
BOARD MEETING MINUTES 
October 21, 2013 

 
Call to Order 

President Debi Ehrlichman called the Regular Board Meeting of the Shoreline Board of Directors to order at 
7:00 p.m. in the Board Room of the Administrative Offices at the Shoreline Center on October 21, 2013, 
followed by the flag salute. 
 
Roll Call 

Present:  Debi Ehrlichman, President; Mike Jacobs, Vice President; Dick Nicholson, Member; Dick Potter, 
Member; David Wilson, Member; and Audrey Penner, Student Representative. 
 
Approval of Minutes  

The minutes of the October 7 Regular Board Meeting were approved as submitted. 
 
Adoption of Consent Agenda 

The following consent agenda was presented for approval: 
a. Adoption of District Instructional Materials Committee (DIMC) Recommendations 
b. Approval of Change Orders 18 & 19 – Bayley Construction – Shorewood High School 

Construction Project (Project 2) 
c. Approval of Change Order #20 – Spee West Construction Co. – Shorecrest High School 

Construction Project 
d. Annual Write-Off of Uncollectible Accounts Receivable, Uncollectible NSF Checks, and 

Declaration of Unclaimed Property 
1) Adoption of Resolution No. 2013-14, Authority to Write Off Uncollectible Accounts 

Receivable 
2) Adoption of Resolution No. 2013-15, Authority to Write Off Uncollectible NSF Checks 
3) Adoption of Resolution No. 2013-16, Declaration of Unclaimed Property 

e. Approval of 2014 License Agreement with Global Spectrum L.P. for Graduation Ceremonies – 
Comcast Arena at Everett 

f. Approval of Revisions to Spartan Recreation Center Addendum to Joint Use Agreement with 
City of Shoreline School District  

g. Declaration of Surplus – School Buses 
h. Declaration of Surplus – Textbooks 

 i. Approval of Extended Field Trips 
 j. Approval of Personnel 
  1) Certificated 
  2) Classified 
 k. Approval of 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 October 21, 2013, the Board, by a unanimous vote, approved for payment those vouchers described 
as follows:  Reconciliation of Warrants Issued Between October 4 and 11, 2013 - General Fund Warrants 
#34914-34939, 34947-35055, 35088-35092, 35098-35102, 35103-35265, and 131400004, in the amount 
of $1,099,945.79; Capital Projects Fund Warrants #34940-34946, 35056-35059, 35093-35097, 35266-
35272, and 131400005, in the amount of $488,169.93; and Student Body Fund Warrants #35060-35087, 
35273-35315, and 131400006 in the amount of $61,428.62, for a grand total of $1,649,544.34. 
 
It was the recommendation of the Superintendent that the Board adopt the consent agenda as presented. 
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MOTION NO. 4: Mr. Nicholson 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. 

 
Comments from the Community on 2014 Ballot Resolutions Only 

None 
 
Action Items 

Adoption of Resolution No. 2013-17, Proposition 1 – Replacement of Expiring Levy for Educational 
Programs, Maintenance and Operations 
Mark Spangenberg, Director of Finance and Business Services and Jim McNeill, Bond Counsel, Foster 
Pepper, presented. 
The current four-year educational programs, maintenance and operations levy of the Shoreline Public 
Schools will expire at the end of 2014.  This levy provides the District with approximately 26% of its General 
Fund operating revenue.  In order for the District to meet all of its educational, maintenance and operations 
needs, renewal of a four-year maintenance and operations levy is recommended.  Mr. Spangenberg 
reported that the targeted total tax bill for the combined levies is in the mid $45 million range.  This 
produces a consistent tax bill to homeowners, regardless of fluctuations in property assessments.   
 
The recommended amounts for the replacement levy are listed below:  

   Approximate Levy 
   Rate/$1,000 

Collection Year   Assessed Value Levy Amount 
2015 .............................. $2.90 ......................... $24,400,000 
2016 .............................. $2.85 ......................... $24,500,000 
2017 .............................. $2.92 ......................... $25,600,000 
2018 .............................. $2.91 ......................... $26,000,000 

The projected increase in property valuation for 2014 is 6.48%.  In projecting for the years 2015 through 
2018, a 2% level of growth was used. 
 
In order to have an educational programs, maintenance and operations property tax levy proposal placed 
on the ballot on February 11, 2014, the Board of Directors must adopt Resolution No. 2013-17 and submit it 
to King County Elections Department no later than 45 days prior to that election (December 27, 2013). 
 
