuer.  MSRB Rule G-17 requires an underwriter to deal fairly at all times with both municipal issuers and 
investors.  However, unlike a municipal advisor or financial advisor, Baird as an underwriter does not have a 
fiduciary duty to Somerset or the Issuer under the federal securities laws and is, therefore, not required by 
federal law to act in the best interests of Somerset or the Issuer without regard to its own financial or other 
interests.  As part of its services, Baird will review the official statement applicable to the proposed offering in 
accordance with, and as part of, its responsibilities to investors under the federal securities laws, as applied to 
the facts and circumstances of the proposed offering. 

 
As underwriter, Baird will not be required to purchase the Securities except pursuant to the terms of the 
Purchase Agreement, which will not be signed until successful completion of the pre-sale offering period and 
satisfaction of various conditions.  This letter does not obligate Baird to purchase any of the Securities.  If all 
of the conditions to its obligation to purchase any securities have been satisfied, Baird as underwriter has a 
duty to purchase securities from the Issuer at a fair and reasonable price but must balance that duty with its 
duty to sell those bonds or securities to investors at prices that are fair and reasonable.   

 
4. Potential Conflicts.  Baird is a full service securities firm and as such Baird and its affiliates 

may from time to time provide advisory, brokerage, consulting and other services and products to 
municipalities, other institutions, and individuals including, Somerset, the Issuer, certain officials or 
employees of Somerset or the Issuer, and potential purchasers of the bonds proposed to be issued, for which 
Baird may receive customary compensation; however, such services are not related to the proposed offering. 
Baird may also be engaged from time to time by Somerset or the Issuer to manage its investments (including 
the proceeds from the proposed offering) through a separate contract that sets forth the fees to be paid to 
Baird. Baird may compensate its associates for any referrals they may have made that resulted in the selection 
of Baird to serve as underwriter on the proposed Financing. Baird manages various mutual funds, and from 
time to time those funds may own bonds and other securities issued by Somerset or the Issuer (including the 
bonds to be issued in the proposed Financing). Additionally, clients of Baird may from time to time purchase, 
hold and sell bonds and other securities of Somerset or the Issuer (including the bonds to be issued in the 
proposed Financing). 

 
In the ordinary course of fixed income trading business, Baird may purchase, sell, or hold a broad 

array of investments and may actively trade securities and other financial instruments, including the bonds to 
be issued in the proposed Financing and other municipal bonds, for its own account and for the accounts of 
customers, with respect to which Baird may receive a fee, commission, mark-up or mark-down, or other 
remuneration.  Such investment and trading activities may involve or relate to the Financing or other assets, 
securities and/or instruments Somerset or the Issuer and/or persons and entities with relationships with 
Somerset or the Issuer.  Spouses and other family members of Baird associates may be employed by Somerset 
or the Issuer.  

 

Baird has not identified any additional potential or actual material conflicts that require disclosure. If potential 
or actual conflicts arise in the future, we will provide you with supplemental disclosures about them. 
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Somerset Academy of Las Vegas 
 May 4, 2017 
Page 3 

5. Disclosure Statement.  Financial and other information on Somerset and the project will
need to be assembled and provided to potential investors in the Financing.  Baird will engage legal counsel to 
prepare such information, including the Official Statement.  Baird will coordinate with legal counsel to ensure 
that all appropriate disclosures are made.  

6. Fees and Expenses.  Our fee, payable only upon completion of the Financing, will be 1.15%
of the par amount of Securities issued.  The underwriting fee/spread will represent the difference between the 
price that Baird pays for the Securities and the public offering price stated on the cover of the final official 
statement, and will be paid out of the proceeds of the offering.  While this form of compensation is 
customary in the municipal securities market, it presents a conflict of interest because the underwriter may 
have an incentive to recommend a transaction that is unnecessary or to recommend that the size of the 
transaction be larger than is necessary.  Out-of-pocket expenses, such as travel costs, may be incurred to 
make the arrangements for the Financing prior to the receipt of proceeds by Somerset.  All out-of-pocket 
expenses incurred in connection with the authorization, sale, and delivery of the Financing such as CUSIP, 
DTC, IPREO (electronic book-running / sales order system) will be paid by Somerset out of the proceeds of 
the Financing, but in no event shall such amount exceed $10,000.  Somerset shall be responsible for paying or 
reimbursing Baird for all other costs of issuance, including without limitation, bond counsel, underwriter’s 
counsel and ratings agency fees and expenses, and all other expenses incident to the performance of the 
Issuer’s obligations under the proposed offering.  

7. Termination.  This Agreement will automatically terminate on the one year anniversary of
the execution of this Agreement, unless extended by mutual agreement by Somerset and Baird.  Somerset 
agrees, however, that this Agreement shall remain in place until Baird receives all compensation owed to it 
under this Agreement. 

