
BOARD MEETING MINUTES  
 

July 25, 2007 
 
Call to Order 
The regular board meeting of the Shoreline Board of Directors was called to order at 4:30 p.m. in the Board 
Room of the Administrative Offices at the Shoreline Center by President Mike Jacobs on July 25, 2007 
followed by the flag salute. 
 
Roll Call 
Present: Mike Jacobs, President; Debi Ehrlichman, Member; Dan Mann, Member; and David Wilson, 
Member.  Vice President Jim Leigh’s absence was excused. 
 
Minutes 
The minutes of the June 18 regular board meeting were approved as submitted.  The board expressed 
appreciation for the quality of the minutes. 
 
Adoption of Consent Agenda 
The following consent agenda was presented for approval: 
 a. Adoption of Resolution No. 2007-17, Designation of Apple, Inc. as Sole Source Provider for 

FY2007-2008 Procurement of Computer Equipment & Technology 
 b. Declaration of Surplus School Buses 
 c.  Declaration of Surplus District Vehicles 
 d. Declaration of Surplus Furniture and Equipment 
 e. Adoption of Policy #1712 Board of Directors:  Conflict of Interest 
 f. Adoption of Policy #5223 Personnel:  Conflict of Interest 
 g. Adoption of Policy #3141, Non-Resident District Boundary Exceptions 
 h. Approval of Shorecrest Performing Arts Center Rate Schedule for 2007-2008 
 i.  Authority to Issue Requests for Proposals and Conduct Interviews for Architect/Design Team 

Selection on Shorecrest and Shorewood High Schools’ Projects 
 j.  Award of Bids for Roofing Projects at Echo Lake and Parkwood Elementary Schools 
 k.  Approval of Change Order No. 1 for Shorecrest High School and Shoreline Stadium Field Projects 
 l.  Final Acceptance of Wireless Project at Shorecrest High School 
 m. Final Acceptance of Wireless Project at Shorewood High School 
 n. Personnel  
  1) Certificated 
  2) Classified 
  3) Administrative 
 o. Approval of Payroll and Vouchers 

Vouchers audited and certified by the auditing officer as required by RCW 42.24.080, and those expense 
reimbursement claims certified as required by RCW 42.24.090, have been recorded on a listing that has 
been made available to the board. 
 
As of July 25, 2007, the board, by a unanimous vote, approved for payment those vouchers described as 
follows:  (Reconciliation of Warrants between June 15, 2007 and July 12, 2007) General Fund Warrants 
#12426-13231 in the amount of $1,065,917.43; Payroll Warrants #430453-430729, Self-Insurance & 
Adjustments in the amount of $6,254,110.07; Capital Projects Fund Warrants #156-180 in the amount of 
$898,559.01; Student Body Fund Warrants #3504-3735 in the amount of $163,849.93; Expendable Trust 
Fund Warrants #34-43 in the amount of $5,667.64; and Transportation Vehicle Fund Warrant #1 in the 
amount of $76,861.51. 
 
Ms. Ehrlichman inquired about the legal requirements associated with agenda item 6d, Declaration of 
Surplus Furniture and Equipment.  Deputy Superintendent Marcia Harris responded that there is a 
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depreciation value associated with certain items and policy was followed in that regard.  Public entities are 
informed of the items first and then notice is broadcast across the state within a specific network. 
 
Ms. Ehrlichman also asked about item 6e, Adoption of Policy #1712 Board of Directors:  Conflict of Interest.  
Were changes made because of something that we did or didn’t do correctly?  Ms. Harris stated that this 
policy change is being implemented because the laws have changed so we followed accordingly.  
Superintendent Walker reiterated that this policy now mirrors the Washington State School Directors 
Association’s (WSSDA) policy to the letter. 
 