Mr. McNeill stated that Resolution No. 2013-17 is virtually identical to the one adopted by the Board in 
2009, prior to the February 2010 election, with the exception of an added reference to the supplemental 
levy authorized by a Board-adopted resolution in July 2011 and a special election held in November 2011.  
This reference was made in order to highlight that this a collective, single levy.  The actual ballot title is 
listed on page three of the resolution and will most likely remain unchanged. 
 
It was the recommendation of the Superintendent that the Board adopt Resolution No. 2013-17, Proposition 
1 – Replacement of Expiring Levy for Educational Programs, Maintenance and Operations, which 
authorizes a four-year levy (2015 – 2018) to be placed on the February 11, 2014 ballot in the amounts and 
estimated levy tax rates as presented above. 
 
MOTION NO. 5: Mr. Nicholson moved that the Board adopt Resolution No. 2013-17, Proposition 1 – 

Replacement of Expiring Levy for Educational Programs, Maintenance and 
Operations, which is attached hereto and becomes a part hereof.  The motion was 
seconded by Mr. Potter.  A roll call vote was conducted with the individual members 
voting as follows: 
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  Dick Potter voted yes 
  David Wilson voted yes 
  Mike Jacobs voted yes 
  Dick Nicholson voted yes 
  Debi Ehrlichman voted yes 

 The motion passed unanimously. 
 
Adoption of Resolution No. 2013-18, Proposition 2 – Replacement of Expiring Capital Levy for Technology 
Improvements and Support 
Mark Spangenberg, Director of Finance and Business Services and Jim McNeill, Bond Counsel, Foster 
Pepper, presented. 
To meet the Districtʼs ongoing technology needs for capital improvements, including but not limited to 
server and network replacements and upgrades, HR and Business Service administrative software 
systems, educational software systems, data dashboard equipment, online and subscription resources, 
staff support and related training along with virus and firewall protection, a four-year Capital Levy for 
Technology Improvements and Support is recommended.  The proposed levy amounts (listed below) are 
unchanged from the expiring 2010 Capital Levy for Technology Improvements and Support. 
 
In order to have a Capital Levy for Technology Improvements and Support property tax levy proposal 
placed on the February 11, 2014 ballot, the Board of Directors must adopt a resolution and submit it to King 
County Elections Department no later than 45 days prior to that election (December 27, 2013). 
 

 Approximate Levy  
 Rate/$1,000  

Collection Year Assessed Value Levy Amount 
2015 .............................. $0.36 ........................... $3,000,000  
2016 .............................. $0.35 ........................... $3,000,000  
2017 .............................. $0.34 ........................... $3,000,000 
2018 .............................. $0.34 ........................... $3,000,000 

 
Mr. McNeill stated that the only difference between Resolution No. 2013-18 and the one adopted in 2009 is 
the addition of language indicating that this is now a replacement technology levy.   
 
It was the recommendation of the Superintendent that the Board adopt Resolution No. 2013-18, Proposition 
2 – Replacement of Expiring Capital Levy for Technology Improvements and Support, which authorizes a 
four-year levy (2015-2018) to be placed on the February 11, 2014 ballot in the amounts and estimated levy 
tax rates as presented above. 
 
MOTION NO. 6: Mr. Nicholson moved that the Board adopt Resolution No. 2013-18, Proposition 2 – 

Replacement of Expiring Capital Levy for Technology Improvements and Support, 
which is attached hereto and becomes a part hereof.  The motion was seconded by 
Mr. Jacobs.  A roll call vote was conducted with the individual members voting as 
follows: 

 
  Dick Potter voted yes 
  David Wilson voted yes 
  Mike Jacobs voted yes 
  Dick Nicholson voted yes 
  Debi Ehrlichman voted yes 

    The motion passed unanimously. 
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The Board expressed appreciation to Marla Miller, Mark Spangenberg and Jim McNeill for their work in 
getting these resolutions ready for adoption. 
 
SpringBoard Language Arts Curriculum 
Teri Poff, Director of Teaching and Learning and Jen Etter, Teacher Specialist for Language Arts and 
Secondary Literacy, presented. 
The SpringBoard curriculum was chosen by the Language Arts Adoption Committee in the spring of 2012.  
The Committee included representatives from each building and multiple grade levels, district specialists, 
parents and students (see below).  Their charge was to review materials for a grades 7-12 language arts 
curriculum adoption, which was the first new one for the district in over 20 years.  From among many 
publishers, two were chosen to field test, SpringBoard and Holt.  The field-testers were seven 7th and 8th 
grade teachers from Einstein, Kellogg and Cascade K-8 and five 9th, 10th, and 11th grade teachers from 
Shorecrest and Shorewood.  The testing occurred between March 28 and May 18, after which individual 
surveys were distributed to teachers and students.  The results indicated that the field-testing teachers 
were evenly split on their preference. 
 