8. Indemnification. Somerset agrees that neither Baird nor its employees, officers, agents or
affiliates shall have any liability to Somerset for the services provided hereunder except to the extent it is 
judicially determined that Baird engaged in gross negligence or willful misconduct.  In addition, to the extent 
permitted by applicable law, Somerset shall indemnify, defend and hold Baird and its employees, officers, 
agents and affiliates harmless from and against any losses claims, damages and liabilities that arise from or 
otherwise relate to this Agreement, actions taken or omitted in connection herewith, or the transactions and 
other matters contemplated hereby, except to the extent such losses, claims, damages or liabilities are 
judicially determined to be the result of Baird’s gross negligence or willful misconduct. 

9. Information Provided by Somerset.  Somerset understands that the consummation of the
Financing will be based upon, among other things, the truth, accuracy and completeness of the materials and 
other information provided to potential investors and to Baird.  Somerset agrees that all such materials and 
information will be true, correct and complete, and that it will update such information during the course of 
the Financing, as appropriate, and that all projections provided by Somerset will have been prepared in good 
faith and based upon reasonable assumptions. Somerset acknowledges and agrees that Baird will rely upon 
such materials, information and projections without independent verification. 

10. Integration.  This Agreement shall be deemed to represent the entire agreement between
Somerset and Baird.  Any amendments shall be in writing and shall be executed by Baird and Somerset. 

11. Governing Law.  This Agreement shall be governed by the laws of the State of Nevada.

12. Acceptance.  Somerset shall indicate that it desires to proceed with the Financing upon the
basis set forth in this letter, by executing one copy of this letter in the manner shown below
and returning that executed copy to us.
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13. Disclosures of Material Financial Characteristics and Material Financial Risks:  Baird may
provide to an official of the Issuer who has the authority to bind the Issuer by contract with
a written disclosure document describing the material financial characteristics and material
financial risks of the Securities as required by MSRB Rule G-17.

This letter is not a commitment to market and close any financing or a guarantee or obligation by 
Baird to purchase any bonds or other securities proposed to be issued in the Financing.  Any underwriting 
arrangement will be undertaken on a “best efforts” basis and is contingent upon our acceptance of a number 
of conditions. It is anticipated that this letter will be replaced by a bond purchase agreement or placement 
agency agreement to be entered into by the parties following successful completion of the offering period, 
which agreement will have terms consistent with those stated herein.   

By accepting this Agreement and using our assistance in making these arrangements, Somerset grants 
Baird the exclusive right to assist Somerset with the Financing.  If there is any aspect of this Agreement that 
you believe requires further clarification, please do not hesitate to contact us.  If the foregoing is consistent 
with your understanding of our engagement, please sign and return the enclosed copy of this letter. 

Again, we thank you for the opportunity to assist you with the Financing and the confidence you 
have placed in us. 

Very truly yours, 

ROBERT W. BAIRD & CO. INCORPORATED 

Jim Blandford 
Managing Director 

This letter is accepted on ______________________________. 

SOMERSET ACADEMY OF LAS VEGAS 

By: ___________________________________ 

Printed Name: ___________________________ 

Title: __________________________________ 
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Par Amount Date Issuer Underwriter Per Bond Takedown Bond Rating

$21,025,000 7/28/2016 ASPIRA of Delaware Charter (DE) Robert W. Baird & Co., Inc. $12.74 BB+
$22,330,000 8/11/2016 Imagine International Academy (TX) Robert W. Baird & Co., Inc. $18.25 Non Rated
$15,795,000 4/5/2016 KIPP Philadelphia Charter (PA) Robert W. Baird & Co., Inc. $11.68 BB+
$80,080,000 10/8/2014 Great Hearts Academies (AZ) Robert W. Baird & Co., Inc. $11.50 BB+
$28,725,000 6/12/2014 KIPP LA (CA) Robert W. Baird & Co., Inc. $12.00 BB+

$25,950,000 12/21/2015 Athlos Leadership Academy (MN) Piper Jaffray $17.58 Non Rated
$16,415,000 8/17/2015 New Millennium Academy (MN) Piper Jaffray $17.50 BB

33770000 9/28/2015 Eagle Ridge Academy (MN) Piper Jaffray $14.93 BB+
$40,660,000 4/3/2015 Legacy Traditional School (AZ) Piper Jaffray $12.58 BB

$50,415,000 4/2/2015 Stargate Charter School (CO) D.A. Davidson $11.00 Non Rated
$9,720,000 11/1/2016 Eagle Ridge Academy Project (CO) D.A. Davidson $9.50 BB+

$43,080,000 4/9/2015 Somerset Academy (NV) D.A. Davidson $11.50 BB
$20,820,000 8/18/2016 Loveland Classical Schools (CO) D.A. Davidson $8.95 BB
$73,650,000 10/27/2016 Jubilee Academic Center (TX) D.A. Davidson $8.75 BB
$13,650,000 8/18/2016 Compass Academy (TX) D.A. Davidson $9.00 BB
$28,355,000 9/15/2016 Banning Lewis Ranch (CO) D.A. Davidson $15.00 Non Rated

