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MINUTES 
of the meeting of the 

BOARD OF DIRECTORS of PINECREST ACADEMY OF NEVADA 
August 11, 2020 

 
 The Board of Directors of Pinecrest Academy of Nevada held a meeting on August 11, 
2020 at 12:00 p.m. via Zoom.    

 

1. Call to Order and Roll Call 

 Board Chair Kacey Thomas called the meeting to order at 12:02 p.m. with a quorum 
present. In attendance were Board members Kacey Thomas, Craig Seiden, Marni Watkins, and 
Travis Keys.  

 Board member Jeff Cahill was not present. 

 Also present were Lead Principal Lisa Satory, Principal Jessica LeNeave, Principal Jon 
Haskel, Principal Michael O’Dowd, and Principal Wendy Shirey; as well as the Board’s outside 
counsel representative Shira Diamante and Academica representatives Trevor Goodsell, Colin 
Bringhurst, and Ryan Reeves.  

 

2. Public Comment and Discussion 

 Public comment was made by the following individuals regarding concerns with possible 
reopening plans: Breanna Spero, Christine Grismanauskas, Timothy Johnson, Katherine Lovell, 
Bree Cairney, Olivia Espinosa, Sierra Hebert, Jamie Hatch, Mia McLean, Alyssa Foley, Aimee 
Valentine, Amber Horne, Michelle Consalo, Elizabeth Bleicher, Trisha Atkins, Rabeca Cruz, 
Meghan Distelrath, Stevey Markovich, Erica O’Toole, Alicia Navarro Ayala, Shelli Palko, Angela 
Spires, Kori Detmer, Brian Daly, and Christina Reynoso. 

Member Keys stated that Pinecrest Academy of Nevada had been planning to implement a 
hybrid learning model since the end of May with the intention for students to return full time. He 
explained that, recently, there had been developments with the State Public Charter School 
Association (SPCSA); adding that the SPCSA had been given direction by the State of Nevada for 
charter schools to start virtually until the actual number of Covid-19 cases had been presented by 
the Governor’s office, which would be later in the month. Member Keys stated that, up to that 
point, nothing had changed opening Pinecrest Academy of Nevada schools with a hybrid model; 
however, given the current updates by the SPCSA, the Board would be meeting today to determine 
whether or not revisions to the reopening plan were necessary. 
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3. Review and Approval of the Revision to the Pinecrest Academy of Nevada Reopening 
Plan for the 2020/2021 School Year  

 
 Member Keys stated that each Board member, a few of the Principals, and Academica staff 
members were parents of Pinecrest students; adding that, as the Board moved forward, no decision 
that would be made today would make everyone happy. Member Keys continued that everyone 
had been working together to make the right decision for the students, parents, teachers, and the 
school; adding that the Board did not own, or run, the school.   
 
 Mr. Trevor Goodsell addressed the Board and stated that he recognized that there had been 
a lot of moving parts to the current situation and that it had been difficult for the teachers, the 
principals, and the Board to prepare through the summer with the unknowns; adding that the 
schools had put in a lot of effort to be able to initiate a hybrid model of education. He explained 
that, since the last Board meeting, the Governor had issued Directive 28 in which the opening of 
schools should be based on what was happening with the Covid-19 statistics in the district’s 
counties. He further stated that the SPCSA had sent a letter to all charter schools recommending 
schools not begin any in-person session until after the state had released updated numbers of 
Covid-19 statistics; adding that a meeting would be held on Friday that would increase the 
SPCSA’s recommendation of continuing fully virtual education based upon metrics that the state 
had access to.   
 
 Mr. Goodsell stated that other charter schools within Academica had chosen to go fully 
virtual for the first quarter of the semester in order to give certainty to parents and provide a 
timeline; adding that, should the metrics support the decision for students to be able to return to a 
hybrid model during the first quarter, they would be allowed to do so. In conclusion, Mr. Goodsell 
stated that, based upon the directives that had been given from the state, and the fact that Clark 
County had remained in the red zone for Covid-19 metrics, the Board had been asked to convene 
to decide whether to revise the reopening plans for the school.  
 
 Member Thomas asked whether or not Academica had a recommendation for the Board to 
consider based upon how the other schools would be opening. Mr. Goodsell replied that he had 
not had a chance to meet with all the Pinecrest principals; however, the other system’s principals 
wanted in-person education. With the recent communication from the state and the SPCSA, 
choosing to go fully virtual for the first quarter would allow Pinecrest the ability to change to a 
hybrid option should the metrics change in favor of allowing students to return to campus.  
 