 
 
The Committee made a unanimous decision for SpringBoard with 13 in favor and one gift of support.  The 
reasons for this choice include: 
• Alignment to Common Core Standards; 
• Preparation for Smarter Balanced Assessments; 
• Narrows the Achievement Gap; 
• Vertically aligned pathway of learning; 
• Evidence-based. 
 
The three essential shifts from the previous state standards that were necessitated by the Common Core 
State Standards (CCSS) include: 
• Building content knowledge through content-rich non-fiction; 
 (Language Arts teachers will now need to incorporate more non-fiction selections into their teaching 

and there are also new literacy standards for social studies and science teachers.) 
• Reading, writing and speaking grounded in evidence from text, both literary and informational; 
• Regular practice with complex text and its academic language. 
 
Ms. Etter shared with the Board some of the ways in which SpringBoard aligns with the CCSS: 
• CCSS requires students to read a higher percentage of non-fiction text; SpringBoard integrates many 

types of non-fiction text throughout. 
• SpringBoardʼs emphasis on teaching strategies for close reading helps students meet the CCSS 

expectation that students can find and use effective evidence in their responses to text. 
• SpringBoard utilizes complex texts called for in the CCSS and provides tools to explicitly teach 

sophisticated “academic language” to all students. 
• SpringBoard provides many opportunities for students to work collaboratively and participate in small 

and large group discussions enabling students to meet CCSS “speaking and listening” expectations. 
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Some sobering nationwide statistics (along with their corresponding sources) that led to the development of 
the CCSS were reviewed.  Ms. Etter reported that in Shoreline, students tend to perform at a higher level so 
the Districtʼs statistics arenʼt as worrisome as those listed below.  Shorelineʼs focus is on closing the 
achievement gap by assisting those specific subgroups of students who arenʼt performing at the higher 
level.  SpringBoardʼs mission is to make that high level of learning accessible to all students. 
• More than 75% of students who completed a college prep curriculum were unprepared to do college 

level work (ACT).   
• 51% of students entering college need remedial reading (College Board).   
• Text complexity gap—like asking a 4th grader to read the materials you would give an 8th grader 

((NAEP). 
• Performance on Complex Text Reading Tasks was the clearest indicator between students who are 

likely to be ready for college and those who are not (ACT). 
 
In terms of feedback from teachers, some have expressed concern that the curriculum is not rigorous 
enough for Shoreline.  Ms. Etter acknowledged that SpringBoard is in fact a big change just as the 
Common Core State Standards are a significant change, specifically with the emphasis on non-fiction text 
(75%).  Thereʼs a feeling that there may not be enough literature or full-length novels to give students the 
persistence that comes with a lengthy complex text.  However, there are differing definitions and opinions 
regarding rigor.  For example, SpringBoard states that rigorous instruction operates within, but at the outer 
edge of a studentʼs ability to master the content as evidenced by the standards.  Rigorous instruction 
includes the following: 
• Content that focuses on depth over breadth; 
• Strategies that scaffold students through varying cognitive levels; 
• Assessments designed to measure a studentʼs ability to synthesize learning and adapt that knowledge 

to different contexts. 
 
One feature that the Committee appreciated about SpringBoard was itʼs vertical alignment.  Itʼs 
implementation has provided a vertically aligned pathway of learning in grades 7-12, which is designed to 
prepare students for success in challenging courses such as advanced placement (AP).  It begins 
introducing AP strategies for analyzing complex text in grade 7, with skills, texts, and tasks all increasing in 
rigor and complexity each year. 
 
Another impressive component of SpringBoard was the fact that it was an evidence-based curriculum.  The 
College Board has an extensive “research arm” which studies the results of their materials to determine 
effectiveness of the product.  An executive summary of the College Boardʼs current study noted that high 
schools that purchased SpringBoard for three to five years had substantially more students enrolled in AP 
courses and also had more students scoring a 3 or above.  The three to five year marker is significant in 
that schools adopting the materials for only one or two years didnʼt have the same level of achievement 
gains.  Also of note: 
• 109% and 52% gain in the number of Black and Hispanic students enrolled in AP courses; 
• 34% and 30% gain in the number of Black and Hispanic students scoring at least a 3 on at least one 

exam. 
 