$89,140,000 3/19/2015 Basis Schools (AZ) RBC Capital Markets $12.50 BB
$84,160,000 12/9/2015 Basis Schools (AZ) RBC Capital Markets $12.50 BB

$31,315,000 6/14/2016 Edkey Charter Schools (AZ) BB&T Capital Markets $20.51 BB
$10,280,000 11/5/2015 Paideia Academies (AZ) BB&T Capital Markets $21.46 Non Rated
$24,890,000 12/17/2015 American Leadership Academy (AZ) BB&T Capital Markets $20.60 Non Rated
$16,610,000 6/7/2016 Wayside Schools (TX) BB&T Capital Markets $16.19 BB+
$19,350,000 9/8/2016 Leadership Prep (TX) BB&T Capital Markets $15.78 BB
$18,145,000 9/16/2016 Windsor Charter Academy (CO) BB&T Capital Markets $13.14 Non Rated

$15,000,000 11/30/2016 East Grand Preparatory Academy Raymond James $15.00 BB+
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Baird National Charter School Finance Group 

Baird Charter School Bond Underwriting 2015-2016 
“BB” Credit Rating Category 

Sale Date State Par Amount Issuer Charter School Rating
UW Discount

($)
UW Discount

(%)
11/16/16 FL 24,700,000$        Miami-Dade IDA Aspira of Florida BB 444,600$       1.800%
07/14/16 DE 21,025,000$        Delaware Economic Development Authority ASPIRA of Delaware Charter School BB+ 267,938$       1.274%
04/28/16 CA 11,090,000$        California Municipal Finance Authority King/Chavez Academy of Excellence BB+ 159,525$       1.438%
04/05/16 PA 15,795,000$        Philadelphia Authority for Industrial Development KIPP Philadelphia Charter School BB+ 184,425$       1.168%
03/17/16 CA 45,660,000$        California Municipal Finance Authority The Palmdale Aerospace Academy BB 799,050$       1.750%
06/03/15 AZ 7,600,000$           Yavapai County IDA Arizona Agribusiness & Equine Center BB+ 133,000$       1.750%
05/14/15 CO 11,235,000$        Colorado Educational & Cultural Facilities Authority Aspen Ridge Preparatory Schools BB+ 157,290$       1.400%
04/09/15 AZ 10,755,000$        Pima County IDA Noah Webster Schools - Mesa Project BB+ 215,100$       2.000%
03/12/15 CA 26,665,000$        California Municipal Finance Authority Julian Charter School BB- 479,970$       1.800%
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SOMERSET ACADEMY OF LAS VEGAS 

Support Summary 

Meeting Date: May 23, 2017 
Agenda Item: 6 – Approval to Submit Application to the Department of Business 
and Industry for Bond Financing 
Number of Enclosures: 1 

SUBJECT:  Business and Industry Application 
      X      Action 

 Appointments 
 Approval  
 Consent Agenda 
 Information 
 Public Hearing  
 Regular Adoption 

Presenter (s):  Clayton Howell 
Recommendation: 

Proposed wording for motion/action: 

Move to approve the submission of the application to the department of Business 
and Industry for bond financing.  

Fiscal Impact: N/A 

Estimated Length of time for consideration (in minutes): 5-10 Minutes 
Background:  As part of the bonding process, Somerset Academy will need to 
receive authorization from Nevada State Department of Business and Industry to 
issue charter school revenue bonds. The full application is included in the 
support materials. 
Submitted By: Staff 
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SOMERSET ACADEMY OF LAS VEGAS 

Support Summary 

Meeting Date: May 23, 2017 
Agenda Item: 7 – Review and Approval of the Final Budget for the 2017/2018 
School Year 
Number of Enclosures: 1 

SUBJECT:  Final Budget for 2017/2018 School Year 
      X      Action 

 Appointments 
 Approval  
 Consent Agenda 
 Information 
 Public Hearing  
 Regular Adoption 

Presenter (s):  Trevor Goodsell 
Recommendation: 

Proposed wording for motion/action:  

Move to approve the final budget for the 2017/2018 school year. 

Fiscal Impact: N/A 

Estimated Length of time for consideration (in minutes): 5-10 Minutes 
Background:  Approval is needed for the final budget for the 2017/2018 school 
year. Final budgets are due to the State by June 8, 2017. 

Submitted By: Staff 
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SOMERSET ACADEMY OF LAS VEGAS 

Supporting Document 

Meeting Date:  May 23, 2017 
Agenda Item: 8 – Discussion and Formation of a Finance Committee 
Enclosures: 0 

SUBJECT:  Formation of Finance Committees 
 X     Action 

 Appointments 
 Approval  
 Consent Agenda 
 Information 
 Public Hearing  
 Regular Adoption 

Presenter (s): Crystal Thiriot 
Recommendation: 
Proposed wording for motion/action:  

Move to approve the formation of a Finance Committee. 