In regard to item 6k, Approval of Change Order No. 1 for Shorecrest High School and Shoreline Stadium 
Field Projects, Ms. Ehrlichman asked about whether or not this was typical for a project this size to have so 
many changes to the original proposal; Mr. Jacobs asked why the change order items, e.g., root barrier at 
the tennis courts weren’t included in the original project costs; and Mr. Mann inquired about whether or not 
the enhanced security had been given consideration.  Ms. Harris explained that yes, this is typical once a 
project gets underway.  In fact, there were some changes that came in as credits rather than additional 
charges.  The total change order, which includes eight proposals, amounts to $22,593.89.  Paul Plumis 
addressed the root barrier question by stating that the contractor that worked on the tennis courts did not 
have expertise with root barriers, so district staff were aware that this would have to be added as a change 
order once this phase was reached.  It was an anticipated expense and allowed for in the total budget.  On 
the security question, Ms. Harris and Mr. Plumis discussed the fencing and the camera components.  The 
fencing will limit the access to the field.  Three cameras are planned for the back of the school that will 
provide surveillance of the football/soccer field as well as the baseball field.  The conduits for the cameras 
are already in place.  Quotes on the cameras are coming in a little higher than expected.  More change 
orders will be forthcoming. 
 
On item 6l, Final Acceptance of Wireless Project at Shorecrest High School, and 6m, Final Acceptance of 
Wireless Project at Shorewood High School, Ms. Ehrlichman inquired as to why the amounts were different 
($174,385.83 for Shorecrest and $149,290.00 for Shorewood)?  Mr. Golubich explained that cost is 
determined not just by the number of units, but also by the difficulty level in installation.  Some of the 
installation areas at Shorecrest were more challenging than those at Shorewood. 
 
Mr. Wilson asked whether or not item 6a, Adoption of Resolution No. 2007-17, Designation of Apple, Inc. 
as Sole Source Provider for FY2007-2008 Procurement of Computer Equipment & Technology, refers to 
just the laptop and peripheral Apple products.  This refers to purchasing from Apple, Inc. only.  Also, on 
item 6h, Approval of Shorecrest Performing Arts Center Rate Schedule for 2007-2008, how were these 
rates determined and are they competitive?  Ms. Walker reported that Marc McCartney, Shorecrest Theater 
Manager, had called all of the comparable facilities in the area to check on current rates.  This is why the 
proposed rate schedule doesn’t reflect a standard increase across the board.  The increases vary from 
approximately 6% to 9% in accordance with the going rate in other facilities.   
 
Mr. Wilson expressed concern about item 6j, Award of Bids for Roofing Projects at Echo Lake and 
Parkwood Elementary Schools, and the fact that the price quoted by the firm recommended by Studio 
Meng Strazzara (Haight Roofing) was actually 30% higher than the budget planned for the project.  He and 
Mr. Mann inquired as to whether or not this should be re-bid.  Ms. Harris explained the urgency of the work 
needed at these two schools as well as the escalating construction costs.  If we don’t complete this work 
now, the alternative is to wait until next summer and use General Fund dollars to keep the roofs in good 
repair over the winter.  But next summer, prices will be even higher.  Ms. Harris stated that her 
recommendation is to go ahead and complete these two roof projects now and then start early next year 
(preferably in March) in obtaining bids for next summer’s projects.  Mr. Jacobs also expressed concern 
over Studio Meng Strazzara’s management of this particular bid process.  Since the district will be relying 
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on them during future projects, he suggested that these irregularities get worked out before proceeding any 
further. 
 
Mr. Jacobs also inquired about the process used in selecting principals, specifically at Meridian Park and 
Syre.  Bill Fritz, Director of Human Resources explained the seven-step process as follows: 
1) Visit site and meet with staff in order to determine attributes desired.  As a follow-up, an e-mail inquiry 

requesting input is sent to those not in attendance at the site meeting.  The list of attributes is compiled 
and then sent back to the site for staff to rate their top ten.  These lists can vary significantly from 
school to school.  This list is then used to craft interview questions and is also used as a guide in 
reference checking. 

2) An interview team is selected and is comprised of certificated staff (for elementary positions, primary 
and intermediate and special ed reps), classified staff, parents, Instruction and Student Services, as 
well as the Human Resources Director and the individual that will be the supervisor of the principal.  At 
the secondary level, this team would also most likely include some at-large community members. 

3) Paper screening. 
4) School level interview.  The goal is to recommend two or more candidates to the superintendent.   
5) Additional reference checks from multiple sources.  This may include references listed by the candidate 

as well as references not listed.  This is a very reliable and critical portion of the process. 
6) Superintendent’s Staff conducts final interview with the candidates. 
7) Superintendent makes recommendation to the board. 
 
