
BOARD MEETING MINUTES 
October 12, 2009 

Call to Order 
The Committee of the Whole Meeting of the Shoreline Board of Directors was called to order at 4:36 
p.m. in the Darlene Sherrick Room (D105) of the Administrative Offices at the Shoreline Center by 
President Debi Ehrlichman on October 12, 2009. 
 
Roll Call 
Present: Debi Ehrlichman, President; David Wilson, Vice-President; Mike Jacobs, Member; Maren 
Norton, Member; Dick Potter, Member; and Ian Greenburg, Student Representative. 
 
The following items were discussed: 

1) High School Project Update and Cost Estimating Process 
 Marcia Harris, Deputy Superintendent; Brian Schultz, Executive Director of Schools; Calvin 

Gasaway, Shorecrest/Owner’s Representative Jeff Soehren, Shorewood/Owner’s 
Representative, presented. 

 Staff and consultants are currently in the preliminary stages of program cost estimates for 
both high schools.  It is hoped that a number range will be available at the November 2 regular 
meeting, and then be followed by adoption of a bond resolution on November 16. 

 Ms. Harris showed the site plans of both schools indicating placement of buildings.  Pictures 
of the models were also shared.  The Shorewood site plan places a performing arts center on 
the top two floors of the Ronald building and the Shoreline Historical Museum on the garden 
level.  These drawings will be modified to provide more clarity and then placed on the District 
website. 

 What has taken place to date . . .  
 Mr. Gasaway recapped the activities of the past year, which included completion of ed specs 

in the Fall of 2008, Design Team meetings, school tours, and Community Outreach meetings 
over a period of approximately four months.  Once the meetings were completed, the Team 
began to gather feedback from District staff in order to develop the “Design and Materials 
Standards.”  All of the above was summarized into documents (known as the Basis for 
Design), one for each project, and both have been given to the cost estimators so they can 
begin their work on cost models. 

 Mr. Soehren further explained the “Basis of Design” document referred to above.  This is a 
written document that defines architectural quantity, quality, mechanical, electrical, and 
structural systems.  Two estimating companies have been hired and are working separately.  
They are using the information provided to create a Project Cost Model for each school. 

 What we are doing now . . .  
 Mr. Gasaway began by defining four frequently used terms:   
 Program cost - the total cost of building or modernizing both high schools. 
 Project cost - the cost to perform the work for each facility.  This is broken down into hard 

costs and soft costs.  The project cost will be the control document that will be used to 
manage the budget for the individual projects. 

 Hard costs - the costs for everything that gets built including the building, site work, off-site 
work, transitional or temporary housing, etc. 

 Soft costs - all the other costs including sales tax, consultant fees (architects, engineers, 
geotechs, inspectors, surveyors, etc.), furniture and equipment, management fees, 
technology, building permits and fees, administrative costs, design and change contingencies, 
etc.  Historically, soft costs can range from 43-44% and up to 50% or more.  Sales tax alone is 
9.5%. 
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 What is next . . . 
 Mr. Soehren explained the development of the hard cost component, which is made up of 

hundreds, if not thousands, of line items.  Models for both sites are prepared and then 
estimated costs are assigned to the individual components, based on the preferred design.  
Once the estimates are complete, a comparative analysis is performed., Other than a few 
variances between the two projects, the estimates should be relatively the same.  Additionally, 
a comparison is made against other current high school projects.  As a result of collaborative 
professional relationships with contractors and architects, information is readily shared, 
including what went right, what went wrong, and improvements that could be made. 

 Ms. Harris discussed a couple of large, somewhat costly differences between the two projects.  
Through the pre-application meeting process, it was learned that adequate water is available 
for fireflow at Shorewood but not so at Shorecrest.  On the other hand, the fields at Shorecrest 
have already been completed but extensive work will need to be done at Shorewood.  
Shorecrest has a theater that only needs modernization whereas Shorewood will need to start 
from scratch. 

 Ms. Ehrlichman voiced parents’ concerns for student safety during the construction process as 
well as the distraction/interruption factor.  Mr. Schultz responded with confidence in the 
collaborative and comparative work that is being done by the architects and project managers 
in terms of checks and balances.  With two projects running concurrently, there is more 
opportunity to catch some of those mistakes that may have occurred in other recent projects, 
e.g. a local gymnasium in a neighboring district.  The Board requested that local examples of 
projects where students remained on campus during the modernization process be shared 
with the Board as well as the community. 

