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I. JURISDICTION & VENUE 

Kent School District No. 415 (“KSD” and/or “District”) is located in King County, 

Washington and its Board of Directors (“KSD Board” and/or “Board”) has offices and/or holds 

meetings within the KSD’s administrative office building, which is located at 12033 SE 256th 

Street in Kent, Washington 98030 (King County). 

King County Elections and the King County Superior Court have jurisdiction and are the 

appropriate venue pursuant to Const. art. I, §§ 33–34 and RCW 2.08.010, 29A.56.110-.270. 

II. PARTIES 

A. Petitioners Greta Nelson, Michele Bettinger, and Lori Waight— individual 
taxpayers and registered voters residing within the Boundaries of the KSD 
(collectively, “Petitioners”). 

GRETA NELSON is a homeowner, taxpayer, registered voter, and parent of a student 

residing within the boundaries of the KSD. 

MICHELE BETTINGER is a homeowner, taxpayer, registered voter, parent of former 

students, and former KSD Board Director residing within the boundaries of the KSD. 

LORI WAIGHT is a homeowner, taxpayer, registered voter, and parent of former 

students residing within the boundaries of the KSD. 

B. Respondent Tim Clark—KSD Board Director charged with committing 
misfeasance, malfeasance, and/or violating his oath of office (“Respondent”). 

TIM CLARK is a Kent School District Board Director (District 5) and currently the 

Board’s Legislative Representative. Mr. Clark is named in this Recall Petition in an attempt to 

remove him from his position on the KSD Board. 

III. STATEMENT OF FACTS 

A. Board Legal Status and Operation. 

Per KSD BP 1000: “In order to achieve its primary goal of providing each child with the 

necessary skills and attitudes, commensurate with his/her ability, to become effective citizens, 

the Board will exercise the full authority granted to it by the laws of the state. Its legal powers, 

duties, and responsibilities are derived from state statute and regulation. Sources such as the 
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school code (Title 28A RCW), attorney general’s opinions and regulations of the State Board of 

Education (Title 180 WAC), and the State Superintendent of Public Instruction (Title 392 WAC) 

delineate the legal powers, duties, and responsibilities of the Board.” Emphasis added. 

B. Special Purpose Districts (Public School Districts) in Washington State have 
Limited Powers. 

A school district is a “special purpose district” in the State of Washington. RCW 

36.96.010. School districts have autonomous governing boards—their funding depends on 

approval by the legislative body that created the district. Legislation is passed in the name of the 

district, and resolutions and ordinances are retained separate from the legislative body of the 

county, city, or town.1 

Special purpose districts are created for a particular purpose and their powers are limited 

to those areas within their jurisdiction—exercising only powers delegated to them or implied by 

the constitution and the laws of the state.2 

School boards were created by the Washington Legislature to formulate policies for the 

operation of school districts. School boards are agents of the state, charged with governance 

functions delegated to them by the Legislature. School boards have three types of power (1) that 

which is enumerated by the Legislature; (2) that which is implied to carry out what the 

Legislature authorizes; and (3) that which improves public school programs or improves the 

administration of school districts.3 

C. Governing Body; Acts on Behalf of the Governing Body; Open Public 
Meetings Act. 

The KSD Board is a governing body of a public agency as defined by RCW 42.30.020(2) 

and therefore subject to the Open Public Meetings Act and Public Records Act.  

RCW 42.30.020 includes the definitions for the terms Public Agency, Subagency, 

Governing Body, Action, and Meeting. A governing body “means the multimember board, 
 

1 See MRSC: What is a Special Purpose District. 
2 See MRSC: Knowing the Territory at p. 1. 
3 See WSSDA: Serving on Your Local School Board at p. 9. 
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commission, committee, council, or other policy or rule-making body of a public agency, or any 

committee thereof when the committee acts on behalf of the governing body, conducts 

hearings, or takes testimony or public comment.4 

Committees of the KSD Board cannot include more than two Board members. 