The Committee also felt in selecting SpringBoard that it represented a new approach.  This is the first 
secondary English Language Arts adoption in over 20 years.  It provides a new understanding about 
effective curriculum and instruction practice.  All other materials that were reviewed seemed very similar to 
the Districtʼs existing materials from the 1980s. 
 
A number of professional development opportunities have been provided as part of the implementation: 
Spring 2012 CCSS Overview and Selection of Power Standards 
August 2012 SpringBoard Initial Institute (3 days) 
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October 2012 Instructional Strategies to Support SpringBoard and CCSS 
Spring 2013 Scope and Sequence and New Course Development 
August 2013 SpringBoard Advanced Institute (2 days) 
September 2013 Meeting CCSS through SpringBoard 
 
SpringBoard offerings for future professional development options include: 
• Differentiating Instruction 
• Creating a Collaborative Classroom 
• SpringBoard Writing Institute 
• Scoring Student Work 
• Cognitive Coaching for Teachers 
• Progress Monitoring 
 
In concluding the presentation, Ms. Etter stated that SpringBoard supports the Districtʼs goal of providing all 
students with access to rigorous courses that will prepare them for college and career opportunities.  One 
student that was involved in field-testing stated:  “I actually really enjoy this program.  It gets me to think 
deeper into the subjects we are learning and has actually helped me think deeper into everyday situations.” 
 
Given the vertical alignment (grades 7-12) component of the curriculum, Mr. Potter inquired as to whether 
or not SpringBoard provides any specific assistance to the students who donʼt have the benefit of starting 
the program in the earlier middle school grades.  Locally, there are school districts such as Peninsula and 
White River that are further along in their implementation that can be used as a resource.  Ms. Poff and Ms. 
Etter will approach SpringBoard about any additional assistance that might be available. 
 
The Board engaged in a discussion with the presenters on a number of questions/topics, which in part 
included: 
• Are we soliciting feedback from teachers?  (Yes, and will likely be doing so in a more formal survey.) 
• Were any of the field-testers also on the Committee?  (Yes, a few were.  Ms. Etter added that typically 

SpringBoard doesnʼt field-test their curriculum because it is very difficult to teach a unit from the middle 
of a book in isolation as there is so much building of the skills throughout the unit during the year. ) 

• Are we teaching to just pass the test or are we teaching beyond the test for students to be successful in 
college and career?  (We are teaching towards the standards and the outcomes, and the AP courses, 
not just the tests.  Students are being taught to be successful in all areas of their adult lives in which 
reading and writing are required of them.) 

• What curriculum was being used before SpringBoard?  (It was primarily a novel-based curriculum from 
what was available in the book room and it varied from building to building.  Teachers worked together 
to form lessons from the novels.  Elements of Literature was a textbook used in grades 9 and 10 at 
Shorecrest but not so much at Shorewood.  There was not a core textbook for middle school.) 

• How are we going to know if this is successful for Shoreline?  Do we have to wait five years?  (In the 
short term, teachers can measure student growth via the embedded end-of-unit assessments.  Next 
year, the Smarter Balanced Assessments begin.) 

• What percent of the class content is SpringBoard-based?  (Teachers have agreed to a common 
curriculum for 80% of the course—much of which is SpringBoard.  This leaves 20% for teacher 
discretion to add units, content, etc.  One hundred percent of course content needs to be aligned to 
CCSS.) 

 
Ms. Etter offered to demonstrate SpringBoard at an upcoming School Board Study Session. 
 
The Board applauded the Committee and the teachers for being willing to try something new.  This all 
works toward the Boardʼs goal of vertical and horizontal alignment of curriculum that results in one unified 
Shoreline education.  Superintendent Walker added that the District was committed to providing whatever 
professional development is needed to ensure student success. 
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September Financial and October Enrollment Update 
Mark Spangenberg, Director of Finance and Business Services, presented. 

The Cash Flow Report for September reflects a slightly higher (by about 4%) beginning fund balance than 
originally anticipated as a result of an adjustment to the preliminary ending fund balance for 2012-2013 and 
the removal of the $1 million capacity revenue and offsetting expenditures.  One million dollars (about 1% 
of revenues) is added to revenues and expenditures in the budget process to create "room" for additional 
revenues and the related expenditures during the year.  The final ending fund balance will most likely be 
slightly higher.   
 
