
BOARD MEETING MINUTES 

June 15, 2009 
 
Call to Order  
The Regular Board Meeting of the Shoreline Board of Directors was called to order at 4:35 p.m. in the 
Board Room of the Administrative Offices at the Shoreline Center by President Debi Ehrlichman on June 
15, 2009 and followed by the flag salute.  
 
Roll Call 
Present:  Debi Ehrlichman, President; David Wilson, Vice-President; Maren Norton, Member; and Dick 
Potter, Member. 
 
Absent:  Mike Jacobs, Member; and Nathan Mass, Student Representative. 
 
Minutes 
The minutes of the May 11 Special Board Meeting and May 18 Committee of the Whole Meeting were 
approved as submitted. 
 
Adoption of Consent Agenda 
The following consent agenda was presented for approval: 
 a. Approval of 2009-2010 Interlocal Cooperative Agreement w/Northwest Educational Service 

District (NWESD) #189 for Northwest Regional Data Center (NWRDC) and Washington 
School Information Processing Cooperative (WSIPC) 

 b. Final Acceptance - Gymnasium/Cafeteria Flooring Upgrades at Lake Forest Park, Ridgecrest, 
and Syre Elementary Schools 

 c. Award of Contract - Server Room Equipment and Installation 
 d. Award of Contract - Architectural Engineering Services for Echo Lake Lobby 
 e. Authority to Enter Into Contract For Transportation Consultant at Shorecrest and Shorewood 

High School Sites 
 f. Adoption of District Instructional Materials Committee (DIMC) and Math Achievement Team 

(MAT) Recommendations 
 g. Approval of 2009-2010 Memorandum of Understanding with Shoreline Fire Department for Fire 

Science Course 
 h. Adoption of Resolution No. 2009-10, Renewal of Non-Supervisory Certificated Personnel 

Contracts 
 i. Approval of Extended Field Trips 
 j. Personnel 
  1) Certificated                 2)  Administrative 

 
It was the recommendation of the Superintendent that the Board adopt the consent agenda. 
 
MOTION NO. 62: Mr. Potter moved that the Board adopt the consent agenda, which is attached hereto 

and becomes a part hereof.  The motion was seconded by Ms. Norton and carried 
unanimously. 

Deputy Superintendent Marcia Harris introduced Dan Payne as the new Program Manager for 
Transportation, effective July 1.  Mr. Payne has over 13 years experience in the area of pupil 
transportation, starting as a driver and driver trainer in Walla Walla School District, followed by 
transportation manager in the North Franklin School District, transportation director in West Valley (Yakima) 
and Stanwood-Camano School Districts, and currently as a program supervisor at OSPI.  Mr. Payne has a 
wife, two children (ages 16 and 10), and a dog. 
 
Ms. Ehrlichman reiterated that the new math curriculum, Prentice-Hall 2011, was adopted as part of the 
consent agenda.  She and Superintendent Walker thanked Sue Porter, Director of Teaching and Learning, 
and the MAT committee for their year-long diligent research, analysis and conversation on the math 
materials. 
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Board Requested Discussion 

Ms. Ehrlichman thanked the parents who had written emails to the Board regarding transportation for Room 
Nine and the Highly Capable program.  Ms. Walker added that options are being considered and 
conversations are continuing regarding what might be done in order to lower costs in transportation.  She 
welcomes additional ideas. 
 
Mr. Wilson added that the District is being asked to cut the budget by approximately $3 million.  The budget 
process began about four months ago and will not be complete until August 31.  Unfortunately, cuts will 
have to take place and will affect students. 
 
Mr. Potter stated that the District has worked very hard the last few years to become financially whole and 
he has every confidence that this challenge will also be worked out. 
 
Ms. Walker spoke to the issue related to the Shorecrest Drama program.  The District is always looking for 
ways to expand the Career Technical Education (CTE) program.  Bobbie Peterson, Director of CTE, has 
had conversations with OSPI and has also spoken with Andy Kidd, Shorecrest Drama Teacher, regarding 
CTE requirements and endorsements.  Because of Mr. Kidd’s professional credentials, it appears that the 
District might be able to create a CTE magnet theater program at Shorecrest.  This would be a positive 
outcome for Shorecrest High School as well as bringing additional vocational dollars into the District.   
 
