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MINUTES OF THE 
UTAH STATE CHARTER SCHOOL BOARD INFORMAL HEARING of 

IGNITE ENTREPRENEURSHIP ACADEMY INFORMAL HEARING  
Thursday, February 9, 2017 

USBE – Basement West 

Approved 

Members Present: 
Chair Kristin Elinkowski 
Vice Chair DeLaina Tonks 
Member Bruce Davis 
Member Dean Brockbank 
Member Robert Enger 
Member Greg Haws 
Member Michelle Smith  

Staff Present: 
Jennifer Lambert 
Armando Venegas 
Rabecca Cisneros 
David Thomas 
James Madsen 

Others present: 
Teresa Theurer, Alisa Ellis, Gary Adams, Ryan Marshall, Tasi Young, Kelly Tate, Marianne Ludlow, Ben Moulton, 
David Alfores  

Call to Order 
Chair Kristin Elinkowski called the meeting to order at 9:05 a.m. 

Ignite Entrepreneurship Academy Informal Hearing 
Mr. David Thomas explained the meeting as an informal hearing where no action would be taken, due process 
would be respected, and that the SCSB would be the sole decider that that due process was followed. He 
noted that the SCSB would be looking at possible technical and material breaches of contract, and defined a 
technical breach as being a violation of the letter of the law, whereas a material breach would be reflected by 
the heart of the matter. Mr. Thomas noted that if a material breach had occurred the contract could not 
survive, and would then be terminated. He explained that the SCSB would be using information it had 
gathered previously, as well as from the informal hearing, to decide what types of breaches had occurred. 
Mr. Thomas clarified that a single violation of the Open and Public Meetings Act could be seen as a technical 
breach, but could be considered material if the violations were serial. He noted that items of discussion could 
revolve around the concern of Ignite Entrepreneurship Academy’s approach to the procurement process, its 
relationship with Perry Homes, and a violation of board rule by failing to break ground by January 1st, 2017.  

Chair Elinkowski explained to members of the SCSB that when the SCSB meeting starts, there would be three 
options: 1) termination, 2) extension for a year to allow Ignite Entrepreneurship Academy time to remedy, 3) 
terminate the charter with the understanding Ignite Entrepreneurship Academy would reapply with an 
expedited process. Chair Elinkowski pointed out that termination would not mean the end for Ignite 
Entrepreneurship Academy.  
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Presentation 
Representatives of Ignite Entrepreneurship Academy gave a twenty minute presentation for the SCSB where 
they referenced a letter that was provided to the SCSB. Representatives of Ignite Entrepreneurship Academy 
acknowledged that mistakes were made, but contested that they were done by individuals and not by the 
charter as a whole.  
 
Discussion 
Chair Elinkowski asked how many original board members of Ignite Entrepreneurship Academy still remained, 
to which Ignite Entrepreneurship Academy representatives said there are three.  
 
Representatives of Ignite Entrepreneurship Academy expressed commitment and understanding of its model 
that exists in its charter application and agreement. They noted that IDEA and Ignite are distinct corporations, 
and the funds had always been kept distinct from one another.    
 
Member Dean Brockbank asked if Ignite Entrepreneurship Academy ever had board members who overlapped 
with IDEA Academy. Representatives of Ignite Entrepreneurship Academy said there was one in December of 
2016, but that situation had since been changed, and pointed out that the three remaining board members of 
Ignite Entrepreneurship Academy were always concerned about the presence of overlapping board members.  
 
Member Michelle Smith asked representatives of Ignite Entrepreneurship Academy to explain an overlap of 
contracts that existed between Ignite and IDEA Academy, and was told there never was an executed contract 
between the two organizations. Vice Chair DeLaina Tonks asked if a contract between the two had ever 
existed that was never executed, and was told one had existed, but was never executed. Representatives of 
Ignite Entrepreneurship Academy emphasized that it had ended, in its January 9th board meeting, any 
intention of moving forward with IDEA Academy, and clarified that its board had never communicated 
anything to IDEA Academy, or its families.  
 
