
BOARD MEETING MINUTES 
 

October 6, 2008 
 
Executive Session 
The Regular Board Meeting of the Shoreline Board of Directors was called to order at 6:00 p.m. in the 
Board Room of the Administrative Offices at the Shoreline Center by President Debi Ehrlichman on 
October 6, 2008.  President Ehrlichman announced that the Board would be meeting in Executive Session 
for approximately 45 minutes to discuss legal issues and would reconvene at 7:00 p.m.  
  
Call to Order  
The Regular Board Meeting of the Shoreline Board of Directors was reconvened at 7:00 p.m. and followed 
by the flag salute.  
 
Roll Call 
Present:  Debi Ehrlichman, President; David Wilson, Vice-President; Maren Norton, Member; Dick Potter, 
Member; and Michelle Schaeffer, Student Representative. 
 
Absent:  Mike Jacobs, Member 
 
Minutes 
The minutes of the September 15 Committee of the Whole and September 22 Special Board Meetings 
were approved as submitted. 
 
Adoption of Consent Agenda 
The following consent agenda was presented for approval: 
 a. Approval of 2008-2009 Refugee School Impact Grant (RSIG) and Center for Human Services 

Contract 
 b. Approval of 2008-2009 Application for State Transitional Bilingual Instructional Program (TBIP) 
 c. Approval of 2008-2009 Board/Superintendent/District Goals 
 d. Acceptance of Gifts, Grants, Donations 
  1) Highland Terrace - Mark Torrence Foundation - $8,000 for Earth Art Pilot 
 e. Authority to Establish Associated Student Body Fund at Room Nine Community School and 

Approval of Constitution, Bylaws and 2008-2009 Budget 
 f. Approval of 2008-2011 Collective Bargaining Agreement with Shoreline Children’s Center 

Association 
 g. Approval of Extended Field Trips 
 h. Personnel 
  1) Certificated 
  2) Administrative 
 i. Approval of Payroll and Vouchers 
 j. Approval of Change Order No. 2 with Ohno Construction for Middle School Field Improvements 

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 October 6, 2008, the Board, by a unanimous vote, approved for payment those vouchers described 
as follows:  (Reconciliation of Warrants Issued September 19, 2008) General Fund Warrants #144-257 in 
the amount of $156,072.00; September Payroll Warrants #433900-434134, Adjustments and Electronic 
Transfers in the amount of $5,642,058.55; Capital Projects Fund Warrants #1-11 in the amount of 
$136,415.76; Student Body Fund Warrants #47-82 in the amount of $136,415.76; and Trust Fund #70 
Warrant #1 in the amount of $160.00, for a grand total of $6,002,952.67. 
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Ms. Ehrlichman announced that a separate vote would be taken for approval of item 4h)1--Personnel, 
Certificated. 
 
It was the recommendation of the Superintendent that the Board adopt the attached consent agenda as 
presented. 
 
MOTION NO. 5: Mr. Potter moved that the Board adopt the consent agenda items 4a-g, h)2, i, and j, 

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

 
MOTION NO. 6: Mr. Wilson moved that the Board adopt the consent agenda item 4h)1, which is 

attached hereto and becomes a part hereof.  The motion was seconded by Mr. Potter 
and carried with three yes votes and one Board member abstaining (Ms. Norton).   

 
Board Requested Discussion 
Ms. Ehrlichman expressed appreciation for the generous donation to Highland Terrace.  She also 
requested that Superintendent Walker provide the Board with a detailed report of all gifts, grants, and 
donations received during the 2007-2008 school year, sorted by school.  Ms. Walker indicated that she had 
requested the report and that she would receive it once the 2007-2008 books were closed. 
 
Mr. Potter inquired about the district’s position on field usage, specifically at Kellogg.  Ms. Walker explained 
that there are restrictions currently in place at Einstein and Kellogg due to construction.  Once the field 
work is completed, it is anticipated that the fields will be in use night and day.  Individuals and community 
organizations may apply for use of the fields on a facilities use form.  The fields will also be available for 
appropriate community use on a “spur of the moment” basis.  Dogs, other animals, bicycles, and motorized 
vehicles will not be allowed on the fields.  This message will be conveyed clearly and consistently to the 
community through signage and other avenues. 
 