Comments from the Community 

Ms. Ehrlichman reviewed the policy and procedures for public comments.  She asked for a show of hands 
of those who wished to speak and then indicated that there would be a 30-minute period for comments, 
after which the business portion of the meeting would take place.  If additional community members wish to 
comment after the business has been concluded, they will be able to do so. 
 
The following individuals spoke on behalf of maintaining transportation for the Room Nine Community 
School and the Highly Capable program, encouraging the Board to 1) consider other options, 2) set up a 
meeting to discuss options with parents, and 3) let parents be a part of the solution: 
 1) Chrisy Francescutti, LFP Teacher and Parent  
 2) Shahryur Haschemi, Room Nine Parent 
 3) Diane Zevenbergen, Brookside and Ridgecrest Hi-Cap Parent 
 4) Melanie Gillespie, Meridian Park (MP) Hi-Cap Parent  
 5) Renee Smith, Syre and MP Hi-Cap Parent  
 6) Janina Pacunski, MP Parent (Hi-Cap & General Ed) 
 7) Shereen Allen, Room Nine Parent  
 8) Lisa McNeill, Parkwood and MP Hi-Cap Parent 
 9) Marianne Stephens, MP Hi-Cap and Einstein Parent 
 10) Michael Thomas, Room Nine Parent - Offered services in studying transportation efficiencies. 
 11) Jennifer Kleyn, MP Hi-Cap Parent 
 12) Suzanne Gugger, HT, Einstein, and MP Hi-Cap Parent 
 13) Katie Adjibly, MP Hi-Cap Parent 
 14) Nancy Edney, MP Hi-Cap and Edmonds-Woodway Parent 
 15) Shelley Anderson, MP Hi-Cap and Einstein Parent and Employee 
 16) Sharon Jackson, Room Nine Parent 
 17) Rebekah Dickey, Room Nine Parent 
 
The following individuals spoke on other topics: 
 18) Dick Padrick, Shorecrest Parent - Thanked the Board for the math adoption and expressed 

appreciation for the high school teachers. 
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 19) RoseAnn McLaughlin, SESPA - Expressed disappointment in the classified cuts. 
 20) Geneva Norton, District Librarian and Tech Support - Not happy with the library placement in the 

schemes for Shorecrest and Shorewood High Schools; not core to the curriculum. 
 21) Brenda Gilman, Shorewood Librarian - Also addressed concern about library placement for 

Shorewood in the Old Ronald building; advocated for close proximity to classrooms. 
 22) Elizabeth Beck, SEA President - Acknowledged parents’ concerns regarding transportation; 

questioned whether there is a need for so many cuts when we’ve been making them over the past 
several years. 

 
Reports and Presentations 

Review of Community Outreach High School Design Meetings 
Marcia Harris, Deputy Superintendent, presented with assistance from the following: 
Calvin Gasaway, Shorecrest Project Manager 
Rebecca Baibak, Integrus Architecture (Shorecrest) 
Jeff Soehren, Shorewood Project Manager 
Lorne McConnachie, Bassetti Architects (Shorewood) 
The two meetings were held on June 4th from 7:00-9:00 p.m. at Shorecrest and Shorewood.  They were 
preceded by staff and Design Team meetings at both sites. 
 
The Shorecrest meeting had about 45 people in attendance.  Common themes heard at the meeting 
included: 
• differentiated parking; 
• two driveways for the drop-off areas; 
• parking lots by the theater space and optimizing it as much as possible;  
• different perspectives for the gathering areas for students; 
• repurposing of the gymnasium; 
• creation of a more contiguous facility; 
• separation of athletic and theater venues. 

The architects will be taking the feedback and reviewing further with the Design Team on June 18. 
In response to an earlier comment from a librarian, Ms. Ehrlichman asked where the library was placed on 
the two Shorecrest schemes.  Scheme A has the library just above the Commons area and Scheme B 
places the library over the administration area. 
 
