
BOARD MEETING MINUTES 
April 21, 2008 

 
Call to Order 
The Committee of the Whole meeting of the Shoreline Board of Directors was called to order at 4:30 p.m. in the 
Darlene Sherrick Room of the Administrative Offices at the Shoreline Center by President Debi Ehrlichman on 
April 21, 2008. 
 
Roll Call 
Present: Debi Ehrlichman, President; David Wilson, Vice-President; Mike Jacobs, Member; Dick Potter, 
Member; Maren Norton, Member; and Nick Setterberg, Student Representative.  
 
The following items were discussed: 
 
1. School Resource Officer (SRO)/Brookside & Lake Forest Park 
 Kathryn Noble, Principal; Ken Hooper, Lake Forest Park SRO; and Janet Payden, Teacher, presented. 
 
 Ken Hooper is a School Resource Officer with the City of Lake Forest Park and works with Brookside 

and Lake Forest Park Elementary Schools.  The SRO program is designed for sixth graders.  Program 
goals include:  support Healthy Youth issues; support an affirmative police presence in the schools; and 
provide authentic information and perspective to students.  Officer Hooper occasionally checks with the 
school principal for any specific areas of concern.   

 
The SRO program replaced the Drug Abuse Resistance Education (D.A.R.E.) program four years ago.  
Although there is currently an SRO program at Brookside and Lake Forest Park, the District does not 
fund it.  The SRO program consists of a lecture and discussion format with no homework, workbooks, 
or research for the students.  At Brookside, the program consists of eight topics for discussion and for 
2007-2008, runs from February through June.  The classes are held on Fridays and last about 45 
minutes.  Officer Hooper works with the individual schools to determine which days are best. The SRO 
program consists of certain portions from the D.A.R.E. program integrated into the SRO program.  The 
D.A.R.E. program was about twice as long as the SRO program. 

 
 Ms. Ehrlichman requested a copy of the curriculum.  She also inquired as to whether or not there is any 

follow-up with these students once they reach middle school in order to assess the impact of this 
curriculum.  Ms. Noble stated that currently there is no long-term follow-up being conducted.  However, 
Brian Schultz, Executive Director of Student Learning and Schools, indicated that there might be data 
available through the Healthy Youth Survey in terms of comparing students with the SRO experience 
versus those without.  

 
 Mr. Jacobs inquired if all the sixth graders are in one class for this instruction and if the teacher is 

present.  Ms. Noble responded that instruction is provided on a class-by-class basis (sixth grade 
classes) and the teachers are always present.  

 
 Mr. Potter asked if there have been any positive or negative comments from parents regarding the SRO 

curriculum.  Ms. Noble has not received any feedback; however Officer Hooper stated that he has 
received only positive comments from the parents since the start of the SRO program.  Additionally, Mr. 
Potter asked if there are ever any classes that request opting out of the program, either for an entire 
year or for a specific topic.  Ms. Payden responded that no they haven’t.   

 
 Mr. Potter asked if this is a program that could be rolled out throughout the Shoreline elementary 

schools and could the LFP Police work with the Shoreline Police in implementing the same curriculum.  
Officer Hooper responded absolutely, and Ms. Noble added that the curriculum was actually developed 
by a District teacher with help from the Shoreline Police.  Ms. Walker reported that two years ago, the 
District had an SRO officer in all the elementary schools.  At that time, the program was funded in 
partnership with the City of Shoreline, but was fairly expensive and thus eliminated in the Spring of 



COW Minutes – April 21, 2008 
 

 2 

2006 as part of the budget cuts.  This program at Brookside and Lake Forest Park continued; however, 
central office administrators were not aware of it (since funding did not come from the District in 
partnership with the City) until the Board’s joint meeting with the City of Lake Forest Park on March 3, 
2008. 

 
 Mr. Jacobs expressed his concern over the District not being aware of the existence of the SRO 

program at Brookside and Lake Forest Park.  Mr. Jacobs stated that the School Board should still serve 
in the role of officially approving the curriculum.   