Mr. Jacobs asked if this process was followed for the principal positions at Briarcrest, Meridian Park, and 
Syre.  Mr. Fritz stated that it was, as well as for Shorewood, Einstein and the assistant principal positions 
that were open.  In view of the rumors and e-mails that are being sent around the district, Mr. Jacobs asked 
if there was more than one individual recommended by Meridian Park?  Mr. Fritz indicated that there was 
more than one; there were actually three candidates recommended from the school and the candidate 
ultimately selected for the position was one of the three.  The choices for both Meridian Park and Syre were 
recommended at each level.  Mr. Jacobs asked if anyone had filed an appeal to this process, pursuant to 
the Revised Code of Washington.  Mr. Fritz and Ms. Walker both indicated that no appeals had been filed 
with their offices.  Mr. Mann asked if this process is clearly spelled out in policy and is transparent.  Mr. 
Fritz stated that this is a procedure within the Human Resources policy.  A concerted effort is made to 
include all elements at the site involved. 
 
MOTION NO. 49: Ms. Ehrlichman moved that the board adopt the consent agenda items 6a through 

6o, which is attached hereto and becomes a part hereof.  The motion was seconded 
by Mr. Mann and carried unanimously. 

 
Board Requested Discussion 
None. 
 
Presentations and Recommendations 
Capital Projects Update Including Authorization to Purchase Elementary Technology 
Marcia Harris presented.   
Educational Specifications - Ms. Harris provided an update on the educational specifications (ed specs) 
process at the two high schools.  Ned Hammond has been working with the district since last fall.  His plan 
is to meet with the two principals in August in order to make certain that everything is correct before 
bringing forward for board approval in September or October.  Interviews of architects will take place in late 
September or early October, most likely on Friday nights and weekends.  The design process will probably 
take most of next year. 
Roofing - Process will start tomorrow with placement of orders. 
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Field Projects - Both projects at Shorecrest and Shoreline Stadium are underway and progressing well.  
New light poles have been installed; everything is on schedule. 
Shorewood Lockers - Being installed and should be completed before school starts. 
Wireless Projects - These projects were substantially installed prior to the start of school last year. 
Ms. Harris then reviewed the handout “Capital Projects Fund:  2007-08 Projects”, which lists projects and 
dollar amounts by category.  The total projected for the 2007-08 projects is $42,509,960, and consists of 
the following: 
Instructional Technology  $4,100,000 
Health, Safety & Security  $4,300,000 
Before & After School Modulars  $10,100,000 
Upgrade Roofing Systems  $3,800,000 
Middle School Fields & Track  $4,200,000 
High Schools Planning & Design $1,120,000 
Facility Upgrades  $9,489,960 
Site Improvements  $3,300,000 
Undistributed  $2,000,000 
Arbitrage  $100,000 
   $42,509,960 

Questions by board members regarding the above list included: 
 
Regarding the roofing upgrades, Mr. Mann inquired if the projects will be bid individually or all at once.  Ms. 
Harris responded that it makes sense to bid them all together and possibly choose one or two contractors.   
 
Mr. Jacobs wanted to make sure that the modular buildings were not to be used for general education 
classrooms.  Ms. Harris assured the board that they were to be used only for day care, music, band, etc., 
but not for general education.  She also mentioned that she is working with Paul Plumis and Doug Nichols 
on arrangements for a field trip to Marysville to visit the modular plant. 
 
Mr. Wilson noted that the middle school field improvements did not include lights and inquired as to why.  
Paul Plumis and Marcia Harris explained that the original bond subcommittee did not include lights in their 
recommendations at either the high schools or the middle schools.  The committee actually came back 
later and added lights at the two high schools.  The middle schools are nestled within neighborhoods and 
typically don’t have a lot of night traffic as the high schools do.  Mr. Wilson expressed his desire for more 
community input and that unless there was a definite “no lights” consensus, he would like to see lights on 
the middle school fields.  Mr. Jacobs agreed and felt that lights would make them more of a community 
asset.   
 