The Shorewood meeting had about 120 people in attendance.  Common themes heard at the meeting 
included: 
• practice field (Scheme B) adjacent to the plaza area rather than next to the street; 
• shorter, western-oriented bus loop was more desirable; 
• centralized library; 
• three-story, three-wing option for classrooms desired; 
• covered walkway in Scheme B had mixed reviews; 
• distribution of parking; 
• location of gymnasium also had mixed reviews; 
• buffer for loudspeakers from Aurora Avenue businesses. 
 
 “D” Process, Study and Survey - OSPI School Construction Matching Funds and Preview of the Draft 
Study and Survey 
Marcia Harris, Deputy Superintendent; and Carter Bagg, Construction Services Group, presented. 
Mr. Bagg retired from OSPI after 15 years and is now working with Construction Services Group (CSG).  
Once the District received the $30,184 grant from the State for the Study and Survey, Mr. Bagg’s services 
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were retained in order to assist with the completion of the “D” process.  The “D” process is a 12-step series 
of forms necessary to secure school construction matching funds from the State.  As shown on the diagram 
reviewed by Mr. Bagg, the odd numbered district-submitted forms (D-1, D-3, etc.) are followed by even 
numbered forms or responses from OSPI.  The process is comprised of the following steps/forms: 
D-1 Application for the Study and Survey grant  
D-2 Award of grant by OSPI 
D-3 Individual project application (one for Shorecrest and one for Shorewood) 
D-4 Project approval 
D-5 Individual application for preliminary funding status 
 • Complete educational specifications 
 • Obtain local funds (bond issue) 
 • Declare intent to “front fund” 
D-6 Authority to proceed with design, front fund status 
 The State releases funds to districts only once a year, in July.  If districts agree to front fund the entire 

amount of the project, they can proceed at own risk and then get the State’s portion the following July.  
If front funding is not declared, districts have to wait until mid-July when State funding is secured 
before they can open bids.  If a school district opens bids without receiving a D-8, it may forfeit all 
state funding. 

D-7 Application to proceed with bid opening and estimate of construction cost 
 • Value analysis 
 • Constructability review 
 • Architect’s certification of building code compliance 
 • Special inspections and tests 
 • Construction documents 
D-8 Authorization to proceed with bid opening, front funded status 
D-9 Application to enter into contracts and actual construction cost 
 • Tabulation of bids 
 • Recommendation to award bid and alternates 
 • Statement of local funds available 
D-10 Authorization to sign contracts, front funded status 
 If a school district signs a construction contract without a D-10, it may forfeit all state funding. 
D-11 Application for release of retainage 
 • School Board resolution of final acceptance 
 • Certification, affidavits of wages paid 
 • Certificate of occupancy 
 • Lien satisfaction, documentation 
D-12 Retainage release approval, when appropriate 
 
The Study and Survey and D-3 project application will be submitted to OSPI by July 17.  Within 60 days, 
OSPI will issue a D-4 or project approval form.  The District will have one year from that date 
(approximately September 2010) to submit the D-5, application for preliminary funding status. 
 
The funding formula is the area cost allowance, which will be $180.19/square foot in July 2010, multiplied 
by the district’s match ratio (41.12% for Shoreline in 2009), and then multiplied by the eligible building area.  
The match ratio or equalization ratio is the percentage of the matchable amount of statewide project costs 
paid by the State.  OSPI selects the highest match ratio for either the year of the bond passage, project 
approval (Form D-4), or bid opening (D-8).  The eligible building area is based on grade level:  
• Grades K-6 90 sq. ft./student 
• Grade 7-8 117 sq. ft/student 
• Grade 9-12 130 sq. ft/student 
• Students w/disabilities 144 sq. ft/student 
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Shoreline is not eligible for any new construction but is eligible for modernization or new-in-lieu 
replacement.  For modernization or new-in-lieu replacement, buildings must be at least 20 years old and 
not have been modernized with state assistance in the last 20 years.  For modernization, districts must 
certify that the modernization will extend the life of the building 20 years and that the school will be used for 
instruction for at least five years.  For new-in-lieu replacement, districts must certify that the existing 
building area will be removed from instructional use.  If students are placed in those buildings, districts lose 
their state construction funding for 10 years. 
 