Fiscal Impact: N/A 

Estimated Length of time for consideration (in minutes): 5-7 Minutes 
Background: To ensure increasingly efficient board meetings, it might be 
necessary to form a Finance Committee, which will meet prior to scheduled 
board meetings in order to approve items in open meeting under that committee’s 
purview as defined by the assigned scope.  

 Submitted by Staff 
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SOMERSET ACADEMY OF LAS VEGAS 

Supporting Document 

Meeting Date:  May 23, 2017 
Agenda Item: 9 – Discussion of the Scope of the Finance Committee and the 
Education and Curriculum Committee  
Enclosures: 1 

SUBJECT:  Scope of Sub-Committees 
 X     Action 

 Appointments 
 Approval  
 Consent Agenda 
 Information 
 Public Hearing  
 Regular Adoption 

Presenter (s): Crystal Thiriot 
Recommendation: 
Proposed wording for motion/action: 

Move to define the scope of the Finance Committee as _____________, as 
well as a change of scope for the existing Education and Curriculum 
Committee.  

Fiscal Impact: N/A 

Estimated Length of time for consideration (in minutes): 5-10 Minutes 
Background: To ensure increasingly efficient board meetings, it might be 
necessary to form sub-committees, which will meet prior to scheduled board 
meets in order to approve items in open meeting under that committee’s purview 
as defined by the assigned scope.  

 Submitted by Staff 
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SOMERSET ACADEMY OF LAS VEGAS 

Supporting Document 

Meeting Date:  May 23, 2017 
Agenda Item: 10 – Discussion Regarding the Plans for the Skye Canyon 
Campus 
Enclosures:  3

SUBJECT:  Skye Canyon Campus Plans 
 X      Action 

 Appointments 
 Approval  
 Consent Agenda 
 Information 
 Public Hearing  
 Regular Adoption 

Presenter (s): Arthur Ziev/Crystal Thiriot 
Recommendation: 
Proposed wording for motion/action: 

Fiscal Impact: N/A 

Estimated Length of time for consideration (in minutes): 10 Minutes 
Background: The Somerset Academy Skye Canyon campus will open for the 
2018/2019 school year. The Board has requested to see plans for the campus and 
may suggest changes based on information from current principals as to what has 
and has not worked at the current campuses. 

Submitted By: Staff 
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SHT A2.1

FLOOR PLAN   level one
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SHT A2.1

FLOOR PLAN   level two
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SOMERSET ACADEMY OF LAS VEGAS 

Supporting Document 

Meeting Date:  May 23, 2017 
Agenda Item: 11 – Discussion and Possible Action to Approve the 
Valley/Turkey Site 
Enclosures: 6 

SUBJECT:  Approval of K-8 Site at Valley/Turkey 
 X      Action 

 Appointments 
 Approval  
 Consent Agenda 
 Information 
 Public Hearing  
 Regular Adoption 

Presenter (s): Arthur Ziev/Crystal Thiriot 
Recommendation: 
Proposed wording for motion/action:  

Move to approve the proposed K-8 site at Valley and Turkey. 

Fiscal Impact: N/A 

Estimated Length of time for consideration (in minutes): 10 Minutes 
Background: Support materials consist of a preliminary site plan, a map showing 
the location of the property relative to other schools and future developments, 
another map showing the location of the future master planned communities 
noting that two largest ones will not begin home construction for at least two 
years, a listing of properties available in the area, and maps indicating where this 
years’ 8th grade students will attend 9th grade. 

Submitted By: Staff 
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Prepared for 
4/7/2017

(702) 550-4932
brians@roicre.com
License: S.0057473

Properties for Sale

Presented by Brian Sorrentino
R.O.I Commercial Real Estate, Inc.

Price $2,250,000
Lot Size 5 AC
Property Sub-type Commercial/Other (land)
Broker Information Ryan McCullough

Marcus & Millichap
(702) 215-7131

Status Active

Property Notes

1 6900 N Pecos, North Las Vegas, NV 89086

Lots

# Price Size Price/Size Description

$2,250,000 5 AC $450,000 /AC

Property Description

This highly desirable ±5 gross acre parcel is located in North Las Vegas. The subject property is just south of the new VA hospital and Bruce Woodbury Beltway. With the growing population and lack of
commercial product, this property lends itself to a developer who is looking to take advantage of the short supply in the area. The nearest pharmacy is over a 1.5 miles to the west and there are no convenience
stores to the east, this property allows a developer to tap into an underserved market. The population in the area is projected to grow 22% by 2020.