Comments from the Community 
The following individuals spoke: 

 1) Krista Tenney, Region 6 PTA Legislative Chair - The State PTA Legislative Assembly was held this 
past weekend; Krista shared the top ten priorities for the State PTA, number one being basic 
education funding.  (Krista will provide a copy for the Board.) 

 2) Elizabeth Beck, SEA President - Commented on the 2008-2009 Board/Superintendent/District Goals; 
asked about restoring high-impact inclusion and activity pay now that district is back in the black. 

 
Reports and Presentations 

School Funding Proposals Before the Legislature 
Jennifer Priddy, Assistant Superintendent, Financial Resources, OSPI, presented “K-12 Finance:  Depth,  
Breadth, and Causes of a Looming Finance Crisis” 
Ms. Priddy’s presentation was designed to answer five important questions: 
1) What is the Basic Education Finance Task Force? 
2) What is the financial outlook for school districts? 
3) What are the funding shortfalls? 
4) What solutions are proposed? 
5) What are some implications for school finance redesign? 

Basics of the Basic Education Finance Task Force 
The Task Force came into being as a result of Senator Rosemary McAuliffe’s refusal to accept that 
Washington Learns had completed its task.  Senate Bill (SB) 5627 was enacted in 2007:  This act is 
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intended to make provisions for some significant steps towards a new basic education funding system by 
establishing a joint task force to address the details and next steps beyond the 2007-2009 biennium 
necessary to implement a new comprehensive K-12 finance formula or formulas.  The formula(s) will 
provide Washington schools with stable and adequate funding as the expectations for the K-12 system 
continue to evolve.  
 
There will be five main proposals before the Task Force, three of which have already been received from: 
• Superintendent of Public Instruction 
• Full Funding Coalition (WASA, WSSDA, PSE, AWSP, WEA) 
• League of Education Voters 
Two more are coming; one from the Task Force Legislators and one from the Task Force Chair.  There are 
a few additional special purpose proposals before the Task Force. 
 
Financial Outlook for School Districts 
Why do school districts’ budget problems seem deeper and more widespread than in past years?  The 
issue is that state under-funding pushes costs onto local funds.  Local funds are typically levy and local 
effort assistance (LEA) dollars, but they also include federal and I-728 funds.  These fund sources are very 
discretionary so when the state under funds basic education, local funds pick up the difference.  In reality, 
local funds cover major state funding shortfalls.  Increases in the local funds barely cover compensation for 
levy, federal and I-728 employees.  State and local funds increase too slowly to cover compensation plus 
all of the other emergencies and pressures to improve student achievement. 
 
One of the ways that school districts were able to balance their budgets over the last eight years was in the 
area of state pension rates.  The employer contribution rates for each employee (which is set by the state) 
has to be high enough so that the system liabilities are covered.  Between 2000 and 2008, the rates 
dropped substantially.  For example, the difference between the 2001 rate from the 2008 rate equates to 
about $6,000 for an administrator that earns $100,000 per year.  At the district level, that $6,000 most likely 
was not placed into a savings account; rather it was spent on necessary items.  The state saved $1.3 
billion on the pension rates of the employees that it drives to school districts; districts saved another $364 
million.  “Districts were able to limp through the fact that the state isn’t sending enough money for basic 
education because of this savings.  Now, when we no longer have the savings, the fact that the state isn’t 
sending enough money for basic education becomes an acute problem, not just a low-level problem.”  
 
Revenue increases expected for local funds amount to $38 million for school districts in 2008-2009.  This 
means that districts will have to pay for all of the utilities and insurance increases, maintenance 
emergencies, curriculum adoptions, increased salaries beyond the estimated COLA, health care costs 
above the state allocation rate, and any new mandates from state/federal policymakers with that relatively 
small increase. 
 