For September, there was $6,669,215 in revenues and $6,246,255 in expenditures.  Revenue 9000 
includes Tech Levy funds transferred to the General Fund to cover salaries and software expenses 
incurred in September. 
 
October enrollment is above projected by just over 161 student FTE.  Traditionally, October is the Districtʼs 
peak enrollment month of the year.  Interestingly, last year the K-3 enrollment for October was up 5% over 
the year before (2011) and this year the K-3 enrollment is up 4% over last year.  These numbers will be 
rolling through the rest of the grade levels as we proceed through future budgets.  
 
The 2012-2013 year-end financial report is scheduled for the Boardʼs November 12 meeting. 
 
Board Requested Discussion  

None 
 
Comments from the Community 

The following individuals spoke: 
1) Lisa Surowiec, Parent – Thanked the Board and District staff for the wonderful program at the 

Shorewood Dedication and Mr. Jacobs for his “amazing speech.”  She recently attended the 
Washington State PTA Legislative Assembly and was reminded how fortunate Shoreline is not to be 
fighting for algebra in middle schools, nurses, librarians, etc., which are missing in so many school 
districts in other parts of the state. 

2) Dan Sato, Parent and former SW Teacher – Feels that standardized curriculum, such as SpringBoard, 
is not the best way to achieve excellence for our students.  Provided a handout of his experiences with 
SpringBoard as well as studentsʼ comments, for and against. 

3) Toni Nyman, SC Teacher – Read an excerpt from a SpringBoard poem indicating the level of difficulty 
for some of her students, such as English Language Learners, and the need for supplemental 
materials.  Requested an independent, authentic and anonymous assessment of SpringBoard by 
teachers and students. 

4) David Guthrie, SEA President – Expressed concern that during earlier presentation, evidence of the 
effectiveness of SpringBoard came from the publisher (College Board); encouraged more local control 
of what works best for our students. 

 
School Board Reports and Communications 

Ms. Penner reported that Shorecrest has 18 German exchange students visiting classes for two weeks. 
 
Mr. Nicholson attended a board meeting at KCDA last week and reported that their goals are being 
achieved quite nicely.  He was happy to assist in presenting the trophy to the Shorewood football team 
after their win of the annual Rotary Cup game against Shorecrest. 
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Mr. Jacobs enjoyed all aspects of the Rotary Cup football game.  He also reported on other great events 
including Shorewood Homecoming Assembly, Shorewood Dedication and the Sunset School Park 
Dedication (along with Mr. Wilson, Mr. Potter and Ms. Walker). 
 
Mr. Wilson thanked those who attended the Sunset School Park Dedication.  This interesting piece of land 
served the community well for many years as a school and will now serve as a park unless at some point in 
the future it is needed again as a school. 
 
In addition to everything already mentioned, Mr. Potter attended the Shorecrest Open House and a 
Shorecrest Highlander of the Month event.  He also has the privilege of hosting a German exchange 
student in his home. 
 
Ms. Ehrlichman congratulated Ridgecrest for receiving the 2013 School of Distinction Award for outstanding 
improvement in student achievement over the past five years in reading and math.  Ridgecrest is one of 99 
recipients statewide.  She enjoyed joining Mr. Kiddʼs Shorecrest senior AVID class on a field trip to visit and 
tour the UW-Bothell campus.  It was great to see the Shorewood Dedication so well attended, even by 
those without children and those with very young children preparing for the future.  The program was 
wonderful and Mr. Jacobs was thanked for speaking on the Boardʼs behalf.  Upcoming events include a 
memorial service on Wednesday, October 23, for long-time Shoreline teacher and administrator Jack 
Rogers, a board/superintendent visit to Lake Forest Park Elementary on Monday, October 28 at 8:30 a.m., 
a tentative board meeting on Wednesday, October 30 at 5:30 p.m., Shoreline Public Schools Foundation 
Phone-a-Thon on Sunday, November 3, and Election Day onTuesday, November 5. 
 
Adjournment:  8:43 p.m.   
 
 
 ___________________________________ 
 Deborah Ehrlichman, President 
Attest:  November 12, 2013 
 
 
 
 
________________________________________ 
Sue Walker, Secretary 
Shoreline Board of Directors 

 
 

All documents referenced in the minutes may be viewed in the Superintendentʼs Office during normal 
business hours. 