190



Price $6,500,000
Lot Size 15.19 AC
Property Sub-type Retail (land)
Broker Information Dean Jalili

Fortis Commercial Advisors
(702) 777-0010 Ext: 101

Status Active

Property Notes

2 Tropical and Losee, North Las Vegas, NV 89081

Lots

# Price Size Price/Size Description

$6,500,000 15.19 AC $427,913.11 /AC Rectangular lot on half section line corner of Tropical Parkway and Losee Road.

Property Description

Great signalized corner with +/- 1290 linear feet frontage on Losee Road and +/- 580 linear feet on Tropical Parkway. Ideal retail development site for multiple pads and anchor tenant.

Price $4,723,363.42
Lot Size 22.45 AC
Property Sub-type Industrial (land)
Broker Information Greg Pancirov, SIOR

Colliers International
(702) 339-3734

Status Active

Property Notes

3 6200 Range Road, North Las Vegas, NV 89115

Lots

# Price Size Price/Size Description

22.45 AC $4,723,363.42 22.45 AC $210,394.80 /AC This 22.45 Acres is zoned M-2 and located immediately at I-15 & I-215 North with great exposure & access. Water, sewer, electrical, gas, & phone are
all located at the site in Range Road. Land is relatively flat and easy to develop.

Property Description

This 22.45 Acres is zoned M-2 and located immediately at I-15 & I-215 North with great exposure & access. Water, sewer, electrical, gas, & phone are all located at the site in Range Road. Land is relatively flat
and easy to develop.APN: 123-28-101-008; 123-28-201-001; 123-28-201-002; 123-28-201-003; 123-28-201-004; 123-28-201-007; 123-29-601-006; 123-29-601-006; 123-29-601-009; 123-29-601-012; 123-29-
601-014 & 123-29-601-019.
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Price $1,825,000
Lot Size 8.68 AC
Property Sub-type Industrial (land)
Broker Information Michael DeLew

Colliers International
(702) 836-3736

Status Active

Property Notes

4 Tropical Parkway & Range Road, North Las Vegas, NV 89115

Lots

# Price Size Price/Size Description

8.68 $1,825,000 8.68 AC $210,253.45 /AC This parcel is 8.68 net acres (all street dedications are made), utilities are at or near site and M-2 zoning is in place. See attached brochure for more details,

Property Description

This parcel is 8.68 net acres (all street dedications are made), utilities are at or near site and M-2 zoning is in place. See attached brochure for more details,

Price $250,000
Lot Size 2.22 AC
Property Sub-type Industrial (land)
Broker Information Michael Longi

Realty Specialists
(702) 221-8020

Status Active

Property Notes

5 Washburn and Pecos, North Las Vegas, NV 89081

Lots

# Price Size Price/Size Description

$250,000 2.22 AC $112,612.61 /AC

Property Description

Parcel consists of 2.22 +/- acres. Property is zoned, Industrial (M-2). Expanding residential and industrial properties nearby.
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Map

Price $5,465,250
Lot Size 10.41 AC
Property Sub-type Multifamily (land)
Broker Information Michael Longi

Realty Specialists
(702) 221-8020

Status Active

Property Notes

6 E. Centennial Pkwy, North Las Vegas, NV 89081

Lots

# Price Size Price/Size Description

$5,465,250 10.41 AC $525,000.01 /AC

Property Description

Incredible N Las Vegas location. The property is located on the North East corner of E Centennial Pkwy and Palmer. Property is conveniently close to Pecos and 215. Located very close to the VA Hospital. Parcel
consist of 10.41 acres. Incredible development potential for retail or multi-family development. Parcel has E Centennial Pkwy frontage.Property has a land use plan of neighborhood commercial.
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1 6900 N Pecos
North Las Vegas, NV 89086

2 Tropical and Losee
North Las Vegas, NV 89081

3 6200 Range Road
North Las Vegas, NV 89115

4 Tropical Parkway & Range Road
North Las Vegas, NV 89115

5 Washburn and Pecos
North Las Vegas, NV 89081

6 E. Centennial Pkwy
North Las Vegas, NV 89081

Map
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SOMERSET ACADEMY OF LAS VEGAS 

Supporting Document 

Meeting Date:  May 23, 2017 
Agenda Item: 12 – Discussion and Possible Approval of the Somerset Academy 
Student Volunteer Hours Policy 
Enclosures: 1 

SUBJECT:  Student Volunteer Hours Policy 
 X     Action 

 Appointments 
 Approval  
 Consent Agenda 
 Information 
 Public Hearing  
 Regular Adoption 

Presenter (s): John Barlow 
Recommendation: 
Proposed wording for motion/action:  

Move to approve the Somerset Academy Student Volunteer Policy. 

