
BOARD MEETING MINUTES 
November 9, 2009 

Call to Order 
The Committee of the Whole Meeting of the Shoreline Board of Directors was called to order at 4:38 
p.m. in the Darlene Sherrick Room (D105) of the Administrative Offices at the Shoreline Center by 
President Debi Ehrlichman on November 9, 2009. 
 
Roll Call 
Present: Debi Ehrlichman, President; David Wilson, Vice-President; Mike Jacobs, Member; Maren 
Norton, Member; and Dick Potter, Member. 
 
The following item was discussed: 

1) 2010 Bond Resolutions 
 Marcia Harris, Deputy Superintendent; Jim Golubich, Director of Instructional Technology; Jim 

McNeill, Foster Pepper; and Trevor Carlson, Seattle NW Securities, presented. 
The submission of a ballot measure to voters takes place through the adoption of resolutions 
by the School Board.  Mr. McNeill, Bond Counsel, reviewed the resolutions outlining the three 
propositions being considered for the February 9, 2010 ballot.  They are as follows: 
• Proposition 1 - Replacement of Expiring Educational Programs, Maintenance and 

Operations Levy 
• Proposition 2 - Bonds for Modernization/Replacement of Shorecrest and Shorewood High 

Schools 
• Proposition 3 - Capital Levy for Technology Support 
 
Resolution No. 2009-__, Proposition 1 - Replacement of Expiring Educational Programs, 
Maintenance and Operations Levy 
Section 1 identifies the recital of need--the expiration of the current levy and the need to 
replace with a new four-year levy.  Section 2 is the formal request called by the Director of 
Records and Elections of King County for February 9, 2010.  Section 3 is the actual ballot 
proposition.  For the ballot title, it is required that there be no more than 10 words after 
“concerning” in the first sentence.  In the second sentence, it is required that the verbiage after 
“this proposition would,” be 75 words or less ending with “all as provided in Resolution No. 
2009-__.  State law requires that the ballot title identify the collection years, the estimated tax 
rate per $1,000 assessed value, and the actual levy amount.  Section 4 authorizes the 
Superintendent to file the resolution with the Elections Department, and Section 5 identifies 
that both Marcia Harris, Deputy Superintendent, and Jim McNeill, Special Counsel, be notified 
of the exact ballot title language.  Section 6 is the separable clause and Section 7 notes that 
the resolution is effective upon adoption. 
 
Ms. Harris explained that the levy lid allowed in Washington is limited to 24% in most school 
districts.  However, when the Doran decision was handed down in 1977, districts were frozen 
at their level at that time.  Shoreline’s levy lid has remained at the higher level of 27.93% since 
1977.  

  
After discussion, the following changes to the resolution language were requested: 
• The ballot title on the cover page as well as on page 3 should read “Replacement of 

Expiring Levy for Educational Programs, Maintenance and Operations.” 
• Replace “an” with “the” in front of “expiring levy” in the second sentence of the first 

paragraph of the ballot language (page 3). 
• Change “Dick Potter” in signature section on page 4 to “Richard Potter.” 

 
 Resolution No. 2009-__, Proposition 2 - Bonds for Modernization/Replacement of 

Shorecrest and Shorewood High Schools 
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 Section 3 defines the projects in detail as to how the bond funds will be used.  The bond 
resolution is considered the foundational document for how to use bond proceeds. 

 
The following change was recommended to Section 3a:  “Modernize existing Shorecrest 
High School and/or construct a new high school to replace Shorecrest High School, on the 
existing site, and acquire land and interests in land as necessary to modernize and/or 
construct such school, all as deemed necessary and advisable by the Board.”  (Remove “on 
the existing site.”) 
 
The following change was recommended to Section 3b:  “Modernize existing Shorewood 
High School and/or construct a new high school to replace Shorewood High School, on or 
near the existing site, and acquire land and interests in land as necessary to modernize 
and/or construct such school, all as deemed necessary and advisable by the Board.”  
(Remove “on or near the existing site.”) 
 
The language in Section 3d allows the bond proceeds to be used for all “incidental costs 
incurred in connection with carrying out and accomplishing the foregoing Projects.”  This 
section also includes language that allows the District to demolish a building or facility that is 
not being used and repurpose or utilize the building materials specifically for the Shorecrest 
and Shorewood projects.  
 
