
BOARD MEETING MINUTES 
 

September 22, 2008 
 
Call to Order 
The Regular Board Meeting of the Shoreline Board of Directors was called to order at 7:00 p.m. in the 
Board Room of the Administrative Offices at the Shoreline Center by President Debi Ehrlichman on 
September 22, 2008, followed by the flag salute. 
 
Roll Call 
Present:  Debi Ehrlichman, President; David Wilson, Vice-President; Mike Jacobs, Member; Maren Norton, 
Member; Dick Potter, Member; and Michelle Schaeffer, Student Representative. 
 
Minutes 
The minutes of the September 8 Regular Board Meeting were approved as submitted. 
 
Adoption of Consent Agenda 
The following consent agenda was presented for approval: 
 a. Approval of Interagency Sharing Agreement with Office of Superintendent of Public Instruction 

(OSPI) 
 b. Approval of Secondary Contract with Hargis Engineers for Design of Selected Fire Alarms in 

Elementary Schools 
 c. Approval of Change Order No. 5 - Elementary Prefabricated Classroom Project/Shinstine 

Construction 
 d. Acceptance of Gifts, Grants, Donations 
  1) Briarcrest - $5,000 - Briarcrest PTA - for field trips 
  2) Highland Terrace - $5,000 - Anonymous - for library collection 
  3) Einstein - $6,000 - Anonymous - for textbooks and calculators 
  4) District-wide - $7,600 - Shoreline Public Schools Foundation 
 e. Approval of 2008-2009 Salary Schedule for Automotive Mechanics 
 f. Personnel 
  1) Certificated 
  2) Classified 
  3) Administrative 
  4) Supplemental Contracts 
 g. Approval of Vouchers 

  As of September 22, 2008, the Board, by a unanimous vote, approved for payment those 
vouchers described as follows:  (Reconciliation of Warrants Issued Between August 29 and 
September 12, 2008) General Fund Warrants #19951-20045 and #1-143 in the amount of 
$731,590.54,; Capital Projects Fund Warrants #454-474 in the amount of $2,784,708.78; and 
Student Body Fund Warrants #5547-5557 and #1-46 in the amount of $40,796.13, for a grand 
total of $3,557,095.45. 

 
MOTION NO. 2: Mr. Wilson moved that the Board adopt the consent agenda, which is attached 

hereto and becomes a part hereof.  The motion was seconded by Mr. Potter and 
carried unanimously.   

 
Ms. Ehrlichman expressed appreciation for the generosity shown in the gifts and donations listed on the 
consent agenda.  
 
Board Requested Discussion - Shorewood Siting Decision 
Mr. Potter reported that he went through the entire notebook distributed at the September 15 Committee of 
the Whole and summarized the pros and cons identified in the documents (copies of his summary were 
shared with other Board members prior to the meeting).  When reviewing the important or essential factors, 
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it was very clearly weighted towards the Shorewood site 4:1.  The other Board members all provided 
consensus that Shorewood High School needs to remain at its current site.  President Ehrlichman directed 
Superintendent Walker to bring forward a proposal for Board action at the next regular meeting (October 6). 
 
In view of the recent media coverage regarding school lunches in a neighboring district, Mr. Potter 
commented on a recent Lake Forest Park Reporter, which described the process used at Lake Forest Park 
Elementary when students’ lunch cards become nearly full.  The staff places a stamp on the student’s hand 
as an indication to parents that it is time to replenish the lunch card.  This saves embarrassment for the 
student in the cafeteria. 
 
Comments from the Community 

The following individuals spoke: 

 1) Matt Alford, Brookside teacher - Spoke on behalf of the NEWS lawsuit that the Board is being asked 
to vote on later in the meeting. 

 2) Elizabeth Beck, SEA President - Also spoke on behalf of the NEWS lawsuit and looks forward to the 
reconvening of the Common Ground Coalition (superintendents and education association 
presidents), working together to lobby the legislature on school funding issues. 

 
Reports and Presentations 

Washington State Public Health Lab 
Dr. Romesh Gautom, Director, and Dr. Jude Van Buren, Assistant Secretary of Health, presented. 
Dr. Van Buren extended greetings to the Board from the Washington State Secretary of Health, Mary 
Selecky.  The State of Washington has resided in the Shoreline Public Health Lab for over 25 years, 
providing outstanding public health services.  The Lab is currently in the process of a remodel.  In response 
to community concerns raised about activities at the Lab, a risk and safety assessment is being performed 
to provide more information to the community. 
 