A result of the under-funding is substantially reduced ending fund balances for school districts.  Ms. Priddy 
showed a graph of the change in ending fund balances (unreserved and designated) from 1999-2000 to 
2008-2009.  Larger districts (as shown on the bottom of the graph) went from 4.5% down to 3.1%.  
However, for small districts, the reduction was from 15.8% in 1999-2000 down to a projected 7.5% for 
2008-2009.  In the 2006-2007 school year, the districts with an ending fund balance of less than 2% had a 
total operating value of $1 billion.  For 2007-2008, the total operating value of that subset of districts 
doubled to $2 billion, which means that 20% of students in Washington are in a school district with less 
than a 2% ending fund balance.  Those school districts have very little ability to respond to emergencies.  
In some cases, this means not making payroll without borrowing. 
 
In summary, the statewide average ending fund balances held steady for 2008-2009, but too many districts 
are on the financial edge.  Roughly 600 staff positions have been eliminated statewide, which is equivalent 
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to one school district serving 4,000 students.  Seven districts are on “binding conditions” and at least five 
districts are being carefully watched for possible binding conditions.  In looking back over the last 20 years, 
there were never more than two districts on binding conditions at any one time.   
 
In looking forward to the 2009-2010 school year: 
• State COLA is projected at 5%; pension rates increase; health benefits inflation consistent trend up; 
• Fuel stabilized but high and subject to spikes; 
• Utilities consistent trend up; 
• More students coming to public schools; 
• More needy students; 
• Little cushion for 2009-2010; without new state resources schools face deep and devastating budget 

reductions; 
• $3.2 billion projected state deficit for the 2009-2011 biennium. 
 
What are the State Funding Shortfalls that Drive District Budget Reductions?  What Solutions are 
Proposed? 
There are six key funding shortfalls that must be addressed:  staffing ratios, salaries and benefits, 
operating costs (NERCs), learning assistance program, bilingual program, and pupil transportation.  Ms. 
Walker asked why special education is not on this shortfall list.  Special education clearly has a funding 
issue but it is funded as a derivative of general apportionment.  For every $100 million driven into general 
apportionment, another $10 million is driven into special education.  The state has acknowledged that there 
is a basic education finance problem and that if general apportionment is improved, it automatically 
improves special education funding.  It is not intended to be left behind, but just held aside in order to 
review final data and evaluate as to whether or not the solutions would be enough to give special education 
adequate funding. 
 
Staffing Ratios - Certificated - The certificated staffing ratio is for every 18.8 grades K-4 students, the state 
funds one instructional staff person and for every 21.7 grades 5-12 students, the state funds one 
instructional staff person.  However, those ratios don’t represent actual class sizes.  The actual distribution 
of that staffing across the various categories of employees is as follows: 
 Students per 1 FTE Staff 
 6 periods + 2 hour planning 
 Grades K-5 1: 24.7 
Teachers Grades 6-8 1: 29.0 
 Grades 9-12 1: 29.0 

 Instructional coaches 1: 1,250 
 Librarians 1: 786 
 Guidance counselors & 
     pupil support 1: 462 
 Nurses 1: 2,659 
The above numbers indicate that a better set of certificated staffing ratios is needed. 
 
Staffing Ratios - Classified - A second problem with staffing is that districts hire many more classified staff 
than are funded by the state.  The state funds 17 classified staff per 1,000 students and districts hire 20 
staff per every 1,000 students, so districts subsidize that funding ratio by $170 million.  Unless this is 
improved, districts will not be able to put necessary attention towards items such as facility maintenance 
and staff safety. 
 
Typically, the state sends to each school district $52,706 for a mid-career certificated teacher with average 
experience in education.  However, the Everett School District receives $55,322 for the same teacher.  This 
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creates competition among the districts for great staff and that causes morale and retention problems.  The 
first step is to equalize salaries to the Everett salary level.  Equalizing will cost $167 million and raise most 
teacher salaries by 5%.  The second step is to look at the additional salaries that districts pay and identify 
what components of those additional salaries are really the state’s responsibility.   
 
The districts subsidize classified and administrative salaries by $366 million.  For classified staff, the state 
funds an average of $30,688 per person but districts pay an average of $36,593.  For administrative staff, 
the state funds an average of $57,065 per person but districts pay an average of $96,445.  The first step is 
for the state to equalize salary allocations.  The state would then be funding $226 million more in salaries 
but this would still leave a difference of $140 million between equalized allocations and district costs. 
 