 Member Thomas asked what the principals had to say regarding the situation and what 
their recommendations would be. Principal Jessica LeNeave addressed the Board and replied that 
Pinecrest teachers and staff had proven that they would be there for their students no matter what. 
She also agreed that, due to the new changes with guidance from the state, as well as the lack of 
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liability coverage under the new bill, it would be very difficult for the campuses to assume the type 
of liability that would be needed. Principal LeNeave stated that she would like to know the duration 
of time that the school would be expected to conduct fully virtual education in order for families 
to prepare; adding that, should the situation change, she would support the students returning to 
school sooner than later.  
 
 Principal Jon Haskel addressed the Board and stated that he was also in support of students 
returning back to the building for their education as long as it was safe to do so; adding that there 
was still uncertainty among staff with returning to in-person instruction even though all the 
necessary precautions had been put in place based upon the guidance from the CDC and the SNHD. 
Principal Haskel also stated that, should the Board decide to go fully virtual, a timeline be 
established for planning purposes. Lead Principal Lisa Satory addressed the Board and stated that 
the necessary steps had been taken to offer a hybrid model to families and that she wanted to 
maintain as much consistency as possible when deciding to go fully virtual; adding that she did 
not want to open with a hybrid model and then be forced to go fully virtual when the Governor’s 
metrics were announced a week later.  
 
 Principal Michael O’Dowd addressed the Board and stated that the principals had been 
planning and preparing all summer long; adding that every concern that had been brought up 
during public comment had been thought of, discussed, and tried to implement into a plan. He 
stated that, despite the method of teaching, teachers were prepared to start teaching on the first day 
of school. Principal O’Dowd stated that he would like to see the students return to in-person 
instruction as soon as it was safe to do so; adding that he would not want to wait an entire year or 
semester. He also suggested that, if the metrics supported a small percentage of students returning 
to in-person instruction, the campuses consider bringing in a few grade levels into the building at 
a time; adding that the kindergarten and 1st grade students would benefit the most. Principal 
O’Dowd requested that the buildings remain open for teachers to be able to teach from their 
classrooms.  
 
 Principal Wendy Shirey addressed the Board and stated that she supported the previous 
comments made by the other principals; adding that many hours had gone into preparing to come 
back with the hybrid model. She also explained that it had been difficult to accommodate everyone 
based upon the parameters that had been established by the state; adding that she wanted the 
parents to know that the principals wanted to see their children back in the classrooms as soon as 
possible and thanked the parents for their support.  
 
 Member Keys thanked the principals and acknowledged that the topic of discussion was a 
polarizing issue. He stated that the safety of the children and teachers was his top priority, with the 
education that Pinecrest Academy of Nevada was trying to provide would be second, followed by 
the liability issues. Member Keys explained that, for safety issues, the state had provided guidance 
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to the SPCSA, who in turn had provided a recommendation to all charters, to wait on implementing 
in-person instruction until the official numbers had been received from the Governor. Member 
Keys stated that most schools were going to wait and that making a different decision made him 
nervous; adding that, with the large amount of misinformation it was hard for the Board to 
determine what would be safe or not safe. Member Keys stated that, based upon safety, he would 
be in favor of taking the recommendation of the SPCSA and hold off in-person instruction for a 
short amount of time.  
 
 Member Keys stated that, based upon the affects to education, the fully virtual option was 
ready to go; adding that it made sense to go fully virtual initially and then transition to in-person 
instruction as quickly as possible. Member Keys agreed with Principal O’Dowd’s suggestion of 
bringing in younger students as quickly as possible to in-person instruction. In conclusion, member 
Keys stated that the Board would need to consider the liability issues; adding that, should the Board 
go against the recommendations of the SPCSA, Pinecrest Academy of Nevada would be an outlier.  
 
 Member Keys also stated that, based upon the three accounts, his recommendation would 
be to follow the suggestions of the principals and start the school year fully virtual with the intent 
of bringing the students back as soon as possible. He also suggested holding another Board meeting 
soon after the new Covid-19 metrics were announced by the Governor in order to discuss the topic 
again; adding that he would like to set a plan in place for the next month, or quarter, to provide 
consistency for the students, teachers, and families.  
 