Dr. Gautom began his presentation by extending an invitation to the Board to tour the facilities at NE 150th 
and 15th NE in Shoreline.  Every state has a state public health lab, so the Shoreline lab is one of 50 in the 
nation.  In Washington State, there are 35 local health jurisdictions serving 39 counties.  The Lab also 
works as a local link with national public health agencies such as the Center for Disease Control (CDC), 
FDA, USDA, and EPA agencies.  The Lab employs about 110 staff, working in five different sections--
newborn screening, environmental laboratory sciences, public health microbiology, administration, and the 
training department.  Training and administration are relatively small offices, but the other three offices 
each employ 25-30 individuals. 
 
The mission is to provide diagnostic and analytical services for the assessment and surveillance of:  
•  Infectious/Communicable diseases (e.g. TB, E. coli, Salmonella, whooping cough, West Nile Virus, 

tuberculosis, rabies, etc.); 
• Genetic conditions (NBS);  
• Environmental health concerns (e.g. blood lead, testing water, pesticide exposure, radiation testing). 
 
Some of the testing that has been handled by the Lab include:  1993 Jack in the Box outbreak, the recent 
Island County cases of whooping cough, white powders after 9/11/01, Avian flu, 1996 Odwalla apple juice, 
and 2007 Veggie Booty.  The Lab also tests shellfish for marine biotoxins and bacterial contaminations; 
staff developed a system whereby shellfish are tested prior to ever being shipped out of the state. 
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Approximately 82,000 newborn babies are tested annually for 25 different disorders.  In 2006 and 2007 
respectively, 97 and 101 children were spared from mental retardation, physical disability and death 
because of newborn screening. 
 
Biosafety is a process of 1) preventing occupational exposure and 2) protecting personnel and 
environment.  There are four levels of biosafety labs; the Shoreline Public Health Lab contains levels one 
through three, but no level four labs, nor is there any intention to have a level four lab.   
• BSL-1 - Such labs present minimal potential hazard to laboratory personnel and the environment.  

Examples: Municipal water-testing labs; undergraduate and secondary educational teaching labs, e.g. 
soil microbiology. 

• BSL-2 - Labs suitable for work involving organisms that pose moderate hazards to personnel and the 
environment.  Examples: clinical, diagnostic, teaching labs working on Hepatitis B, HIV, Salmonella. 

• BSL-3 - Facilities where work is performed with microbes with a potential for respiratory transmission 
that may cause serious or potentially lethal disease.  Examples:  Mycobacterium tuberculosis (TB) 
cultures of WNV, Monkeypox, suspect white powder samples. 

 
Very strict safety measures are taken when transporting and disposing of test cultures and specimens.  
The Lab is very heavily regulated and inspected by federal and local agencies such as CAP, EPA, FDA, 
DOE, FEMA, CDC, DOT, FAA, LQA, ORP, Shoreline Police and Shoreline Fire Departments.  A safety 
officer is also on board and a safety committee meets regularly. 
 
Over the years, the Lab has received many awards and accolades, such as: 
• Accredited by CAP for 34 + years 
• Food and Drug Administration – Leveraging/Collaboration Award 2004  
• CDC PulseNet Awards 1998 and 2003 
• AOAC Award  
• CDC Recognition Award for "essential role in the Diabetes Evaluation in Washington Study” 
• Innovations Award 2004, Council of State Governments--West 
 
Mr. Potter asked what types of procedures are in place to alert the community and local agencies should 
any dangerous substances escape the confines.  Dr. Van Buren responded that the Lab does not accept 
any large samples of dangerous substances; usually specimens are very minute such as a nasal swab, a 
Q-tip of powder, or a nail bed of material from an oyster.  The chemicals tested are dealt with in the field 
and then brought to the Lab by the fire or police departments, using strict safety procedures.  There are 
also emergency procedures in place, making the risk very minimal. 
 
Mr. Wilson inquired about the biosafety level of the expansion.  Dr. Gautom responded that the expansion 
buildings would be BSL-3.  No new types of testing will take place.  Some storage is being added, as well 
as a specimen-receiving area.  The Lab is really all about identification, not response. 
 
Mr. Jacobs asked when the safety assessment would be completed.  A draft report will be presented on 
October 15 and the final report will be presented to the legislature in December.  Vince Santo Pietro, 
Shorecrest Science Teacher, who serves on the Community Stakeholder Group, will share the report with 
the Board later this Fall. 
 