Non-Employee Related Costs (NERCs) - The state sends $9,476 per certificated instructional staff (CIS), 
which translates to $468 per student.  The results of a survey of school districts indicated a breakdown of 
the $468 as follows: 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
The $42 per student for curriculum is enough money for a district to turn over all of its curriculum for all 
subjects at all grades every 18 years.  Clearly, this is inadequate.  Districts spend $92 per student per year 
and this would allow for turning it all over on an eight-year cycle.  OSPI’s proposal is to increase to $1,000 
per student. 
 
Learning Assistance and English Language Learners - As with the aforementioned areas, the purchasing 
power of these two programs has not kept up with the need.  The formula needs to be redefined based on 
what is identified as a successful program. 
 
Implications for Next Steps in K-12 Finance 
• Very few opportunities to redefine basic education 
• Basic education shortfalls are so large, fixes will take many years 
  Requires prioritization 
  Much of the early investments do not buy new programs 
• Recommendations must address the resource level needed, but formula structure will drive district 

practice for decades 
  General apportionment allocation vs. categorical allocation 
• Basic Education Finance Task Force needs specific recommendations 
  What needs to be purchased and why? 
  What is the formula that would drive this resource or where does it fit into a formula? 
  What is the phase-in priority? 
 
Budget Context - For the upcoming biennium, there is a projected deficit of $3.2 billion.  The K-12 share of 
that total is roughly $1.34 billion for two years.  The COLA is 5% in 2009-2010 and 3.4% in 2010-2011.  
This means that if the state invests the $590 million as it should, then districts will experience an additional 
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$263 million in local funds to cover the COLA.  If the state has to cut resources, it cannot cut basic 
education so it would have to cut non-basic education items such as: 
• K-4 staffing enhancement ($388 million) 
• Two LID days ($75 million) 
• Levy equalization ($456 million) 
• I-728 ($908 million) 
• Gifted education ($20 million) 
• Health benefits inflation ($96 million if 7% inflation) 
These are items that can be cut by the state without violating its constitutional protection of basic 
education. 
 
What K-12 Districts Should Do: 
• Communicate that all districts are facing deficits 
• Project two-year deficits now, after Governor’s budget released (mid-December), after each chamber 

(March) 
• Identify I-728 supported programs 
• Publicly identify reduction options and impacts 
• Publicly recognize the difficult job that policymakers face 
• Speak with one voice on how we go forward 
  “Must-do” list from Task Force recommendations 
  Communicate regarding need for foundational resource improvements to afford compensation 

increases 
 
Questions from the Board: 
Ms. Norton asked where the Task Force is in the process.  Will the recommendations be out in January or 
is it more long-term?  The Task Force is required to submit its recommendations to the legislature and the 
Governor by December 1.  The Chair has required that all the proposals be submitted to the Task Force in 
the form of statutory language.  This means that the Task Force can debate the specifics of all the 
proposals and then give to the legislature and the Governor a blueprint that they can actually act on. 
 
Ms. Walker asked what Ms. Priddy would suggest that school boards do to make a difference.  Being 
knowledgeable about the Task Force recommendations and discussing them with legislators is very 
important.  One school board is considering a resolution that focuses on the specific causes of the problem 
that they would like to see addressed.  Also, Ms. Priddy recommended reiterating with communities that 
this is going to be a very difficult process over the next few years and that difficult decisions will need to be 
made.  This is not just a district issue, but is also a statewide issue.  We also need to understand that 
policymakers have a very difficult task ahead of them. 
 
Mr. Wilson asked how does this begin to be fixed properly.  First, you name the problem and then 
secondly, a blueprint needs to be written for how the problem gets solved.  This is the objective before the 
Task Force.  They have an opportunity to do that now and might not have another opportunity for many 
years.  If the Task Force report provides very specific recommendations for how to fix the problem, the 
problem can be solved over time.  If there is a blueprint and the next 10 classes of legislators are all 
working off of the same blueprint, it allows policymakers to stay on track. 
 