Member Brockbank referenced an email received from someone who claims they were told they could 
become a part of Ignite Entrepreneurship Academy if they first paid to be a part of IDEA Academy. 
Representatives of Ignite Entrepreneurship Academy said the email didn’t come from them, and that its board 
never reached a point where they discussed families of IDEA Academy.  
 
Executive Director Jennifer Lambert referenced mention of an approved contract between Ignite and IDEA 
Academy within Ignite Entrepreneurship Academy’s meeting minutes. She clarified that the SCSB has no 
evidence of a signed contract. Representatives of Ignite Entrepreneurship Academy said it was a proposal that 
had zero to do with students transferring from IDEA to Ignite, but rather with IDEA Academy existing as a 
“developmental lab.” 
 
Vice Chair Tonks pointed out that the word “pilot” was used by members of Ignite’s board in the January 12, 
2017 SCSB meeting, not “developmental lab.” Representatives of Ignite Entrepreneurship Academy contested 
that the word “pilot” was the idea of IDEA Academy, but not Ignite Entrepreneurship Academy.   
 
Vice Chair Tonks asked if anybody from Ignite Entrepreneurship Academy is a current employee of IDEA, to 
which Ms. Kelly Tate said she was the interim director of IDEA Academy. Representatives of Ignite 
Entrepreneurship Academy then reiterated that as the board of Ignite they never knew or agreed to anything 
with IDEA Academy.  
 



3 

Chair Elinkowski reminded Ignite Entrepreneurship Academy that termination, then reapplying, could offer a 
lot of benefits in the current situation. Representatives of Ignite Entrepreneurship Academy contested that it 
has no desire to change its charter agreement or vision for the school, but that they just want to fix its 
mistakes and move on.   
 
Representatives of Ignite Entrepreneurship Academy explained that its site location is highly unlikely to be 
available again if the charter were to be terminated; since it is located within the highly desirable Silicon 
Slopes area that is brisling with entrepreneurial parents and families. Representatives of Ignite 
Entrepreneurship Academy explained that its builder, Perry Homes, is financing with no third party financier, 
thus allowing their break-even budget to be 72% with 400 students, and that its land and building costs would 
be $184 a square foot.  
 
Member Brockbank asked Ignite Entrepreneurship Academy if they followed the state procurement process. 
Representatives of Ignite Entrepreneurship Academy said they followed it to the best of their knowledge, 
explaining that State Purchasing did a courtesy posting for them on the BidSync website, and when the bid 
closed State Purchasing provided a tabulation packet, which they reviewed and scored. Representatives of 
Ignite Entrepreneurship Academy said it failed by not submitting an award notification to the public on 
BidSync, because they weren’t aware of that requirement.  
 
SCSB Education Specialist Rabecca Cisneros said State Purchasing told her that charter schools become their 
own procurement unit, under rule R33. Member Smith clarified that if there was a violation, it was most likely 
a violation to the Open and Public Meetings Act, but not to the procurement process. Ms. Cisneros confirmed 
that that assertion was fair.  
 
Member Brockbank asked Ignite Entrepreneurship Academy to clarify that their awarded bid to Perry Homes 
was never a fixed priced bid, to which representatives of Ignite Entrepreneurship Academy confirmed. Chair 
Elinkowski asked if anyone on Ignite’s board had a relationship with Perry Homes, and was told that no one 
had. 
 
Mr. David Thomas clarified that the procurement process is meant to be connected to the Open and Public 
Meetings Act. Representatives of Ignite Entrepreneurship Academy recognized their violations of the Open 
and Public Meetings Act, but noted that they have since posted minutes and recordings of meetings. 
 
Adjourn:  
Member Bruce Davis motioned, and Vice Chair DeLaina Tonks seconded, to adjourn. The motion carried 
unanimously. 
 
 
 
 

https://www.rules.utah.gov/publicat/code/r033/r033.htm