Brian Schultz mentioned that field management at the secondary schools should be treated like the 
Shoreline Stadium, whereby a stadium manager makes sure that the facility is maintained and used 
appropriately.  Mr. Mann asked if there would be any provision for bathroom facilities at the fields.  Mr. 
Plumis explained that this would have been very costly but that at Shorecrest, the storage facility does 
have a provision for two portable units to be incorporated into the building.  In the past, recreational teams 
that use the fields, rather than the district itself, have provided and paid for facilities on a temporary basis.  
This topic will be reviewed further by Athletic Director Don Dalziel in order to determine if these costs can 
be handled. 
 
Mr. Jacobs asked about the status of the gym floors in the elementary schools and whether or not the 
issues had been resolved.  Ms. Harris reported that we are still working with the installer on getting the 
product right, but at this point, we are not happy with the results.  The costs for the adjustments that are 
being made are being covered by the installer, not the district. 
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The “undistributed” line item includes those overhead costs associated with Construction Services Group 
(CSG) and Paul Plumis and are spent from the investment earnings, not as line items identified in the bond. 
 
Mr. Wilson asked if the Capital Projects Advisory Committee was still meeting and if so, are the committee 
members in agreement with this projects list.  Ms. Harris reported that they are still meeting but have not 
yet seen this latest list.  They will meet in the fall and review it at that time.  They are very interested in 
participating in the architect selection process. 
 
Jim Golubich, Instructional Technology Director, came to the presentation table for the Apple purchase 
portion of this agenda item and asked if there were any questions about the equipment list included with 
the board background.  Mr. Wilson mentioned that community members don’t fully understand the laptop 
program in terms of how the technology will all be integrated into the school system---how it will be 
determined if its working.  They feel the district needs specific goals and grade level expectations.   
 
Mr. Golubich reported that he and SEA Co-President Pat Valle started discussions this past spring about 
forming a study group for 2007-2008 that would meet regularly to discuss how the integration process is 
going with the fifth and sixth graders and what the needs will be in various categories.  It would have been 
helpful if that had been done this year with the secondary rollout.  Some of the problems might have been 
brought to the district’s attention earlier (than March) if there had been a committee monitoring feedback on 
a regular basis.  Those that were shopping for support became the visible population and the others fell off 
the scope.   
 
In recent years, a change has occurred whereby the district is longer in the practice of sitting as an entity in 
itself developing our own goals and standards.  The International Society for Technology Education (ISTE) 
has become the national leader in identifying standards for students by grade level, standards for teachers, 
and standards for administrators.  States are adopting those standards into the state technology plans so 
there is considerable consistency.  In turn, districts within states are drawing from those state plans, which 
are drawing from the ISTE plan, in order to craft their own standards.  In the last 18 months, one item that 
came up as a result of this process is the Pilot Teacher Integration Survey, a self inventory that all of our 
certificated teachers were required by state regulation to take for the first time in 2006-07.  (In previous 
years, it was optional.)  The survey is based on three tiers of technology integration--beginner, 
intermediate, and advanced.  Also new this past year, a student technology literacy instrument that was 
required of all eighth graders.  The commonality between the teacher survey and the student survey is a 
progression from the technology being used for clerical and everyday activities, moving to the teacher 
delivering instruction and the students following directions in using technology for certain activities, to the 
third level which is a direct transfer of lead and direction setting to the student.  Students are then able to 
make the determinations for themselves as to how the technology tools fit into their learning.   
 
A three-year technology plan was submitted to OSPI a few months back and the two goals were:  

1) Technology Literacy Goal:  Students will learn and apply technology skills identified as essential for 21st 
Century learning and work environments; and  

2) Technology Integration Goal:  Increasingly transparent integration of technology across all major content 
areas. 
 
Our goals align with the state goals, which in turn align with the ISTE goals.  Is it adequate?  We have 
higher aspirations for what we would like to see.  We have a unique environment here, somewhat different 
than what a state plan would be addressing, so we need to be more assertive and aggressive in 
determining our benchmarks for success.  We should be beginning the process of looking at what the 
program would look like in 2010 and work towards attaining it.  There is a balance in keeping the 
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technology subordinate and supportive to the learning but still not allowing technology to be only an 
elective. 
 