Ms. Ehrlichman asked if the Lab provides any career-technical training at the high school level.  Dr. 
Gautom stated that ongoing discussions are taking place with Superintendent Walker as well as teachers 
about expanding career paths for Shoreline students.  Again, Dr. Gautom said that he would be delighted to 
host tours of the facility. 
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Bond Sale Update - Seattle-Northwest Securities 
Marcia Harris, Deputy Superintendent, and Trevor Carlson, Senior Vice-President, Seattle-Northwest  
Securities, presented. 
There are two types of bonds, voted--Unlimited Tax General Obligation Bonds (UTGO), and non-voted--
Limited General Obligation Bonds (LGO).  UTGO means that the district has the unlimited power to tax the 
residents of the district via property taxes regardless of rate or amount to pay off bond payments.  Investors 
view these bonds as very safe because of the unlimited taxing power to pay back the principal and interest 
payments.  LGO is a way to borrow usually on a short-term basis without a vote of the people but the 
statutory limit is much less and has to be carved out from the General Fund.   
 
Voter-approved bonds (UTGO): 
• repaid with property taxes 
• approved with a 60% yes vote, 40% validation  
• 5% debt capacity 
• 40-year maximum term 
 
Non-voted bonds (LGO): 
• repaid with existing revenue 
• can’t be used for “new” construction 
• 3/8 of 1% debt 
 
Bonds are the primary method used by Washington school districts to finance the “local share” of capital 
projects because cash is generated up front, payments can be spread over time, and districts have some 
control over taxpayer impacts. 
 
Capital projects/technology levies are another option and include the following parameters: 
• one-to-six year repayment 
• no interest cost 
• significantly reduced interest earnings 
• asset life cycle analysis 
• simple majority 
 
Voters approved bonds in the amount of $149,500,000 on February 7, 2006.  On March 22, 2006, 
$72,185,000 in bonds was sold and the district received $61,500,000 for new capital projects.  The 
difference in the two amounts was refinanced during this cycle.  For technology acquisitions, $18,000,000 
of the $61,500,000 was amortized over five years.  (The district didn’t want to sell 20-year bonds for 
computers that only last 4-5 years.)  The targeted total tax rate was $4.82/$1,000 of assessed value and 
included the maintenance and operation levy and the bond (given to voters in late 2005). 
 
For 2008, the target is to sell $25,000,000 worth of bonds, structured to match the useful life of assets, 
provide a stable total tax rate, and create flexibility for future bond authorizations, such as for high schools. 
 
In the area of interest rates, which are near historic lows, this is a great time to be locking in long-term 
borrowing costs for the taxpayers of the district; however, due to the financial turmoil over the last few 
weeks, there is a lot of volatility in the bond market.  Mr. Carlson feels very confident that the bond market 
will be accessible in the next few weeks. 
 
In terms of bond ratings, presentations are planned for October 9 to both Moody’s Investors Service and 
Standard & Poor’s.  In Shoreline, there have been major changes in management as well as in ending fund 
balance.  However, the rating agencies may want to see a trend in positive ending fund balances over 
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several years before they are willing to upgrade a bond rating.  Rating agencies review debt factors, the 
economy, financial performance, and governmental factors when determining the rating.  The current rating 
for Shoreline is A1 (Moody’s) and A (Standard & Poor’s), and Mr. Carlson feels very strongly that the 
district will maintain these ratings.  Additionally, there is an option (School Bond Guarantee Program) 
whereby a school district can borrow the state’s credit rating by completing a simple application and 
sending in a $100 check.  This was a constitutional amendment passed in 1999.  The state becomes a 
cosigner.  The state was upgraded last year to Aa1/AA+, which is one notch below AAA.  
 
Over the last 10 years, the assessed value growth has remained steady at an average rate of 8.66%.  This 
is a strong point for the district in moving forward. 
 
A stepped tax rate with a 20-year maximum term is planned, which targets a flat rate for a few years, then 
drops.  This will give the district capacity for future bond authorizations.  For the 2008 sale, current interest 
rates plus 0.50% will be used, and for future sales, current rates plus 1.00% will be used.  The assessed 
value growth for 2009 through 2026 is set at 2.50%, which is very conservative.  The bond sale schedule is 
as follows: 
• October 2008 $25,000,000 
• June 2010 $31,000,000 
• June 2011 $32,000,000 
    Total Bond Sales $88,000,000 
 
 Total Tax Rates: 2006 $4.12 
  2007 4.54 
  2008 4.13 
  2009 4.56 
  2010 4.56 
  2011 3.94 
  2012 3.57 
  2013 3.45 
  2014 3.30 
  2015 3.31 
  2016 3.31 
  2020 3.34 
  2025 3.37 
  2026 2.69 
 
Anticipated upcoming events include the bond rating presentations on October 9, bond pricing on the 
morning of October 20 and approval of a resolution and purchase contract at that evening’s Board meeting. 
Bond closing would take place on November 4, subject to County approval. 
 