Today’s calculations indicate the potential state funding for both high school projects to be approximately 
$31.4 million. 
 
Board members were provided with copies of the Study and Survey notebooks.  Ms. Harris briefly reviewed 
the individual notebook tabs as well as the resolutions that will be brought before the Board for adoption at 
the next regular meeting (June 22).  The notebooks contain 13 tabs for the following categories: 
• Inventory and Condition Analysis of Existing Facilities 
• Long Range Educational and Facilities Plan 
• Demographic Data 
• District’s Ability to Provide Capital Funds 
• School Housing Emergency 
• Racial Balance 
• New School Buildings or Additions 
• Modernization and/or New-in-Lieu Replacement of Existing Buildings 
• Deferred Maintenance of Existing Buildings 
• Timelines of Capital Projects 
• Survey of Adjacent Districts for Available, Suitable Space 
• Adjustment of Attendance Boundaries 
• Additional Information Requested by OSPI 
 
Laptop Survey Results and Follow-up Discussion 
Jim Golubich, Director of Instructional Technology; and Priscilla Lewis, Technology Integration Specialist, 
presented. 
Ms. Lewis provided the Board with a brief tour of some online resources that are part of the new Prentice-
Hall math adoption. 
 
Mr. Golubich reviewed the results of the parent laptop survey.  The number of respondents who completed 
the survey by school were: 
Einstein 168 
Kellogg 166 
Room Nine 10 
Shorecrest 315 
Shorewood 293 

   Total 952 
 
Survey questions and responses included: 

Q. How has the laptop program affected your awareness of your child’s school activity (assignments, 
grades, etc.)? 

 Declined 10% 
 No change 53% 
 Improved 38% 
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Q. To the best of your knowledge, to what extent has your child’s access to a laptop been important for 
completing assigned work in his/her classes? (new question) 

 Essential 48% 
 Somewhat useful 35% 
 Not at all necessary 15% 
 Not sure   3% 
Q. How much time does your student spend on the laptop at home in an average week? 
 Less than 1 hour   8% 
 1-10 hours 56% 
 More than 10 hours 36% 
Q. Which of the following best describes your child’s use of the computer at home? 
 School-related tasks only 17% 
 School work, but some non-academic 63% 
 Mostly for non-academic activities 19% 
Q. The district implemented a new parental control program (SafeEyes) for home filtering this year.  

SafeEyes was installed on all middle school laptops and was available via parent request for high 
school students.  Please choose the statement that best describes your experience with this product. 

 SafeEyes was an effective tool for controlling home laptop use 14% 
 SafeEyes was not effective for my child 15% 
 Does not apply - I did not request SafeEyes for my child’s computer (HS only) 47% 
 Improper laptop/Internet use is not an issue with my child 24% 
Q. Have you been satisfied with the technical support you have received this year? 
 Not satisfied 15% 
 Somewhat satisfied 24% 
 Satisfied 29% 
 Very satisfied 12% 
Q. How reasonable do you think your family’s share of the cost for this laptop is (insurance premium + 

laptop case + $100/incident deductible)? 
 Not reasonable 24% 
 Reasonable 60% 
 Very reasonable 16% 
Q. How successful do you think the laptop program has been thus far? 
 Not at all successful 14% 
 Somewhat successful 44% 
 Very successful 42% 
Q. Overall, should the district continue the program that provided your child with a laptop? 
 Yes 75% 
 No 25% 
Mr. Golubich also discussed the opt-out option.  More discussion will take place with the high school 
principals and then a refined parent option form will be brought back for the Board’s approval at the next 
meeting. 
 
Community Comments (continued) 
No additional community members wished to speak. 
 
School Board Reports & Communication 
Graduation and moving up ceremonies were a highlight of the last week. 
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Executive Session 

Ms. Ehrlichman announced at 7:22 p.m. that the Board would recess to Executive Session for 
approximately 30 minutes to discuss legal issues.  
 
Adjournment: 7:45 p.m. 
 
 
 ___________________________________
 Deborah Ehrlichman, President 
 
Attest:  July 16, 2009 
 
 
 
 
 
________________________________________ 
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. 