 Member Watkins stated that her recommendation would be to go fully virtual for the first 
two weeks to allow the SPCSA to evaluate the new Covid-19 metrics data and provide a 
recommendation. Member Watkins also suggested that the Board reconvene after that to discuss 
how to proceed with the first quarter’s instruction; adding that, although the timing did not allow 
families consistency, it would be better for the students to be back in the classroom as soon as 
possible. Member Watkins also agreed with Principal O’Dowd’s recommendation of bringing the 
younger students in first if possible. She also stated that many parents had contacted her to say that 
they would be willing to sign liability waivers in order for their children to return to in-person 
instruction; adding that, at teacher’s request, liability waivers could also be discussed at the next 
Board meeting.   
 
 Member Seiden stated that Pinecrest Academy of Nevada had 6,549 students, 310 teachers, 
and 141 staff members which equaled 7,000 people; adding that those 7,000 people would turn 
into over 20,000 people within the Pinecrest community who would be impacted by the decisions 
being made today. Member Seiden stated that decisions were being made with seriousness and 
forethought; adding that every member on the Board had children attending Pinecrest and that the 
decisions would impact them as well as every parent at Pinecrest.  
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 Member Seiden stated that he was not concerned about the liability issues due to the fact 
that, as a system, Pinecrest had prepared significantly to open the school for a hybrid option. 
Member Seiden continued that, when looking at the cases of Covid-19 per 100,000, Clark County 
had the worst positivity rate in the State of Nevada at 33.5%. Until the rates further declined, the 
Board could not control the 7,000 people that could potentially be walking into the buildings every 
day. Member Seiden stated that, if the Board chose to have the students start fully virtual, he would 
like to meet again around September 11th, which would be three weeks from when the Governor’s 
recommendations would have come out, to revisit the initial reopening plan. He also stated that he 
was opposed to making a decision to go virtually for a quarter, semester, or a year because the 
positivity rates  could continue to decline putting Pinecrest in a very good position to reopen with 
a hybrid model sooner than later.  
 
 Board counsel representative Ms. Shira Diamante addressed the Board and stated that she 
was currently working on an opinion letter for the Board in terms of discussing legal concerns and 
the obligations for students and staff upon reopening; adding that the discussion for that would be 
held in a private counsel with the Board at a separate time.  
 
 Member Thomas stated that she wanted the students back in the classroom; adding that she 
agreed with her fellow Board members that the safety of the children should come first. She stated 
that she would like to have the students attend virtually for the first four weeks of school until the 
new Covid-19 metrics had come; adding that she wanted to have students back in the buildings as 
soon as possible. Member Thomas stated that giving teachers at least four weeks to teach without 
interruption would be better than going week to week with unknowns. Member Thomas 
acknowledged that, due to the devastating circumstances, not everyone would be happy with the 
decisions that would be made today; adding that on-line instruction would not make up from being 
absent in the classroom.  
 
 Member Thomas stated that she would like the motion to include a date for the next Board 
meeting to re-evaluate the reopening plan once the new metrics were available. Member Watkins 
stated that she agreed with Member Seiden that the Board should meet thirty days out to assess the 
situation further with the updated metrics. Member Thomas asked the principals whether it would 
be easier for them to meet in two weeks or four. Principal O’Dowd replied that having a set 
timeframe would be best for the teachers and having time to make transitions would be helpful. 
Principal LeNeave replied that a two week time frame would be premature and that she would 
appreciate having a month of virtual learning rather than a quarter. Lead Principal Satory agreed 
with Principal LeNeave, and stated that a month would be a better time frame for reassessing the 
situation. Principal Shirey also agreed and stated that the teachers would need a transition period.  
 
 Member Thomas asked the principals for their thoughts regarding the teachers instructing 
from their classrooms. Principal Haskel replied that he would like to have the buildings open for 
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the teachers to teach from their classrooms; adding that there had been a lot of time, money, and 
energy setting the classrooms up for hybrid learning and teachers would feel more comfortable 
teaching from their classrooms. Lead Principal Satory replied with her request for the buildings to 
remain open for teachers to instruct from their classrooms, and for the teachers to have daycare 
options for their children at the buildings while they taught. Member Thomas asked Board counsel 
if the teachers would be allowed to teach from their classrooms. Ms. Diamante replied that she 
would send a follow up to the Board after the meeting to discuss the potential concerns regarding 
the issue.   
  