Ms. Norton asked if the Task Force’s recommendation would include a funding formula or will it just be a 
bulleted list of things to do.  Superintendent Bergeson has presented a 600-page proposal with a specific 
formula for the Task Force to review.  All the proposals before the Task Force are slightly different but are 
focused on the six problems listed above.  There is wide recognition that these are the six structural 
problems that need to be fixed.  The proposals are much more than just concept papers.  The Chair’s 
insistence that the proposals come forward in the form of statutory language is very important to the Task 
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Force’s ability to give policymakers something that is very specific and is a blueprint that can be 
implemented.   
 
Ms. Ehrlichman expressed concern that there doesn’t seem to be enough resources available to distribute 
among school districts.  That’s why it will take many years to implement and many classes of future 
legislators prioritizing growth in the revenue stream.  They will have to consistently purpose that growth 
towards solving this problem. 
 
Ms. Walker asked if it was true that at one time the state spent about 52% of its budgeted expenditures on 
K-12 and that now it is down to about 42%.  Are legislators aware of that fact, and would that additional 
10% meet the needs of this proposal?  Ms. Priddy stated that legislators are cognizant that over time K-12 
has received less and less a share of the state general fund.  One of the revenue drivers is enrollment, 
which has been fairly constant for many years.  When education spending was at 52%, enrollment was 
growing by 10,000 or 15,000 students per year.  Lately, it has been growing by 1,000 or 2,000 students per 
year, so there was a natural shift in the population that contributed to the state general fund share.  
Legislators need to define what K-12 should receive. 
 
Ms. Walker thanked Ms. Priddy publicly for all her support over the years, particularly in the area of funding 
of special education programs. 
 
Mathematics Achievement Team (MAT) Update 
Sue Porter, Director of Teaching and Learning, presented. 
There has been much concern over the past few years in the area of mathematics proficiency.  There has 
been little or no improvement in math WASL scores in the 7th and 10th grades.  There has been a 
consistent decrease in math WASL scores from 4th to 7th grade.  Parents have also voiced concern over 
math instruction at the high school level. 
 
Last spring, the Mathematics Achievement Team was formed.  The 38-member team is comprised of: 
• Teachers and administrators representing every school;  
• Parents representing elementary, middle, and high schools from both sides of the district; 
•  Representatives from special programs.   
 
The purpose of the team is to increase the math achievement of Shoreline students.  The major outcomes 
will include: 
• Revision of the Math Philosophy Statement that will inform all decisions regarding math instruction; 
• Teachers trained to use the most effective math instructional strategies; 
• Math curriculum, P-12, aligned to new standards, incorporating best practices in math instruction; 
• Support systems in place for students who are not at standard, or for those who exceed the standard. 
 
The first meeting of the Team was held in June.  So far, the committee has completed the following work: 
• Summarized the research from the Final Report of the National Mathematics Advisory Panel; 
• Studied the new Washington State Math Standards; 
• Defined the outcomes for the work of this committee (August); 
• Analyzed the math achievement data of our students (September); 
• Determined instructional implications as a result of the research and data. 
 
Items still to be completed include: 
• Revise the Shoreline Math Philosophy Statement (October); 
• Determine the most effective instructional practices for teaching math (October); 
• Create a list of criteria and scoring guide for evaluating math materials (December); 
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• Examine and evaluate potential high school curriculum (January); 
• Implement a pilot of the materials; 
• Evaluate the materials; 
• Recommend the best curriculum for our high school students at all levels; 
• Plan for the needs of our middle and elementary school students; 
• Determine required professional development (March). 
 
Ms. Ehrlichman applauded the efforts of the Team and asked how long a pilot project usually takes.  Ms. 
Porter stated that typically it lasts about three months, but in some cases could extend over an entire year.  
She also asked if Ms. Porter was familiar with the highly rated elementary and middle school curriculums 
that were on the state’s list.  Ms. Porter responded that those listed are not in high use around the state.  At 
the elementary level, Math Connects and Bridges to Mathematics were listed and at the middle school 
level, it was Holt and Math Connects.  She has been in touch with the publishers and will be getting 
samples.  Elementary teachers are meeting by grade level with Aimee Miner, who assists them in aligning 
the new standards with the current math curriculum.  The same thing is occurring with the middle school 
teachers and the Connected Math Project curriculum. 
 