 
 Ms. Walker agreed that the Board needs to be made aware of the curriculum being taught whether or 

not the program is funded by the District.  Officer Hooper indicated that he would provide the Board with 
a copy of the curriculum.  Ms. Noble’s understanding is that the curriculum was taken through the 
District Instructional Materials Committee (DIMC) process but will check with Sue Porter to make sure.    

 
2. Review of Associated Student Body (ASB) Spending 

Brian Schultz, Executive Director of Student Learning & Schools, and Sandra Nagli, Director of 
Business and Finance, presented. 
 
The ASB budget is adopted annually as part of the District budget.  Every spring, the activity advisors 
work with the students to set the budget for the next school year.  The projected beginning fund balance 
for this year was $1,180,000 and it actually came in at just $15,520 over that projection, so the schools 
are doing a good job of estimating their beginning and ending fund balances.  The expected 2007-2008 
ASB ending fund balance is $1,258,218.   
 
The ASB is divided into five components that the state requires the District to report:  general student 
body, athletics, classes, clubs, and private money.  In August 2007, some training was provided for 
about 10-12 staff members through the Washington Association of School Business Officials  (WASBO) 
in the Northshore School District and again in February 2008 at the District office.  An ASB trainer met 
with elementary and secondary staff.  The schools have all been provided with an ASB binder including 
the regulations and forms they might need to access this information.  Students are involved in the 
decision-making process as an integral part of the ASB government.  The final approval for ASB 
activities is made by the School Board, but the students determine the activities that constitute the ASB 
program.  The ASB organization consists of a primary advisor (principal), ASB central treasurer 
(building office staff member/bookkeeper), activity advisor (primary advisor appoints to each student 
activity group), and student activity treasurer (elected by the student activity groups).  
 
At the secondary level, the process involves students investing in accountability.  For example, when 
there are requests to form new clubs or organizations, typically they aren’t granted the first year.  The 
ASB leadership will research and work with the students but the requests are generally not financed.  
They are asked to go through a substantial process of gaining approval and then provide proof of 
accountability and sustainability.  In the first year, they will work with the organization but they will not 
make it an ongoing budget line item.  In Shoreline, what has been found continually is that there is a 
tremendous amount of participation.  The students select items that are meaningful and important. 
 
The ASB has various sources of revenue such as:  fund raising, athletic gate fees (events, 
tournaments), club dues (nominal), and donations (churches, foundations, community business, 
parents, boosters).  The ASB is expected to follow the District’s purchasing policies and procedures in 
regards to the expenditures.  Ms. Norton inquired about who is tracking the type of fundraisers that are 
being conducted, how many, and whether or not there is equity amongst the various clubs in terms of 
choosing fundraisers.  Mr. Schultz stated that the activity coordinator oversees and controls the 
different types of fundraisers and plans for future events.  When planning at the high school level, the 
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first considered are the large-scale, once in a four-year cycle field trips.  The next level of consideration 
is the impact of what to do for big ticket items and coordinating who is doing them.  The activity 
coordinator is the one person that knows what is going on school-wide and can place requests in the 
cycle so that events can be experienced at some point in a student’s four-year career.  This cycling 
even includes items such as uniform replacement.  The Shorecrest trip to Ireland, for example, is 
typically on a four-year cycle, although this last time it was five years between trips.   
 
Mr. Jacobs inquired about the groups who raise funds, but don’t seem to do anything with their funds.  
Does the money that has been raised go into one pot or does it stay with the club?  This is handled 
differently by each building.  For the most part, the monies go back into the ASB general fund or 
reserve.  From now on however, if the Chess Club, for example, raises $2,000 and they spend $1,000 
during the school year, the remaining $1,000 will stay in the Chess Club account and roll over to the 
next year.  The ending fund balance from one year will become the beginning fund balance for the next 
year.  In the past, this wasn’t the case; the beginning fund balance was the amount decided upon for 
each club.  This took away the ability of knowing what was left over or what was raised from the 
previous year.  This new process will not be a burden on the accounting system.  Currently, one 
building has 146 accounts, over one-third of which are revolving accounts whereby students raise 
money, spend money and then have another account for recording money that is assigned to individual 
clubs/activities from the ASB general fund.  Those revolving accounts have been eliminated for next 
year, resulting in a more streamlined chart of accounts.  
 