Mr. Wilson requested the net interest rate from the March 2006 bond sale.  (Ms. Harris provided this 
information to the Board the following day.  The interest rate was 4.61%.) 
 
Shorecrest High School Planning Update – Integrus Architecture 
Calvin Gasaway, Owner’s Representative, Brian Carter, Principal, and Rebecca Baibak, Project Manager,  
Integrus Architectcure presented. 
The site is organized into a series of four terraces on an east facing slope.  The original buildings were 
organized around exterior courtyards with exterior circulation.  There is mixed pedestrian and vehicle 
circulation.  There are three main parking areas, so there is a need to determine the optimal number and 
location of driveways on 25th Avenue NE.  
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The paving and landscaping were reviewed in order to determine if safe walking routes are provided for all 
and that both the landscape plan and the maintenance plan coordinate together.   
 
All these elements are balanced against the codes applied to this site.  Shorecrest is in a residential zone, 
resulting in a conditional use permit for the site that is subject to the height restrictions in the area.  One of 
the elements discussed with the City of Shoreline was getting an understanding of the opportunities to build 
higher than the current structure.  This would require a conditional use permit and height variance. 
 
Additional traffic is not anticipated at the site based on enrollment and current traffic patterns.  There is very 
clear access for emergency vehicles at this time so anything pursued in the future would need to maintain 
that access.  
 
In terms of the facility itself, a team of engineers—structural, mechanical, architectural, and electrical--was 
brought in to review existing conditions and determine how they compare in terms of current codes with 
those at the time the school was built.  This summary is divided into the following exterior building 
assessments:  structural, architectural, mechanical, electrical, lighting, low voltage, wet utilities, and dry 
utilities.  They are assessed in the following manner: 
 
Good – component is functionally and aesthetically sound; remaining lifespan is 20 or more years. 
Fair – component exhibits minor functional or aesthetic deficiency; remaining lifespan is 10 years. 
Poor – component exhibits significant functional or aesthetic deficiency; remaining lifespan is 5 years. 
Unsatisfactory – complete functional deficiency and/or aesthetic deficiency; remaining lifespan is 0 years. 
 
Structural – Gravity 
The existing buildings are generally in good condition with respect to gravity loads.  However, the 
proportions are not appropriate to add a second story on the current walls. 
 
Structural – Lateral (earthquake resistance) 
At the time this building was seismically retrofitted and upgraded, it was designed to protect life safety.  
Current codes have gone a step beyond in that they are looking for immediate occupancy beyond the 
threat to life safety.  Some seismic retrofitting would need to be done in order to meet earthquake 
resistance for that immediate occupancy.  The majority of the site is in poor condition.  Building H has some 
unsatisfactory conditions that would need to be addressed sooner.  
 
Buildings A-F – Flat roofs are in fair condition; metal roofs are unsatisfactory; casework is uneven—ranges 
from good to poor condition; all restrooms are non-accessible; many windows have failed seals; 
substandard ventilation and natural light in classrooms; canopies are in poor condition; and there is no 
sprinkler system. 
 
Main Gym – Locker rooms are in poor condition; substandard ventilation and natural light throughout 
classrooms, aerobics room, weight rooms, locker rooms, and offices; and there is no sprinkler system. 
 
Auxiliary Gym – Significant problem with roof leaks and consequent ceiling damage; and there is no 
sprinkler system. 
 
Building H – Repair work needed on original exterior wood siding, trim, and canopies; inadequate natural 
light and ventilation in classrooms; classroom doorways are not ADA accessible; and there is no sprinkler 
system. 
 
Building J – Building constructed in 1996; only building on campus that has a complete sprinkler system; 
some relatively minor, repairable damage to exterior EIFS (stucco-like siding). 
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Building S – Wood and metal shops are generally in good condition; inadequate natural light and ventilation 
in drafting and electronics labs; curriculum doesn’t fit well in original spatial layout for drafting and electronic 
labs; lots of unused space. 
 