Committees that contain three or more Board members become a “sub agency” of the public 

agency, when the committee “acts on behalf of” the governing body. Special purpose districts 

(school districts) in Washington State are explicitly not allowed to have committees containing a 

majority (a quorum) of the Board—a quorum of Board members on a committee causes a 

second governing body of the District to be created, when the committee “acts” on behalf of 

the Board. The definition of “action” includes more than “final actions” of the Board.5 

Per RCW 42.30.020(3), “Action” means the transaction of the official business of a 

public agency by a governing body including but not limited to receipt of public testimony, 

deliberations, discussions, considerations, reviews, evaluations, and final actions. “Final 

action” means a collective positive or negative decision, or an actual vote by a majority of the 

members of a governing body when sitting as a body or entity, upon a motion, proposal, 

resolution, order, or ordinance. Emphasis added.   

The OPMA applies to any “subagency” of a city, county, or special purpose district. Most 

special purpose district governing bodies do not have authority to create such subagencies. 

Under the definition of “public agency” in RCW 42.30.020(1)(c), the subagency must be 

created by a legislative act of the body, such as an ordinance or resolution.  

D. Governing Bodies of Public Agencies are Subject to the Open Public 
Meetings Act and the Public Records Act. 

“The Legislature finds that the rights of citizens to observe the actions of their public 

officials and to have timely access to public records are the underpinnings of democracy and are 

essential for the meaningful citizen participation in the democratic process. All too often, 
 

4 See also MRSC: The Open Public Meetings Act—How it Applies to Washington Cities, Counties, and Special 
Purpose Districts at p. 2 and 3. Emphasis added. 
5 See KSD BP 1240, BP 4110, RCW 28A.343.390, AGO 1986 No. 16, AGO 2006 No. 6. 
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however, violations of the requirements of the public records act and the open public meetings 

act by public officials and agencies result in citizens being denied this important information 

and materials to which they are legally entitled. … Also, whether due to error or ignorance, 

violations of the public records act and open public meetings act are very costly for state and 

local governments, both in terms of litigation expenses and administrative costs.” ESB 5964. 

Emphasis added. 

E. School Boards Exist to Aid in the Conduct of the People’s Business and 
Board Members Have a Duty to Discharge Their Offices in the Public’s Best 
Interest. 

Taxpayers living within the boundaries of Kent School District No. 415 provide the 

Public funds necessary for the KSD’s operation and maintenance, and the electorate selects 

Board Members from the community through an election process for the proper oversight of the 

KSD’s use of those Public funds.6 

Per RCW 42.30.010—Legislative declaration:  “The legislature finds and declares that all 

public commissions, boards, councils, committees, subcommittees, departments, divisions, 

offices, and all other public agencies of this state and subdivisions thereof exist to aid in the 

conduct of the people’s business. It is the intent of this chapter that their actions be taken 

openly and that their deliberations be conducted openly.   

The people of this state do not yield their sovereignty to the agencies which serve them. 

The people, in delegating authority, do not give their public servants the right to decide what is 

good for the people to know and what is not good for them to know. The people insist on 

remaining informed and informing the people’s public servants of their views so that they may 

retain control over the instruments they have created. For these reasons, even when not 

required by law, public agencies are encouraged to incorporate and accept public comment 

during their decision-making process.” Id. (emphasis added).7 

 
6 See RCW 28A.150.010; 28A.150.020; 28A.150.070; 28A.150.230; 42.30.010; 42.56.030. 
7 See also RCW 42.56.030 and AGO 1971 No. 33. 



1

2

3

4

5

6

7

8

9

10

11

12

13

14

15

16

17

18

19

20

21

22

23

24

25

26

27

 

PETITION FOR THE RECALL OF A BOARD DIRECTOR  
OF KENT SCHOOL DISTRICT NO. 415 - 5 

RECALL PETITIONERS 
GRETA NELSON 

MICHELE BETTINGER 
LORI WAIGHT 

F. Board Member Oath of Office. 

According to statutory provision, each newly elected, re-elected, or appointed director 

will take an oath or affirmation to support the constitutions of the United States and the State of 

Washington and to promote the interests of education and to faithfully discharge the duties of 

their office to the best of their ability. A school district officer or notary public authorized to 

administer oaths must certify to this oath and the signature of the member.  After completion, the 

oath of office will be filed with the county auditor.8 

1. Tim Clark’s Oath of Office. 

KSD Board Director Tim Clark was elected to his Board position (District 4) in 

November 2021, with his oath of office administered at a regular meeting of the Board on 

December 8, 2021.9 Director Clark serves as the Board’s legislative representative. 

