
Sedro-Woolley School District 101  
Facilities Committee 

Feb. 26, 2019 
Official Meeting Summary 

 
Meeting was called to order at 10 a.m. in the conference room at the Sedro-Woolley 
School District office at 801 Trail Road, Sedro-Woolley.  
 
Committee Members Present: Chrissy Holmes, Gerald Balam, Howard Meinzer, 
Katerine Olson, Kathryn Longfellow, Kathy Reim, Randy Good, Rebecca Welch, Shawn 
VanTassel, Teresa Johnson, Tim Howland 
Committee Members Unable to Attend: Ashlee Johnson, Liz Crenna, Mary Alice 
Grobins, Matt DesVoigne,  
Staff Members Present: Brett Greenwood, Ken Franks, Chet Griffith, Ruth 
Richardson, Phil Brockman 
School Board Member Present: Eric Johnson 
 
Welcome 
Staff Committee Chair Brett Greenwood welcomed members of the committee to the 
first meeting. He explained that the facilities committee will be a three-year 
commitment as members evaluate the short- and long-term needs facing the school 
district.  
 
Introductions 
Committee members introduced themselves along with their connection to schools and 
the community.  
 
Housekeeping Items 
The committee will need to decide how frequently they want to meet.  
 
Superintendent’s Message 
Superintendent Brockman welcomed committee members and expressed his 
appreciation for their willingness to be part of a solution. He explained that Sedro-
Woolley School District is a growing school district, meaning the community’s 
population continues to increase along with the enrollment at the schools. Some of that 
growth depends on local legislation that will define the ability to build houses in the 
county. He told the committee that the Sedro-Woolley community has great schools but 
that decisions need to be made on how to replace Evergreen Elementary School and 
other buildings that need repairs, some of which can only be paid for by passing a 
capital levy or bond. The community needs to be well-informed about the committee 
discussions and decisions so that they can weigh in on issues whether it be via social 
media or other means.  
 
Group discussion 
The committee will look at various options, including (but not limited to): drawing new 
in-district boundaries to spread out enrollment between the elementary schools; moving 



sixth grade from elementary schools to Cascade Middle School; building a larger 
Evergreen, etc. No option is off the table right now.  
 
Committee members discussed why the past two bond proposals failed to garner the 
needed 60% support. Top reasons included: perception of increased taxes, trust issues 
and support. Several members commented that their school taxes had decreased 
considerably on their recent tax statements. The district explained that the per $1,000 
tax rate would not have increased because of either bond proposal. Residents are seeing 
a historical decrease, but legislators are already realizing the $1.50 per $1,000 of 
assessed property taxes is not going to pay for everything.  
 
Committee members discussed how the district needs to tell the story about how the 
schools need repairs and how these schools are connected to the lives of local residents, 
whether or not they have children or grandchildren in local schools.  
 
It was also discussed that whatever design is put forth for a new Evergreen needs to take 
a limited budget into consideration. Several members said while they want kids to go to 
school in a pretty space, they don’t want to pay for that added cost. They said they want 
economically feasible building plans.  
 
There was discussion about how needs have shifted even since the November 2018 
bond. But there is also a need for even more space than originally projected because 
enrollment is growing rapidly. School district enrollment is currently up by 180 students 
for the 2018-2019 school year, with a year-over-year gain of about 155 students expected 
to hold true by the end of this school year. They are expecting the same type of growth 
next year, and it could be even more depending on the building situation.  
 
The committee discussed the pros and cons of adding additional portables to 
compensate for the growth. Each two-classroom portable costs approximately 
$250,000. There is green space available for portable placement at both Lyman and 
Samish. The question then becomes: Does the school district draw new boundaries to 
increase these schools’ enrollment to alleviate the over-crowded in-town schools? This 
discussion brought up the fact that taking away playground space for portables is 
happening at all of the elementary schools just as there are more and more requests for 
room for kids to get outside.  
 
The committee asked how moving sixth-grade to CMS would impact transportation. 
Chet Griffith, transportation director, said it wouldn’t be a difficult transition because 
buses already run two different routes in the morning and afternoon. The secondary 
routes would just absorb the extra sixth grade students.  
 
The committee asked if the sixth graders would be fully integrated into CMS with the 
seventh and eighth graders, or if they would be kept in a separate wing. The district 
would look at best practices. Part of that would for sure have students share common 
spaces like the cafeteria and athletic facilities. It would also mean having shared 
electives like music, art and technology. There seemed to be a consensus in the room 



that while there would be pushback from people in the community, this seems to be a 
reasonable short-term fix for overcrowded elementary schools.  
 
There was discussion about Appendix A and Appendix B. Appendix A are all of the 
major issues that the Facilities Taskforce identified for the February 2018 bond that did 
not pass. Appendix B are all the other items that need be addressed. There was 
continued discussion that these lists are like moving targets — when something like a 
boiler stops working, the school district has to shift priorities instead of paying for 
something else on the list, address the immediate emergency repair. This is happening 
more and more because so many boilers and roofs and other large items have lived past 
their expected lifespan. And there are some items, like the high school roof, for example, 
that has to be paid for by a capital levy or bond because it would cost $1 to $1.5 million. 
The money the school district receives, for the most part, is mandated to go into the 
classroom, not into repairs.  
 
The committee talked about how there was some confusion during the last two bond 
campaigns about why the school district would keep the “old” Evergreen building. 
Several members suggested the better option would be to tear it down completely. 
Others expressed concern if it was left standing, students could end up there down the 
road and no one wants them there. Some committee members said that alumni had fond 
memories of their time at Evergreen and that a wall needed to be preserved somewhere 
in a new facility that talks about the community’s connection. According to the district’s 
architect, Evergreen is one of the last remaining open concept school in the state. The 
rest have been bulldozed and replaced with new schools that meet safety standards.  
 
Discussion also included Clear Lake and Samish elementary schools. One committee 
member said staff at these schools felt as though their voices weren’t heard during the 
past two bond proposals. They want the committee to visit and know what their specific 
needs are. With Clear Lake on a flood plain, a new school on the existing site would need 
to be built up 14 feet in order to meet FEMA requirements to be insurable. That is cost 
prohibitive, so the school district needs to find viable property to replace Clear Lake 
Elementary School. There were also some false rumors floating in the community that 
the former Facilities Taskforce had considered closing both Clear Lake and Samish 
elementary schools. Staff members and those on the former taskforce assured present 
committee members that this type of discussion had not been on the table because each 
school in the district is overcrowded and shutting one would have dire consequences for 
the other schools. A former board member said there had once been discussion about 
closing outlying schools about 20 years ago because enrollment was shrinking rapidly. 
But there was such strong community support for neighborhood schools the board 
never seriously considered it.  
 
The committee discussed how often it should meet. It was agreed upon to meeting twice 
a month, the second and fourth Tuesdays at 9 a.m. The next meeting is scheduled for 9 
a.m., March 12 at the Sedro-Woolley School District office.  
 
Meeting was adjourned at 11:30 a.m. 