Building T – Theater constructed in 1986; overall in good condition; sprinkler system for lobby and stage; 
condensation build-up at lobby windows; no interior circulation for backstage functions. 
 
Flooring - Mostly in fair to poor condition; theater is in good condition. 
 
Ceilings - Mostly in fair condition but would be in better condition if the roof was not leaking and causing 
staining. 
 
Exterior Walls - Primary deficiencies are mostly cosmetic; Building G and S are in fair condition; Building H 
is in poor condition. 
 
Exterior Windows and Doors - Mostly in fair condition; windows have clouding and there is deterioration 
from moisture. 
 
Roofing - Metal roof panel seam failure; areas where there is metal roof are unsatisfactory; most other 
areas are fair. 
 
Heating - Mostly in poor condition; recommend upgrade to natural gas system to serve the entire facility 
and to reduce maintenance costs; and replace outdated equipment. 
 
Ventilation - Mostly in fair condition; provide long-term use of the facility and create comfortable conditions 
that meet current codes and optimize energy efficiency. 
 
Fire Protection Systems - Almost entirely in poor condition; need to provide new sprinkler system for the 
entire facility to meet current code. 
 
Plumbing - Pipes replaced with copper in 1996 but fixtures were not replaced so it does not meet current 
Americans with Disabilities Act; need to replace existing plumbing fixtures and showers with more water-
efficient fixtures and heads in Building G; install emergency shower and eyewash stations in Building S. 
 
Electrical - Mostly in poor condition; provide a new utility service with double-ended substation and 
generator backup; establish new code and safety compliant electrical rooms; update electrical distribution 
system to support new mechanical equipment; not enough outlets; and electrical panels are at capacity. 
 
Lighting - Mostly in poor condition; need to replace existing light fixtures with new fixtures; provide 
occupancy sensors and low voltage lighting controls to meet the current requirements of the Washington 
Energy Code. 
 
Communication Systems (clocks, intercoms) - Mostly in poor condition; need to provide dedicated, secured, 
and environmentally controlled spaces for communications equipment; and install a cable tray system with 
conduit drops to each jack. 
 
Board members received notebooks, which contain additional information such as engineers’ reports, traffic 
reports, code comparisons, diagrams, etc.   
In terms of a timeline, Integrus has completed Phase 1, identification of opportunities and constraints on 
the site.  The next step would be to begin planning and listening to stakeholders (which goes along with 
bond planning), then design, construction document phase, and finally construction. 
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Ms. Harris reported that the next step would be Phase 1-B, which involves bringing a design team on board 
for each school and meeting independently with their architectural representatives.  After that would come 
listening, conceptual phasing of the project, looking at where spaces lie in relationship to each other.  The 
groups would then come back to the Board for architectural selection.  Both high school principals identified 
their design teams in June. 
 
Mr. Jacobs expressed concerns about financing both high school projects simultaneously. This report 
indicates that Shorecrest needs a substantial renovation if not complete replacement.  Is the district able to 
finance these projects reasonably with one future bond?  Is there some type of criteria or constraints in the 
next round of conversations?   
 
Ms. Walker responded that all along, the plan has been to run the two projects simultaneously, because 
neither of the facilities are up to today’s standards.  The Meng Analysis of 2005 indicated that Shorecrest 
was actually in worse condition than Shorewood.  One of the ways the district will be helped in bringing 
both sites up to an equal standard, is by using some of the 2006 bond money to relieve the proposed 2010 
bond.  Ms. Harris added that there might also be state matching funds available, possibly $30-35 million.  
Additionally, due to closing schools at the end of 2006-2007, some of the money that was originally slated 
for those sites can be redirected towards the high schools. 
 
September Enrollment Update 
Marcia Harris, Deputy Superintendent, presented. 
September 8th was the first official count date for the 2008-2009 school year.  Enrollment numbers are 
actually coming in a little higher than projected.  A decline of approximately 400 students was projected but 
actual numbers are indicating only a decline of approximately 145 students for September, with 175 
projected for the year.  There are about 15 fewer kindergartners than last year but the elementary 
enrollment overall is the same.  There is a loss of students at the middle school level of about 70 students; 
this trend is expected to continue for the next two years.   
 
Ms. Harris also reviewed the elementary class sizes as of September 8.  Ms. Harris, Mr. Schultz and Mr. 
Fritz met with each elementary principal during the second week of school to best determine where 
additional staff was needed.  A total of 10.4 certificated FTE support teachers were added to classrooms.  
These were in addition to the four additional classrooms that were opened either before school started or 
during the first week of school, requiring four FTE teachers.  Almost all certificated support positions have 
been filled; however, a few remaining positions should be in place by October 1. 
 