Fiscal Impact: N/A 

Estimated Length of time for consideration (in minutes): 5-10 Minutes 
Background: In discussing a reduction in the 100 required student volunteer 
hours for high school students at the March 16, 2017 meeting, the Board 
determined that the item would be tabled in order to clarify the meaning behind 
the policy and define the consequences if they were not completed. At this time 
the Board, with requested input from Executive Director Barlow and Principals 
Denson and Phillips, can make changes or not, and possibly approve a concrete 
policy. 

 Submitted by Staff 
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BRIAN SANDOVAL 
Governor 

STATE OF NEV ADA STEVE CANA VERO 
Director 

STATE PUBLIC CHARTER SCHOOL AUTHORITY 

1749 North Stewa11 Street Suite 40 
Carson City, Nevada 89706-2543 

(775) 687 - 9174 · Fax: (775) 687 - 9113 

Amendment to the Written Charter of 

Somerset Academy Charter School 

Amendments Approved by the Governing Body of the Cha1ier School 
And 

Nevada State Public Charter School Authority, the Charter School Sponsor 

1. Amendment: Expand instruction provided from grades K-8 to K-12; see the 
attached March 14, 2013, letter from Crystal Thiriot. 

Date of Sponsor Approval: April 19, 2013 

Date of Signature: __ __,%~,_Z,_1.._,_/~)~------------
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March 14, 2013 

Nevada Public Charter School Authority 

Dr. Steve Canavero, Director 

1749 North Stewart Street, Suite 40 

Carson City, NV 89706-2543 

Dear Dr. Canavero, 

Please allow this communication to serve as a request to amend the Somerset Academy of Las 

Vegas charter. At its March 7, 2013 meeting, the Somerset Academy of Las Vegas Board of Directors 

unanimously agreed to expand the instruction provided from grades K-8 to K-12. The remainder of this 

letter is structured so that the information necessary to review this request is embedded within the 

applicable administrative code excerpt below. 

NAC 386.326 {2.) The written request must Include, without limitation: 

(a] Each grade level for which the charter school is requesting the amendment and the anticipated 
enrollment in each grade level for the first year during which the grade level is to be operated. Somerset 
Academy of Las Vegas is hereby requesting to add one additional grade per year commencing Fall 2013. 
It is anticipated that the Fall 2013 ninth grade class size will be approximately 90 students. 

(b) The proposed curriculum for each grade level for which the charter school is requesting the 
amendment. Somerset Academy of Las Vegas' English language arts, reading, and mathematics 

curriculum is based on the Nevada English Language Arts and Mathematics Standards and the Common 

Core State Standards. Teachers will concurrently teach both sets of standards unt11 Nevada's assessment 
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system is aligned to the Common Core State Standards. The Nevada Standards will be used for other 

content areas such as science, social studies, visual and performing arts, physical education, health, and 

world languages. Every student will take annually at least one class from each of the following content 

areas: English language arts, mathematics, science, and social studies. 

(c) A list of the courses that will be offered at the charter school, including, without limitation: 
(1) For each course, the name and a description of the course, including, without limitation, the grade 
level at which the course will be offered; and See Exhibit 1 (Course Directory) and Exhibit 2 (Diploma 
Requirements). Although the Course Directory specifies the general grades in which each course is 
expected to be offered, the principal may exercise administrative discretion to assign a course to a 
student based on students learning needs. 

(2) A designation of the courses that a pupil must complete for promotion to each grade level and, if 
applicable, graduation. Students in grades 9-12 must successfully complete at least 65% of their courses 
annually to merit promotion to the subsequent grade. Students may earn one of three diplomas: 
Standard Diploma, Advanced Diploma, and Diploma of Distinction. Regardless of diploma, all students 
must complete at least 100 hours of community service. The diploma distinctions are noted below: 

To receive a Standard Diploma, students must comply with all the provisions of NAC 389.664 
and complete at least the Geometry mathematics level. 

To receive an Advanced Diploma, students must comply with all the provisions of NAC 389.663 
and complete at least the Algebra II mathematics level. 

To receive a Diploma of Distinction, students must comply with all the provisions of NAC 
389.663 and complete at least the Pre-Calculus mathematics level. Students must also accumulate a 
minimum weighted GPA of 3.500 and completed at least 12 annual courses (or its equivalent) with an 
Advanced Placement or Honors designation. 

Exhibit 2 {Diploma Requirements) provides specific information regarding which courses satisfy 
each graduation requirement. 

(d) A schedule of classes to be offered which must meet the requirements for prescribed courses and 
required courses of study as set forth in chapter 389 of NRS and chapter 389 of NAC. See Exhibits 1 and 
2. Additionally, note that every student will be enrolled in English language arts, mathematics, science, 
and social studies courses annually. 

(e) A schedule of examinations of achievement and proficiency that will be administered to pupils at the 
charter school. The schedule must: 
(1) Be aligned with any schedules of examinations of achievement and proficiency which are published 
by the Department and the school district in which the charter school is located, if available; and 
(2) Meet the requirements of chapter 389 of NRS and other applicable federal, state and focal laws and 
regulations: See Exhibit 3 (Schedule of Examinations). 