The District process requires signatures for ordering, receiving, and paying, which is the same process 
as with other funds.  The District provides budget status fund balance reports for each of the twelve 
months in the school year to the School Board.  The accounting office balances the revenue, 
expenditures, and transfers both to the District records and the County Treasurer monthly.  The ASB 
varies in the number of club accounts at each school building.   
 
Mr. Jacobs inquired as to whether the activity coordinators’ salaries are paid either in full or in part out 
of ASB funds.  He also wanted to know if this is legal, and if there are other districts using their ASB 
funds to pay for activity coordinators’ salaries.  Ms. Nagli stated that the District is not using ASB funds 
to pay for any salaries, but that it is legal to do so; however, she only knows of a couple of other school 
districts that are paying for the activity coordinators’ salaries out of the ASB funds. 
 
Ms. Nagli and Mr. Schultz reviewed the charts outlining activity by school through March 31.  In addition 
to beginning and current fund balances, the charts report revenues, expenditures, and number of 
accounts by building. 
 
Regarding the last slide of the PowerPoint presentation showing reserves and percentage of 
expenditures at the secondary schools as of March 31, Ms. Norton inquired as to how the percentage 
decision is made.  Ms. Nagli indicated that this is done at the building level.  (Percentages varied from 
9.8% at Einstein to 25.9% at Kellogg.)  Mr. Schultz reported that ongoing discussions are taking place 
with principals and key players as to what constitutes an appropriate and reasonable reserve. 
 
Mr. Potter emphasized the need to educate all involved regarding the changes in the ASB accounting 
process.  Ms. Nagli reported that every effort has been made to ensure that the necessary information 
has been distributed to the appropriate staff.  Mr. Potter added that this important message should also 
be shared with the community.   
 
Ms. Walker added that leadership needs to do research with other districts in order to set reasonable 
limits on appropriate fund balances for ASB, similar to what is done with the General Fund. 
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3. C Teams Update 
Brian Schultz, Executive Director of Student Learning & Schools, and Don Dalziel, Director of Athletics, 
presented. 
 
C teams were put in place in the spring of 2000 through a community cash donation of $13,000.  An 
account was created to support six teams in the Spring season (girls’ fast-pitch and soccer, and boys’ 
baseball and soccer).  After this initial funding, the Board allocated some discretionary funds to new 
programs, a portion of which was used to fund C teams.  Since 2000, the C teams were funded out of 
the General Fund.  However, due to budget constraints, C teams were suspended for the 2007-2008 
school year.   
 
C Teams are different from the ninth grade programs (football, volleyball, and boys and girls 
basketball), which have always been offered to students.  C Teams are extra programs that can involve 
9th, 10th, and 11th graders and include the following:  baseball, fast-pitch, tennis, and boys and girls 
soccer.  
 
In answer to a question at a previous Board meeting regarding private funding of golf, Mr. Dalziel 
reported that golf was initially funded by community donations for the first couple of years; however, 
since that time the expenses related to golf are paid out of the General Fund.  
 
Board packets included a chart entitled “2007-2008 WESCO Conference C Teams” indicating 
participants by school and sport.  The schools listed above Shorecrest and Shorewood are all part of 
WESCO South and the teams listed below are WESCO North.  The schools listed below the chart are 
those that participate in C Team competition only if they have the numbers to constitute a team.  
Snohomish School District will be dropping all C teams in 2008-2009 due to the opening of their new 
Glacier Peak High School.   
 