On a different topic, Ms. Porter reported on a grant-funded project from last year, Diagnostic Online Math 
Assessment (DOMA), which consists of three parts:  basic math, pre-algebra, and algebra (to be released 
shortly).  It was purchased for all students, kindergarten through ninth grade.  It was piloted last year at the 
elementary and high school levels.  There have been a few glitches so the company is working on making 
it easier for students to test without running into technical difficulties.  The plan is to test everyone this fall 
and then again in January, with an optional opportunity at the end of the year.  Teachers receive a report 
indicating what skills the students have mastered and which ones need work.  The cost of the project was 
approximately $40,000 or $6 per student and there is no limit as to how many times the student can be 
tested. 
 
2008 Bond Sale and Tax Rate Projections 
Marcia Harris, Deputy Superintendent, and Trevor Carlson, Senior VP, Seattle-NW Securities, presented. 
As a follow-up to the recent presentations on Phase 1 of the Shorecrest and Shorewood High School 
projects, Ms. Harris reported that in preparation for the 2006 bond, a comprehensive study was performed 
by Meng Analysis of the conditions of all district buildings.  In terms of the actual condition of the facility, 
Shorecrest was in poor condition and was near the bottom of the list, whereas Shorewood was more 
towards the middle.  A copy of the condition index was included in the Board’s packet for this meeting.   
 
Also included in the packet was the levy and bond facts brochure that was distributed to the voters prior to 
the February 7, 2006 election.  At that time, the current and estimated new levy and bond tax rates were 
listed as $4.07/$1,000 of assessed value and $4.82/$1,000 of assessed value respectively.  In planning for 
the future, $4.82/$1,000 of assessed value has been used as a lid in making calculations, in some 
analyses out to 2032. 
 
Mr. Carlson reviewed the “Projected Tax Rates” document and reported that for analysis purposes, current 
interest rates plus one-half percent were used for the upcoming 2008 sale and current interest rates plus 
one percent were used for future sales.  King County has indicated a preliminary assessed value growth of 
8%, which equates to about a $10 billion tax base.  Mr. Carlson’s chart showed a combined tax rate for 
2008 of $4.13, raising to $4.63 in 2009 and 2010, then slowly dropping off to $2.20 in 2032.  This creates 
capacity for future bond sales for the high school projects.  The only difference from the chart shared with 
the Board two weeks ago was the addition of a technology levy and the corresponding interest rate scales 
due to the significant changes in the market. 
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Ms. Walker commented that this plan appears to indicate that the two high school 
modernization/replacement projects could run simultaneously, especially when combined with the 
possibility of state matching funds. 
 
Action Items 

Shorewood Siting Decision 

Consensus was reached during the Board Requested Discussion portion of the September 22 meeting as 
to the siting of Shorewood High School.  As a result, Superintendent Walker brought forward the following 
recommendation for Board action. 
 
It was the recommendation of the Superintendent that the Board approve the replacement/modernization of 
Shorewood High School to occur on the current Shorewood High School site. 
 
MOTION NO. 7: Ms. Norton moved that the Board approve the replacement/modernization of 

Shorewood High School to occur on the current Shorewood High School site.  The 
motion was seconded by Mr. Wilson and carried unanimously.   

 
Authority to Proceed with Shorecrest and Shorewood Conceptual and Schematic Design Projects 

It was the recommendation of the Superintendent that the Board authorize staff to proceed with the 
conceptual and schematic designs of Shorecrest and Shorewood High Schools as presented. 
 
Ms. Ehrlichman asked about for details of the plan for neighborhood and school board workshops that are 
listed on the timeline included in the Board packet.  Ms. Harris mentioned that each firm does this in a 
different way.  One firm that she spoke with last week said they set up talking kiosks around specific areas 
of the building.  Interested people can move around and ask questions on specific topics.  They might do 
this with one or more neighborhoods and possibly one with faculty.  This gives the firm an opportunity to 
both listen and communicate with the community and staff as to what is desired for the facility. 
 
Mr. Wilson inquired if the same firms would be proceeding with Phase 2 on these projects.  Ms. Walker 
responded that in-house staff will be evaluating Phase 1 and making decisions as to how best to move 
forward with Phase 2.  One of those decisions will be whether or not to use the same firms or to interview 
others. 
 