Mr. Wilson suggested that Mr. Golubich place a description of what he just spoke about into a couple of 
documents and put them on the website in order to clearly communicate the district’s integration of 
technology goals to the community.  “Good things need to be communicated.”  Mr. Golubich agreed to 
provide additional “talking points” but would like to wait on the declaration of future projects and goals until 
study groups, which are not yet formed, have an opportunity to meet, agree, and form a broader 
consensus.  Mr. Mann also expressed his support for the program and encouraged the study group model.  
Ms. Ehrlichman expressed a desire to see more information about the state standards, specifically Tier 3. 
 
MOTION NO. 50: Mr. Mann moved that the board authorize the elementary Apple technology purchase 

that is attached hereto and becomes a part hereof.  The motion was seconded by 
Ms. Ehrlichman and carried unanimously. 

 
June 2007 Financial Update 
Marcia Harris reviewed the June 2006-2007 Actual Cash Flow (General Fund) document.  The June payroll 
is higher due to vacation buy-outs and year-end stipends.  Accounts Payable is higher than projected but 
should be lower in July.  The ending fund balance should ultimately be slightly better than this document 
indicates, in the negative $1.5 million to negative $1.6 million range, rather than the negative $1.7 million 
range.  Moving costs are coming in lower than expected. 
 
The Debt Service 2006-2007 Actual Cash Flow was also reviewed.  During June, over $5 million was paid 
out of the Debt Service Fund.  This was one of four payments that are made throughout the year on 
principal and interest on the LGO bonds that were sold a few years ago for the purpose of energy 
upgrades.  Mr. Wilson requested that in view of the artificially controlled, but not necessarily accurate 
monthly records of the last few years, as patterns develop in the accounts payable and payroll areas, it 
would be appreciated if these could be provided to the board.  This will help the board to do a better job in 
its oversight.  Ms. Harris reported that is exactly what the new team is trying to do with the recent data.  Mr. 
Mann expressed appreciation for “not being surprised in July and August” and commended the finance 
team’s accurate projections.  Ms. Harris, in turn, commended Sandra Nagli for her excellent work in 
preparing the budget. 
 
2007-2008 Draft Budget Presentation 
Marcia Harris, Sandra Nagli, and Brenda Hunt presented.  Ms. Harris reported that the account code 
numbers are changing for the 2007-2008 fiscal year.  The state is requiring these changes to be 
implemented and we are doing it one year early.  Historical records will still be accessible with the new 
codes but will be more user-friendly.  Sandra Nagli has been conducting classes with office managers and 
other staff to assist with this conversion. 
 
The steps in developing the 2007-2008 budget included:  1) analysis of the 2006-2007 budget; 2) 
forecasting the ending fund balance for 2006-2007; 3) forecasting student enrollment; 4) developing 
revenue forecast (OSPI F-203); and 5) analysis of projected expenditures for 2007-2008, all with the 
purpose of producing a balanced budget.  The budget priorities were as follows: 
• Focus on improving student achievement; 
• Class size reduction/reduce overhead cost; 
• Eliminate costs in non-core activities; 
• Meet OSPI staffing ratios; 
• End the year with a positive fund balance. 
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The budget is based on a projected 200 students fewer than 2006-2007.  The apportionment and 
expenditure for the Career Education Options (CEO) students are no longer included in the budget and for 
comparison purposes, have also been removed from previous years’ data.   
 
The forecasted revenue summary for 2007-2008 is as follows: 
 State $56,114,520 
 Levy $18,027,255 
 Local $8,782,333 
 Federal $4,186,402 
      Total $87,110,510 
 
There is a levy lid calculation that is done every year in September for the following year.  This gives us the 
maximum amount the district can collect through the levy.  For the current year (2006-2007), the district 
collected $17,540,692 in local levy funds.  We’re looking at an increase of approximately $486,000 in our 
ability to collect levy money for the coming 2007-2008 year.  This is due to the increased state revenues, 
the basis for the levy lid calculation. The district will not be collecting all that was originally authorized.  The 
collection estimates were done at the time of the four-year levy election in February 2006.  As mentioned 
above, adjustments are made each September.  It is customary to project conservatively on the high side. 
 