Packets also included geographic maps by sport reflecting schools participating and the average round 
trip mileage for Shoreline: 
• baseball - 55.4 
• fast-pitch - 50.08 
• boys soccer - 50.08 
• girls soccer - 44.64 
• girls tennis - 43.12   
 
An additional document took a three-year snapshot (2005-2006, 2006-2007, and 2007-2008) of all 
sports at Shorecrest and Shorewood and the number of participants for each.  The numbers were taken 
from the annual Title IX report that is compiled by the Athletics Office.  Participation in 2006-2007 was 
particularly high, with a total of 798 athletes at Shorecrest and 842 at Shorewood.  C team participants 
for that year were 87 at Shorecrest and 58 and Shorewood. 

 
The Board was provided with the C team estimated expenses for 2008-2009, based on offerings of the 
following sports:  girls and boys soccer, boys and girls tennis, baseball, and fast-pitch.  The salaries 
were based on a three-year coach (middle of salary scale) plus the 4.4% cost of living allowance 
(COLA).  After base salary, benefits (20%), officials, transportation, equipment/uniforms/miscellaneous, 
and the indirect overhead of 15%, the total is estimated to be around $80,669.63.  The District follows 
Title IX guidelines, providing equal numbers of boys and girls sports.   
 
Ms. Norton requested the C teams participation numbers prior to 2006-2007.  Mr. Dalziel stated that he 
would provide those numbers.  They have been relatively the same in prior years and some sports such 
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as boys tennis have consistently had “insufficient participants.”  The sports are offered because they 
are part of the athletics/activities contract but they are offered contingent on sufficient participation.   
 
Mr. Jacobs stated that if donations are to be requested from the community to support C teams, 
perhaps it would be more realistic to provide an estimate of those sports that consistently have 
sufficient participation such as:  girls and boys soccer, boys baseball and girls tennis.  Ms. Walker 
suggested implementing an annual process (spring) associated with these four sports, whereby 
donations are requested and reviewed by the Gifts, Grants, and Donations Committee prior to approval 
by the School Board.  The fundraising would not be for specific sports alone but for all of the C teams.  
Mr. Dalziel will provide a revised estimate of costs for just the four sports listed above.  (The revised 
estimated costs for 2008-2009, as provided by Mr. Dalziel on April 22, came to $61,705.16.) 
 

 Mr. Potter inquired as to how many of the C teams listed for other schools are considered viable for 
next year.  Mr. Dalziel recently polled all WESCO athletic directors regarding next year’s C teams.  With 
the exception of Snohomish, they all indicated that it would be the same for next year. 

 
 Mr. Schultz reiterated to the Board that the participation figures for 2007-2008 as compared to 2006-

2007 (which includes C teams) and 2005-2006 didn’t drop significantly, particularly when declining 
enrollment is factored in.  It is not uncommon for C team athletes to participate in other sports.  There 
are no-cut opportunities available in other sports in each of the three seasons, such as football and 
cross country (fall), wrestling (winter), track and field and swimming (spring). 

 
 Mr. Wilson asked if there is a deadline for committing to C teams for next year.  Mr. Dalziel responded 

that there is more flexibility as it relates to scheduling C teams than there is with varsity and junior 
varsity schedules, which are built and adopted in June.  C team schedules can’t be built until it is known 
which schools have enough participants, which is typically after the first week of each individual 
season.  A schedule is then built based on participants. 

 
4. Career Education Options (CEO) Update 
 Marcia Harris, Deputy Superintendent, presented. 
 

In 1996 the District, in conjunction with the Shoreline Community College (SLCC), created a dropout 
retrieval program.  These students were actually enrolled at SLCC rather than the District.  Some 
students were from Shoreline but many came from other school districts.  The curriculum was not for 
college credit; some of the curriculum was in the vocational technical area, as found in the Learning 
Center North (LCN) program, and the more basic education skills were taught in the Career Education 
Options (CEO) program.   
 
The District maintained a database with the students’ names and ethnicities (only about one-quarter of 
the students were from the Shoreline area), but students were neither enrolled with the District nor 
working toward their Shoreline School District diploma.  The District was able to count these students 
as 12th graders through the basic education funding process and then 94% of that apportionment, 
when received, was passed through to the College.  The program operated in this manner from 1996 
through August 2006.    
 