MOTION NO. 8: Ms. Norton moved that the Board authorize staff to proceed with the conceptual and 

schematic designs of Shorecrest and Shorewood High Schools.  The motion was 
seconded by Mr. Wilson and carried unanimously.   

 
Adoption of Resolution No. 2008-17, 2009 General Fund Excess Levy Rollback/Adjustment 

In 2006, voters passed a levy that would allow the district to collect up to $20 million in assessed taxes in 
2009.  The state sets a lid formula each year as to how much districts may tax homeowners.  Shoreline is 
beneath that lid for 2009 by $648,192.  This means that the original $20 million authorization must be 
“rolled back” to $19,351,808.  This amount is actually higher than what was budgeted for 2008-2009 due to 
a one-time adjustment the district was able to make to include the 2007-2008 CEO/LCN enrollment.  This 
adjustment allowed for an additional collection of $690,617 more than projected for the 2009 calendar year.  
It is anticipated that approximately $360,000 of this amount will be additional revenue during the current 
budget year. 
  



Minutes – October 6, 2008 
 

 10 

Ms. Walker read the resolution in its entirety.  It was the recommendation of the Superintendent that the 
Board adopt Resolution No. 2008-17, establishing the 2009 maintenance and operations levy collection 
amount as presented.   
 
MOTION NO. 9: Mr. Wilson moved that the Board adopt Resolution No. 2008-17, 2009 General Fund 

Excess Levy Rollback/Adjustment which is attached hereto and becomes a part 
hereof.  The motion was seconded by Mr. Potter and carried unanimously.   

 
Adoption of Revisions to Policy #3210, Nondiscrimination 

The first reading of these revisions was brought to the Board on September 8.  At that time, Student 
Representative Michelle Schaeffer raised the possibility that there might be other terms in the policy, such 
as “handicap” that might need to be reviewed.  Mr. Schultz took the question to the Washington State 
Human Rights Commission.  They acknowledged that there are other terms often used, such as 
“differently-abled”, but recommended only revising the expression “lifestyle” to “gender expression/identity” 
at this time.  The Commission was impressed that our student representative had asked the question. 
 
It was the recommendation of the Superintendent that the Board adopt the revisions to Policy #3210 as 
presented. 
 
MOTION NO. 10: Ms. Norton moved that the Board adopt the revisions to Policy #3210 which are 

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

 
School Board Reports & Communication 
Ms. Schaeffer attended the Shorecrest-Shorewood football game over the weekend and reported that 
Shorewood did not lose as badly as the Seahawks. 
 
Mr. Wilson reported that six Shoreline seniors qualified as National Merit Semifinalists:  Travis Baseler and 
Anna Bowen from Shorecrest, and Wilfred Chan, Frazier Mork, Claire Nieman, and Virginia Wang from 
Shorewood.  Two Shoreline teachers, Beth Heinz from Briarcrest, and Jennifer Schiffner from Echo Lake, 
were among 1,300 teachers nationwide honored by Office Max as part of their “A Day Made Better” events. 
 
Ms. Norton commented that Shorecrest Drill, Cheer and Band looked fabulous at Husky Band Day on 
Saturday.  Several people commented that “Shorecrest looked sharper than most.” 
 
Mr. Potter also commented on Husky Band Day, noting that his son Michael was playing in the band. 
 
Ms. Ehrlichman participated in the Embrace Shoreline Schools event and is looking forward to the slide 
presentation at the October 20 meeting.  She also took a tour of the new Dale Turner YMCA facility and 
encouraged others to visit.  The YMCA is looking for partnerships with the Teen Program at the middle and 
high schools for after school activities.  Ms. Ehrlichman also expressed interest in taking a tour of the Public 
Health Lab and asked if other Board members would be interested. 
 
Ms. Walker shared a collection of thank you cards from the Shoreline Children’s Center, thanking the 
School Board for the wonderful new modular buildings used for before and after school care at the 
elementary school sites.  
 
 
Adjournment:  8:48 p.m. 
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 ___________________________________ 
 Deborah Ehrlichman, President 
 
 
Attest:  October 20, 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. 