 Principal O’Dowd stated that he would like to see the buildings remain open for the 
teachers, for teachers and families who would need childcare, and for IEP student assessments. 
Member Watkins asked if the Board could make a motion regarding teachers being able to teach 
from their classroom or if they would need to wait on the opinion of legal counsel. Mr. Colin 
Bringhurst addressed the Board and replied that, if the Board so chose, the motion would not need 
to state anything regarding teachers being able to teach in the classroom since it was a different 
issue that could be addressed at a later time; adding that the motion should be focused on the type 
of education that would be provided. Ms. Diamante stated that she would speak to the Board 
separately due to concerns and obligations that outside counsel had with allowing staff back into 
the buildings.  
 
  Member Keys moved to change the reopening plan for Pinecrest Academy of Nevada 
to start fully virtual and to continue to do so for at least thirty days after the opening of 
school; at which time another Board meeting would be scheduled to evaluate the current 
conditions, with the additional guidance and updates that would have come out, so that the 
Board could make a decision, whether or not, to open on a limited basis. Also, should the 
Board decide to open, a timeframe would be established to allow the schools to prepare to 
open.   
 
 Member Thomas asked if small groups of SPED students would be allowed to enter the 
building for testing purposes. Mr. Bringhurst replied that the SPCSA and the guidance from the 
Governor had stated that there would be exceptions for students with a 504, an IEP, or an immuno-
compromised system; adding that these students would be allowed to enter the buildings for 
instruction if needed. Member Thomas asked whether a motion to be fully virtual would not affect 
the students who would need to come in for testing and/or services for their IEP’s and 504’s. Mr. 
Bringhurst replied affirmatively.  
  
 Member Keys moved to change the reopening plan for Pinecrest Academy of Nevada 
to start fully virtual and to continue to do so for at least thirty days after the opening of 
school; at which time another Board meeting would be scheduled to evaluate the current 
conditions, with the additional guidance and updates that would have come out, so that the 
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Board could make a decision, whether or not, to open on a limited basis. Also, should the 
Board decide to open, a timeframe would be established to allow the schools to prepare to 
open. On a school by school basis, as guided by the management company and outside 
counsel, schools would be able to make their own decisions on IEP’s and 504 situations and 
with teachers teaching in the school. Member Seiden seconded the motion, and the Board 
voted unanimously to approve.    
   
                                                  
4. Public Comment and Discussion 

  Public comment was made by the following individuals regarding concerns with the 
reopening plans: William Boyce, Saul De la Cruz, Nichole Ventus, Jen Kennedy, Shelli Palko, 
Brian Daly, Sam Mannino, Serissa, and Gabrielle Petersen.     

 

5. Adjournment 

 The meeting was adjourned at 1:24 p.m. 

 Approved on:  

  ______________________________ 

  ______________________________ 

 Secretary of the Board of Directors 

 Pinecrest Academy of Nevada 

Marni Watkins (Sep 11, 2020 04:47 PDT)

Sep 11, 2020

https://na2.documents.adobe.com/verifier?tx=CBJCHBCAABAASzOAKMiYOOGOA3v5wtqqcmopOqZ58Yv1


PAN_Minutes_8-11-20
Final Audit Report 2020-09-11

Created: 2020-09-11

By: Annette Christensen (Annette.Christensen@academicanv.com)

Status: Signed

Transaction ID: CBJCHBCAABAASzOAKMiYOOGOA3v5wtqqcmopOqZ58Yv1

"PAN_Minutes_8-11-20" History
Document created by Annette Christensen (Annette.Christensen@academicanv.com)
2020-09-11 - 0:07:55 AM GMT- IP address: 70.165.14.114

Document emailed to Marni Watkins (marni@battleborn.vegas) for signature
2020-09-11 - 0:08:14 AM GMT

Email viewed by Marni Watkins (marni@battleborn.vegas)
2020-09-11 - 11:46:53 AM GMT- IP address: 174.237.3.250

Document e-signed by Marni Watkins (marni@battleborn.vegas)
Signature Date: 2020-09-11 - 11:47:24 AM GMT - Time Source: server- IP address: 174.237.3.250

Signed document emailed to Annette Christensen (Annette.Christensen@academicanv.com) and Marni Watkins
(marni@battleborn.vegas)
2020-09-11 - 11:47:24 AM GMT


		2020-09-11T04:47:25-0700
	Agreement certified by Adobe Sign