(f) The qualifications ofeach person who will provide instruction in each grade level. Somerset Academy 
of Las Vegas will comply with the provisions of NRS 386.590. · 

200

Jennifer.Elison
Highlight



(g) A list of textbooks that will be used for the courses described in paragraph (c). See Exhibit 4 
(Proposed Textbooks). 

(h) A proposed budget that sets forth the estimated revenues and expenditures of the charter school for 
the first year in which the charter school enrolls pupils in the expanded grade levels. See Exhibits 5 and 6. 

On behalf of the Somerset Academy of Las Vegas Board of Directors, your positive consideration 

of our request is greatly appreciated. Should you require further information, please contact me at 

crystalthiriot@hotmail.com or (702)423-3348. 

Sincerely, 

Crystal Thiriot 

Chair 
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SOMERSET ACADEMY OF LAS VEGAS 

Supporting Document 

Meeting Date:  May 23, 2017 
Agenda Item: 13 – Discussion and Possible Action Regarding the Installation of 
Cameras Inside Somerset Academy Classrooms 
Enclosures: 2 

SUBJECT:  Installation of Cameras in Classrooms 
 X      Action 

 Appointments 
 Approval  
 Consent Agenda 
 Information 
 Public Hearing  
 Regular Adoption 

Presenter (s): John Barlow/John Bentham 
Recommendation: 
Proposed wording for motion/action: 

Fiscal Impact: N/A 

Estimated Length of time for consideration (in minutes): 5-10 Minutes 
Background: Board member John Bentham and Executive Director Barlow 
investigated the legalities of cameras in the classroom. Two bids were submitted 
in order to give the Board a better idea of the cost of installing cameras in 
cameras inside each Somerset classroom. 

 Submitted by Staff 
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3990 Vegas Dr., Las Vegas, NV 89108  
Office: 702-839-5022 Fax: 702-425-9447 www.BrantleyLV.com 

License #:0057737  

May 1, 2017 

Attn: Academica – Somerset Campuses 

SECURITY SURVEILLANCE CAMERA SYSTEMS 

 Brantley Security to upgrade the existing camera systems by adding cameras in all
the classrooms and offices

 Brantley Security will provide and install all listed devices for each of the camera
systems

 Cameras will be adjusted to optimize their best views based on locations
 All new proposed cameras will have the capability to have audio recording turned

on or off
 System will be networked and training will be provided for remote viewing
 Customer to provide internet connectivity to view cameras remotely
 Each NVR will be maxed out at 96TB hard drive space giving each school up to

30 days of playback recording
 NVR has “HOT SWAP” which allows you to pull out a hard drive at any time and

save the recording without interrupting the continuing recording
 NVRs will replace existing units and sit inside the existing racks
 The existing monitors will be used to view the cameras locally at the NVR
 A total of 50% is due upon acceptance of this quote; the remaining balance of any

change orders and/or additions will be due at the completion of installation. There
will be a 3% convenience charge if paid with credit card.

CAMERA LOCATIONS 

See attached layouts for each campus 
Blue Cameras are the new interior cameras and the Red Cameras are the existing cameras 

NETWORKING 

Networkable NVRs allows for the cameras to be viewed through the internet or any web 
enabled device. 

EXCLUDED

Due to the nature of the installation process, touch up paint or drywall repair may be 
necessary; Brantley Security is not responsible for these repairs. 

WARRANTY: 

Cameras and NVR: 3 years on all parts. 1 year on all labor. 
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3990 Vegas Dr., Las Vegas, NV 89108  
Office: 702-839-5022 Fax: 702-425-9447 www.BrantleyLV.com 

License #:0057737  

Camera System Components:  Somerset Losee Campus 

Elementary School: 
1  NVR, 256 Channels 

  16    6TB Hard Drives 
2  POE Switches  

  45    3.2MP IR Vandal-Proof Dome Cameras w/ Built in Microphone 
Middle School: 

1  NVR, 256 Channels 
  16    6TB Hard Drives 

2   POE Switches  
  47    3.2MP IR Vandal-Proof Dome Cameras w/ Built in Microphone 
High School: 

1  NVR, 256 Channels 
  16    6TB Hard Drives 

2   POE Switches  
  44    3.2MP IR Vandal-Proof Dome Cameras w/ Built in Microphone 
All Cat5 and Cat6 Wire, Conduit, Connectors, and Misc. Screws, Anchors and Straps 
All Installation, Networking and Training 

TOTAL:  $109,932.00 

Camera System Components:  Somerset  Stephanie Campus 

1   NVR, 256 Channels 
  16    6TB Hard Drives 

3   POE Switches  
  63   3.2MP IR Vandal-Proof Dome Cameras w/ Built in Microphone  
All Cat5 and Cat6 Wire, Conduit, Connectors, and Misc. Screws, Anchors and Straps 
All Installation, Networking and Training 