Mr. Jacobs asked if staff were building capacity for grants and donations into the budget since this is one of 
the components that started the downhill trend six years ago.  Mr. Wilson asked if we could just start at 0.  
Ms. Harris reported that if that were done, staff would have to come back to the board with a revised or 
extended budget for the additional revenue.  Capacity needs to be built in; it just needs to be projected 
accurately.  The set amount is actually controlled by the Business Office until such time that a grant is 
awarded to a specific site or program.  This is standard practice and is done in other school districts.  It was 
also recommended by Dan Reff and Bob Boesche, budget consultants, when they were working with the 
district last year. 
 
Ms. Harris reviewed the administrative reductions handout, showing a reduction of 8.0 FTE administrators 
over a two-year period.  This includes 3.5 FTE at the central office and 4.5 FTE in building administrators (2 
elementary principals, 2 assistant principals in high schools, and .5 assistant principal at the elementary 
level). 
 
Reductions/adjustments included: 
• Reduced print shop operation; 
• Reduced local special education subsidy; 
• Eliminated traffic safety program; 
• Middle schools returned to a 6-period day; 
• Reduced district vehicle pool by 13; 
• Closure of North City and Sunset Elementary Schools and Aldercrest Annex; 
• Reduced transportation bus routes; 
• Two (2) Executive Director openings moved to Director positions; 
• Reorganization of Business Services Department; 
• Transfer of Capital Projects Fund interest from South Woods property sale ($140,000 annually) to 

General Fund; 
• Elimination of unfilled instructional positions as possible; 
• Elimination of “C” athletic teams; 
• Capped transportation expenditures for middle school and high school sports; 
• New “cost center” for all athletic costs; 
• Reduced regular transportation routes by at least 10; 
• Seven new buses for fuel efficiency; 
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• Reviewed operations for additional savings; 
• Program improvements in the Food Services area such as improved number of meals per hour, and 

reduced number of serving kitchens. 
 
Brian Schultz reported briefly on the “C” teams.  There are five “C” teams:  men’s and women’s soccer, 
women’s tennis, men’s baseball, and women’s fast-pitch.  One benefit of suspending the “C” teams at this 
particular time is to assist in funding the Cost of Living Adjustment (COLA) for staff.  He and Athletic 
Director Don Dalziel would welcome the opportunity to come back to the board and present additional 
information on “C” teams, e.g. origin, WESCO participation, etc.  Don Dalziel and Sandra Nagli are working 
together to monitor athletic costs and field trips. 
 
Mr. Wilson inquired as to whether or not five districts could purchase fuel as a group.  Ms. Harris reported 
that many districts do buy from a state bid list.  Transportation Director Devin Denney attends 
transportation manager meetings on a monthly basis; this would be a good conversation to start at one of 
those meetings. 
 
Mr. Mann asked what percentage of the budget is committed to special education and transportation.  
Sandra Nagli indicated that we can’t answer that at this point in time, but we will be able to do so next year. 
 
Ms. Harris commended Food Service Program Manager Kathy Walker for her excellent work this year in 
changing menus, increasing meals served, and reducing labor costs.  
 
Ms. Harris referred to the expenditures comparison between 2006-2007 and 2007-2008.  Mr. Wilson asked 
why there was such a reduction in the vocational education line item, down from $3.8 million in 2006-2007 
to $2.2 million for 2007-2008.  This can be attributed to declining enrollment as well as the elimination of 
the CEO program.  Ms. Walker also mentioned that many students are taking extra math and science 
classes and focusing on academics in order to pass the WASL.  This leaves less opportunity for students 
to take vocational courses.  Mr. Jacobs and Mr. Mann requested that this topic be brought forward as a 
presentation item at a future board meeting. 
 
On the slide entitled “07/08 General Fund Summary”, Mr. Jacobs asked why there was a footnote about a 
negative $541,220 placeholder for reductions.  Ms. Harris reported that the budget team was still looking to 
reduce the budget by this amount in order to present a balanced budget for adoption on August 27.  The 
board asked from where these reductions would be coming.  Ms. Harris said that a number of areas were 
being looked at, such as bus routes, the possibility of not replacing individuals that may be retiring in the 
upcoming months, and in the negotiation process--five contracts are open this year, three groups have 
already met with the district bargaining teams. 
 
At 7:35 p.m., Mr. Jacobs announced there would be a 10-minute break.  The meeting was re-convened at 
7:45 p.m. 
 