Section 6 (second paragraph) states that if the District receives State matching funds and 
does not use them all, those remaining funds can be used for other projects, such as those 
from the 2006 bonds, that were not yet completed.  The State however, does not release the 
match funds until the District spends all the bond proceeds. 
 
Section 10 authorizes the District to again participate in the State’s bond guarantee program 
(as was done in 2006).  The State actually guarantees the payment of bonds, which is 
particularly needed since there are no other insurance companies insuring bonds. 
 
Resolution No. 2009-__, Proposition 3 - Capital Levy for Technology Support 
Section 3 defines the projects in detail.  Unlike the specificity of the bond resolution, the 
capital levy for technology is more general in nature.  The language in Section 3 allows for 
maximum flexibility as well as the related training necessary to implement the technology.  It 
does not cover ongoing professional development beyond what is needed for the initial 
implementation/installation. 
 
The Board requested more specific information regarding what a tech levy includes.  Mr. 
McNeill stated that the statute is much broader than in the past but he recommends caution 
in using the funds appropriately.  Bonds can be rendered void if used for maintenance rather 
than capital.  
 
After a discussion, the Board recommended the following changes to the capital levy 
resolution: 
• Section 3a, first sentence should read:  “Acquire and install instructional technology 

equipment and infrastructure throughout existing school district facilities to improve 
student learning and provide related training and support to implement such technology 
equipment and infrastructure, and make other instructional technology improvements 
and upgrades, all as deemed necessary and advisable by the Board.” 
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• Section 3b, second sentence should read:  “Such costs shall also include, but are not 
limited to, the ongoing fees for online applications, subscriptions, or software licenses, 
including upgrades and incidental services, and ongoing training related to the 
installation and integration and use of these products and services, all as deemed 
necessary and advisable by the Board.” 

 
• Section 6 (ballot) should read:  “The Board of Directors of Shoreline School District No. 

412 adopted Resolution No. 2009-__, concerning a proposition to finance technology 
support.  This proposition would authorize the District to acquire and install instructional 
technology equipment and infrastructure throughout existing school district facilities to 
improve student learning and provide related training and support to implement such 
technology equipment and infrastructure, and levy the following excess taxes, on all 
taxable property within the District.” 

 
• Section 6 (ballot) - the title should read “Capital Levy for Technology Improvements and 

Support.”  (Additional changes beyond those noted above were made to the final 
resolutions adopted by the Board on November 16.) 

 
A capital levy requires 50% + 1 approval rather than the 60% required for a bond measure.  
Additionally, unlike the passage of a bond, monies generated from the successful passage 
of a capital levy would not be available until approximately April 2010. 
 
Mr. Golubich reviewed the document “Considerations for a Capital Levy for Technology 
Support.”  The objective of a capital levy for technology is “to approach the selection, 
implementation, and replacement of current and emerging technologies in a more 
systematic fashion afforded by a consistent funding schedule.” 
 
Near-term considerations include: 
• Succession of the laptop program - computing devices, online resources, network 

upgrades, tech support and training 
• Replacement equipment - printers, A/V digital devices, computer labs 
• Establishment of a maintenance, upgrade, and replacement cycle for all aspects of 

District technology operations 
    Three to five-year cost projections for licensing, service contracts, warranties 
    End-of-life projections for hardware (infrastructure and end-user) 

• Online learning opportunities for District staff and students 
Ongoing study and analysis: 

  • Digital textbooks 
  • Content management platforms 
  • Cost efficiencies 
     “Cloud” computing (communications, storage, collaboration) 
    On-demand professional development 
    Open source software 
  • Open-campus network architecture 
  • Non-computer technologies - e.g. handheld devices, interactive boards 
 
 Mr. Carlson provided a revised “Projected Bond Tax Rates,” with footnotes indicating 

assumptions that in 2010, 2011, 2012, and 2014 there will be less than 100% collection. 
 
 Ms. Ehrlichman encouraged the Board to review the resolutions and provide suggestions for 

any further changes to Superintendent Walker. 
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A second agenda item, 2006 Bond Capital Projects Update, was scheduled for discussion but was 
tabled for a future date in order to commence the Special Board Meeting with the Shoreline 
Community College Board of Trustees. 
 
 
Adjournment:  6:10 p.m. 
 
   
 President 
 
 
Attest:  December 7, 2009 
 
 
 
   
Sue Walker, Secretary 
Shoreline Board of Directors 