TOTAL:  $52,210.00 

Camera System Components:  Somerset Lone Mountain Campus 

1  NVR, 256 Channels 
  16    6TB Hard Drives 

3  POE Switches  
  65    3.2MP IR Vandal-Proof Dome Cameras w/ Built in Microphone 
All Cat5 and Cat6 Wire, Conduit, Connectors, and Misc. Screws, Anchors and Straps 
All Installation, Networking and Training 

TOTAL:  $52,573.00 
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Camera System Components:  Somerset Centennial Campus 

1   NVR, 256 Channels  
  16    6TB Hard Drives  

3   POE Switches   
  69    3.2MP IR Vandal-Proof Dome Cameras w/ Built in Microphone  
All Cat5 and Cat6 Wire, Conduit, Connectors, and Misc. Screws, Anchors and Straps  
All Installation, Networking and Training 
 

TOTAL:  $53,299.00 

 
Camera System Components:  Somerset Sky Pointe Campus 

Elementary School: 
1   NVR, 256 Channels  

  16    6TB Hard Drives  
2   POE Switches   

  47    3.2MP IR Vandal-Proof Dome Cameras w/ Built in Microphone  
Middle School: 

1   NVR, 256 Channels  
  16    6TB Hard Drives  

2   POE Switches   
  32    3.2MP IR Vandal-Proof Dome Cameras w/ Built in Microphone 
High School: 

1   NVR, 256 Channels  
  16    6TB Hard Drives  

3   POE Switches   
  57    3.2MP IR Vandal-Proof Dome Cameras w/ Built in Microphone  
All Cat5 and Cat6 Wire, Conduit, Connectors, and Misc. Screws, Anchors and Straps  
All Installation, Networking and Training 
 
TOTAL:  $110,135.00 
 

 

Camera Systems: 

Somerset Losee Campus  $109,932.00 
Somerset Stephanie Campus  $52,210.00 
Somerset Lone Mountain Campus $52,573.00 
Somerset Centennial Campus  $53,299.00 
Somerset Sky Pointe Campus  $110,135.00 
TOTAL INVESTMENT:    $378,149.00 
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3990 Vegas Dr., Las Vegas, NV 89108  
Office: 702-839-5022 Fax: 702-425-9447 www.BrantleyLV.com 

License #:0057737  

NVR 

 256 Channel Network Video Recorder
 Video Input: 256CH IP@640Mbps
 Video Output: VGA/HDMI up to 1920x1080P
 Pentaplex Operation: Record, Playback, Backup, Live & Remote Access
 Recording Resolution: Up to 8MP (4096x2304)
 Recording Mode: Manual, Schedule, Video Detection, Motion Detection, Video

Loss, Stop
 Playback Channel: 16CH
 Playback Resolution: Up to 8MP (4096x2304)
 Audio In/Out: 1CH/ 1CH, RCA
 Alarm In/Out: 16/8
 Network: 10/100/1000M, 4xRJ45
 Storage: 16 SATA up to 96TB, RAID 0, 1, 5, and 10, Hot Swap

 2 USB 2.0 + 2 USB 3.0, NAS, IP SAN 
 Backup: USB, NAS, or eSATA, DVD-RW

3.2 MegaPixel Dome Cameras w/ Audio 

 3.2MP High Defnition
 2.8mm Fixed Lens
 Up to 2688×1520 Resolution
 10 IR LEDs up to 33ft
 3D DNR, DWDR, BLC, VCA
 Audio I/O, Alarm I/O
 Micro SD/SDHC/SDXC Card Slot
 Vandal Proof, IP67
 DC 12V, PoE
 WIFI

Thank you for choosing Brantley Security Systems, 

Delmy Andrades 
Account Executive  
Delmy@BrantleyLV.com  
Cell: 702-872-8217 
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SOMERSET ACADEMY

Video Surveillance Proposal

Place Photo Here,
Otherwise Delete Box

May 1 2017
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COST BREAKDOWN

Item Quantity      Cost Total 

Replace Existing Cameras 229   $150        $34,350 
New Cameras  440   $150        $66,000 
Contingency Cameras  22   $150        $3,300 
Unifi PoE 24 port Switch 22   $400        $8,800 
Unifi PoE 48 port Switch 6   $800        $4,800 
NVR Server  7   $16,500        $115,500 
Cat5e Plenum  21   $300        $6,300 
25’ Ethernet Cable 600   $3        $1,800 
Blank Keystones (10 pc) 57   $1        $57 
SFP+ Port (10 Pack)  1   $150        $150 
5 Port Switches 195   $11        $2,145 
Maintenance         $7,000 
Configuration/Installation        $116,316 

TOTAL        $366,518 

TYPICAL CAMERA VIEW IN CLASSROOM
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