Action Items 

Adoption of Resolution No. 2008-16, To Join the Plaintiffs in the Network for Excellence in Washington 
Schools (NEWS) Lawsuit 
NEWS has filed a lawsuit in response to Washington State’s failure to live up to its paramount constitutional 
duty to make ample provision for the education of all children.  The lawsuit is scheduled for trial in June 
2009.  The cost for Shoreline to participate in this coalition is $5,000 per year for two consecutive years, 
2008-2009 and 2009-2010.  Ms. Ehrlichman read Resolution No. 2008-16 in its entirety.   
 
Mr. Jacobs stated that even though he has struggled with justifying the expenditure of $10,000 over a two-
year period, sometimes litigation is the final recourse to force the legislature to act on behalf of education.  
He feels it is important to show solidarity and strength with the other districts in this important lawsuit. 
 
Mr. Wilson thanked Mr. Alford (community comments) for taking the time to speak to the Board tonight 
regarding this issue. 
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Ms. Ehrlichman also expressed concern over district finances, but commented on the huge responsibility 
Board members have when taking the oath of office to uphold the state constitution, which includes 
providing an education to all children.  Four other districts have joined the lawsuit since the Board was first 
provided the information. 
 
Ms. Norton feels the more districts that join, the stronger the message that is being sent.  She also 
expressed appreciation for the patience allowed to the Board in voting on this resolution.  She is much 
more comfortable joining the lawsuit after adopting the budget and knowing that the district’s finances are 
in order. 
 
It was the recommendation of the Superintendent that the Board adopt Resolution No. 2008-16, To Join the 
Plaintiffs in the Network for Excellence in Washington Schools (NEWS) lawsuit. 
 
MOTION NO. 3: Mr. Potter moved that the Board adopt Resolution No. 2008-16, which is attached 

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

 
Adoption of Revised Policy #7251, Disposal of Surplus Equipment and/or Materials 
The revisions were brought for first reading at the September 8 meeting.  Ms. Walker reported that it was 
determined at a Board/Superintendent workshop earlier this year that adoptions of policy would be “action” 
rather than “consent agenda” items.  It is important for onlookers to know that new policies or policy 
revisions are only adopted after having first been presented to the Board as “first readings” at a previous 
meeting. 
 
It was the recommendation of the Superintendent that the Board adopt the revisions to Policy #7251, 
Disposal of Surplus Equipment and/or Materials, as presented. 
 
MOTION NO. 4: Mr. Potter moved that the Board adopt the revisions to Policy #7251 which are 

attached hereto and become a part hereof.  The motion was seconded by Mr. Wilson 
and carried unanimously.   

 
School Board Reports & Communication 
Ms. Norton watched an incredible Shorewood Girls’ Soccer game last week.  It was a 0-0 tie in overtime 
against Jackson.  It was fun to see a packed house!  She also attended the Shorewood Football game at 
Qwest Field.  It was a rough game and it was played early on Saturday morning, but it was memorable for 
the athletes to be able to play on Qwest Field. 
 
Mr. Potter attended the Ridgecrest Back to School Night.  He also attended the Shorecrest Boosters 
barbecue, held prior to the football game.  Shorecrest won 28-14. 
 
Mr. Jacobs attended the Shorewood Boosters barbecue and football game.  He also attended the 
Shorewood Girls’ Volleyball game against Oak Harbor; Shorewood won. 
 
Mr. Wilson congratulated Craig Degginger on the honor for excellence that was awarded for the district’s 
website.. He also mentioned that the second Embrace Shoreline Schools is scheduled for Saturday 
September 27.  United Way held their annual Day of Caring at several schools throughout the district 
including the Shoreline Children’s Center.  Microsoft, Nordstrom, and AT&T, among others  were on hand 
for the event. 
 
Ms. Ehrlichman attended the United Way Day of Caring at the Children’s Center.  She announced that 
there have been many Back to School Nights; the Shorecrest/Shorewood Girls’ Soccer game is scheduled 
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for tomorrow night and Ms. Walker added that the Shorecrest/Shorewood Football game is scheduled for 
Friday night.   
 
 
Adjournment:  9:15 p.m. 
 
 
 ___________________________________ 
 Deborah Ehrlichman, President 
 
 
Attest:  October 6, 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. 