 Mr. Soehren introduced three additional terms:  escalation (what will be seen over the 
construction period), contingencies (unknowns that may be incurred during construction), and 
market conditions (currently all over the board).  Once the data is set for the project cost 
model, the consultants will try to anticipate what costs will be associated with escalation, 
contingencies, and market conditions.  Many discussions with various experts in these areas 
will take place in order to factor in the appropriate related costs. 

 Ms. Harris reported that the goal is to establish a bond amount and take action over the next 
three Board meetings.  She encouraged the Board to send any questions and feedback to 
Superintendent Walker so Craig Degginger, Public Information Officer, can post to the District 
website in a Frequently Asked Questions (FAQ) format. 

2) Initial Upcoming Bond and Levy Discussion 
 Marcia Harris, Deputy Superintendent and Mark Spangenberg, Director of Business and 

Finance, presented. 
 Ms. Harris shared a presentation from a recent election conference regarding property taxes 

and assessed values.  Some of the highlights of the presentation included: 
 • A color-coded map indicating revaluation cycles by county (annual, 2-year, 3-year, 4-year).  

Due to the economy, assessed values are continuing to decline.  The natural tendency is 
to think that if tax rates are going down, then the taxes will also decrease.  However, this is 
not necessarily the case.  A decline in assessed value does not change the amount a 
school district collects.  The taxes are authorized for a bond and/or maintenance and 
operations levy so the amount is divided by the assessed value of the district.  Taxes can 
only be increased by a vote of the people so when assessed values go up, tax rates go 
down, but the amount collected is the same. 
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 • Examples of “property taxes 101”: 
  A $1,000 levy authorization divided among four homes valued at $100,000 each with a tax 

rate of $2.50/$1,000 assessed value equals a tax bill of $250. 
  If the above four homes doubled in assessed value to $200,000, the $1,000 levy 

authorization would still be divided among the four homes but with a lower tax rate of 
$1.25/$1,000 assessed value; however, the individual tax bill is still $250. 

  If homeowner #1 doesn’t keep up with repairs and the value goes down to $150,000 and 
homeowner #4 makes improvements, increasing the value to $250,000, homeowner #1’s 
tax bill is now $187.50 and homeowner #4’s tax bill is $312.50 ($1.25/$1,000 for both). 

 • As is the case with a decrease in property values, an increase in property values will not 
increase school district collections--the same formula mentioned above applies. 

 Ms. Harris shared a document entitled “Preliminary 2010 Tax Year - King County School 
District Excess Levy AV,” received from the Puget Sound ESD.  This document showed a 
preliminary assessed value for Shoreline School District of $8,678,828,126, as of October 5, 
2009.  This amount represents a decline in assessed value of 14.9% over last year’s 
assessed value of $10,200,575,783.  Ms. Harris provided a sample of how this formula 
translates to a taxpayer in Shoreline as follows: 

  
  2009 Home assessed value $300,000 
  Tax rate:  $4.54  Tax bill:  $1,362.00 
 
  2010 Home assessed value $255,000 
  Tax rate:  $5.29  Tax bill:  $1,348.95 
  
 Conclusions: 
 • If your property value increases at a lower rate than the average increase for the school 

district, the amount of taxes you pay will decrease. 
 • If your property value increases at a higher rate than the average increase for the school 

district, the amount of taxes you pay will increase. 
 • If your property value decreases at a lower rate than the average decrease for the school 

district, the amount of taxes you pay will increase. 
 • If your property value decreases at a higher rate than the average decrease for the school 

district, the amount of taxes you pay will decrease. 
 Ms. Harris also shared a draft projected bond tax rate schedule, as prepared by Seattle-

Northwest Securities, for possible future bond issues. 
Ms. Walker reported that individual opportunities for Board members to ask further questions on 
these topics would be provided later in the week.  
Ms. Ehrlichman announced at 5:50 p.m. that the Board would be moving into Executive Session to 
discuss personnel issues.  
Adjournment:  6:10 p.m. 
   
 Deborah Ehrlichman, President 
Attest:  November 2, 2009 
 
   
Sue Walker, Secretary 
Shoreline Board of Directors 