The enrollments over the past six years tended to increase from year to year, resulting in a budgeted 
amount of 240 FTE students for 2006-2007.  This FTE equates to about 600 students total.   
 
Every year, SLCC operates a summer program for students who had not been counted as one FTE.  In 
2003, the District received a bill from SLCC and paid it in the amount of approximately $200,000.  In 
October 2004, the District realized that the 2003 summer students had not been reported to the Office 
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of Superintendent of Public Instruction (OSPI) for reimbursement.  Since the audit for the 2002-2003 
school year had already been closed, the District requested the State Auditor’s Office (SAO) to re-open 
the 2002-2003 books so that the summer SLCC enrollment could be claimed and subsequently 
reimbursed.  The request was granted and the audit was re-opened.  The State Auditor’s Office (SAO) 
reviewed the enrollment procedures and the basis for counting students.  After an extended period of 
time, the audit report was received in October 2006.  This report ruled that SAO did not believe the 
District was counting the students correctly and indicated that students needed 25 hours of instruction 
per week.  The students could be counted but only under the alternative learning experience (ALE) 
regulations.  The request to go back and count the students in order to receive reimbursement was 
denied.  These audit results were shared a few days later at a meeting with Shoreline Community 
College.  It was indicated at that time that the current contract no longer worked for the District.  A 
future meeting was scheduled in order to review how current regulations might be applied to the 
program. 
 
Once the SAO requirements became clear, another meeting was held In January 2007 with SLCC 
program administrators.  At that time, the SLCC personnel indicated that they would not be able to 
modify the program to meet the ALE requirements and count the students as a full FTE.  It was again 
reiterated that the District would not be able to report SLCC students.  A letter was sent in May of 2007 
affirming that no state funding was available.  It was hoped that state rules modifying the staffing ratio 
calculation would be adopted in August 2007; however, that did not happen so no claims were made for 
the entire 2006-2007 school year.  A copy of the current WAC 392-121-188 was provided in the Board 
packet (line item #18 is the item that was changed, but it did not meet the requirements to meet the 
staffing ratio in order to count the CEO/LCN students at SLCC). 
 
In September 2007 and then again in December 2007, Ms. Walker and Ms. Harris met with the SLCC 
President, Chief Financial Officer, and a SLCC Board member.  They explained that the District couldn’t 
comply with regulations and be able to count the CEO/LCN students for funding.  In November 2007 
Ms. Harris met with OSPI administrators to discuss the regulation changes.  Ms. Walker sent a letter to 
the SLCC President in December 2007 outlining the regulation issues that needed to be addressed 
before the District could legally count CEO/LCN students for state funding.   
 
In February 2008, Ms. Harris was contacted by OSPI to begin discussions on working with the program 
issues related to the ability to fund the CEO/LCN students.  Meetings were held in February and March.  
On March 31, there was a joint meeting with OSPI, SLCC, the Attorney General’s office, and the District 
to discuss the issues.  This month (April) there was additional communication between OSPI and the 
District’s legal counsel.  A letter from Ms. Walker was sent to the SLCC President on April 18 
reaffirming the dissolution of the contract.  The District continues to work with the State Auditor’s Office, 
OSPI, and SLCC to try to resolve the 2006-2007 CEO/LCN enrollment issues in hopes that SLCC 
students could still be claimed and reimbursement received for that year.  
 
Other school districts, such as Seattle and Everett, have discontinued similar programs due to an 
inability to comply with regulations.  
 
Mr. Wilson asked what the next steps would be.  Ms. Harris responded that she informed SLCC and 
OSPI that the District would not be able to support the CEO/LCN program under the current regulations.  
Ms. Walker added that another deterrent to this program is that the community colleges are not 
equipped to provide the special education services that most likely would be needed in a population of 
600 students. 

 
 
Adjournment:  6:55 p.m. 
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 Deborah Ehrlichman, President 
 
Attest:  May 19, 2008 
 
 
 
   
Sue Walker, Secretary 
Shoreline Board of Directors 
 
 
 
 
 
All documents referenced in the minutes may be viewed in the Superintendent’s Office during normal 
business hours.  