FY2005-2006 Audit Update 
Ms. Harris presented.  The audit exit conference took place on June 25 with both President Jacobs and 
Vice-President Leigh in attendance.  The good news included no instances of noncompliance that were 
material to the financial statements of the district, and there were unqualified opinions issued on the 
district’s compliance with requirements applicable to its major federal programs, as well as the district’s 
financial statements.  There was one major finding: 
 
• “Shoreline School District No. 412’s internal controls are inadequate to ensure compliance with 

federal procurement and suspension and debarment requirements.” 
 
The district’s response stated that the “district was not aware of the suspension and debarment audit 
finding until the 2004-05 audit exit.  That exit conference was held on August 25, 2006, the end of the 
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2005-06 fiscal year.  The timing of the exit was too late to remedy the suspension and debarment 
compliance requirement for the 2005-06 fiscal year.  With the knowledge of the requirements in place, the 
district has taken the necessary steps to comply with this requirement for 2006-07.  Additionally, the district 
has employed a part-time, experienced purchasing expert who is assisting the district in meeting federal 
procurement standards for the purchase of goods and services.” 
 
Additional findings included: 
1) Inadequate documentation of Ameresco payments and award of contract (this item was self-reported);  
2) Noncompliance with state bid laws; and  
3) Inadequate internal controls in monitoring the district’s financial condition (negative ending fund 

balance).   
 
As noted in the auditor’s report, “district officials have routinely taken steps to make improvements and 
follow our recommendations.  We believe this reflects the district’s desire and commitment to maintain 
strong internal controls and financial systems.” 
 
Transportation Funding “101”, First Reading:  Policies #8100, Transportation Services (Revisions), and 
#8105, Student Safety Walking to School and Riding Buses (New) 
Revisions are being proposed to Policy #8100 in order to 1) encourage transportation efficiencies; 2) 
provide an avenue for operational review; and 3) provide a bus stop appeal process for parents through the 
establishment of a Transportation Advisory Committee.  Policy #8105 is a new policy dealing with student 
safety.  Additionally, staff are asking to rescind Policy #8110, Routes and Schedules. 
 
Facilities Use Update 
Marcia Harris commended the work of Rena Jackson in coordinating the moves of the various buildings.  
The Room Nine move was completed in 3-1/2 days.  Head Start will be moving from Ridgecrest this week. 
The goal is for everything to be moved by August 13.  Ron Jones feels there will be lots of room for growth 
in the Home Education Exchange Program in their new space at North City.   
 
Ms. Harris requested that the board give permission to begin conversations with the City of Shoreline for 
the Sunset property, possibly to use as a park, similar to the Paramount Park property. 
 
Ms. Ehrlichman asked about increasing revenues by using the closed sites such as Sunset in a different 
way.  In the interim period before long-term decisions are made, short-term leases would be a good option 
in order to increase revenues.  Also, how many tenants will there be at North City and how much revenue 
will be generated?  Ms. Harris indicated that the goal is to have operating costs covered by the lease 
income from the three preschool coops and Wonderland Development Center.  Additionally, the district is 
looking to obtain appraisals on the Cedarbrook, Grace Cole, and Aldercrest properties.   
 
The North Sound Christian School lease (approved by the board in June) has been terminated.  North 
Sound informed the district in the latter half of June that they would no longer be leasing Cedarbrook.  
 
Comments from the Community 
Krista Tenney informed the board of the three school board candidate forums that were coming up on July 
26, 27, and 31. 
. 
Donna Lurie encouraged the board to require more accountability on the “undistributed” category in the 
Capital Projects Fund ($2,000,000) as well as the Ameresco contract.  Are we getting the services that 
we’re paying for? 
 
Communications 
Ms. Walker acknowledged the service and significant contributions of Linda Gohlke over the last eight 
years.  Linda will be moving to San Diego for at least two years.  Her last day will be July 31.  Ms. Walker 
wished Linda all the best in her future endeavors.   
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Report from the School Board 
None 
 
 
Adjournment:  8:23 p.m. 
 
 
 ___________________________________ 
 Mike Jacobs, President 
 
Attest:  August 20, 2007 
 
 
________________________________________ 
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. 