G. Duties of Individual Board Members. 

The authority of individual board members is limited to participating in actions taken 

by the board as a whole when legally in session.  KSD BP 1220. 

Board members will not assume responsibilities of administrators or other staff members. 

The board or staff will not be bound in any way by any action taken or statement made by any 

individual board member except when such statement or action is pursuant to specific 

instructions and official action taken by the board. KSD BP 1220. 

H. Duties of the Board’s Legislative Representative. 

The legislative representative serves as the Board’s liaison with the Washington State 

School Directors’ Association (WSSDA) on legislative issues and serves a period of two years. 

The legislative representative represents the Board at WSSDA’s General Assembly, conveying 

local views and concerns to that body. When appropriate, the legislative representative obtains 

the Board’s support for a legislative proposal to be submitted to the Assembly and supporting it 

at the Assembly. The legislative representative is tasked with monitoring proposed school 

 
8 See RCW 28A.343.360, 28A.343.370, and KSD BP 1111. 
9 See https://go.boarddocs.com/wa/ksdwa/Board.nsf/goto?open&id=C8W3R207EA7E. 

https://go.boarddocs.com/wa/ksdwa/Board.nsf/goto?open&id=C8W3R207EA7E
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legislation and providing legislative updates periodically at Board meetings. Additionally, the 

legislative representative builds relationships with local policy makers regarding WSSDA’s 

legislative positions and priorities. KSD BP 1220 

I. Expectations of Elected Representatives; Fiduciary Duty to the Public. 

KSD Board members take an oath of office to support the Constitutions of the United 

States and Washington State. KSD Board Directors commit to upholding the oath of office and 

to ethical behavior. Ethical behavior is an individual responsibility. KSD BP 1815. 

The Board’s independently elected officials recognize and accept the responsibility of the 

role and personal authority to act only within the KSD’s structure…and commit to ensuring the 

community is accurately informed about the Kent School District via regular Kent School 

District communications platforms, and that the Kent School District staff understands and 

values the community perspective regarding education in the Kent School District. KSD BP 

1815. 

Public policy in the State of Washington provides that “the people have the right to 

expect from their elected representatives at all levels of government the utmost of integrity, 

honesty, and fairness in their dealings; … [t]hat our representative form of government is 

founded on a belief that those entrusted with the offices of government have nothing to fear from 

full public disclosure of their financial and business holdings, provided those officials deal 

honestly and fairly with the people; … [t]hat public confidence in government at all levels is 

essential and must be promoted by all possible means; … [t]hat public confidence in government 

at all levels can best be sustained by assuring the people of the impartiality and honesty of the 

officials in all public transactions and decisions; … [t]hat, mindful of the right of individuals to 

privacy and of the desirability of the efficient administration of government, full access to 

information concerning the conduct of government on every level must be assured as a 

fundamental and necessary precondition to the sound governance of a free society. The 

provisions of this chapter shall be liberally construed to promote complete disclosure of all 

information respecting the … financial affairs of elected officials and candidates, and full access 
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to public records so as to assure continuing public confidence of fairness of elections and 

governmental processes, and so as to assure that the public interest will be fully protected. In 

promoting such complete disclosure, however, this chapter shall be enforced so as to ensure that 

the information disclosed will not be misused for arbitrary and capricious purposes and to ensure 

that all persons reporting under this chapter will be protected from harassment and unfounded 

allegations based on information they have freely disclosed.” RCW 42.17A.001 (emphasis 

added). 

Per RCW 42.52.900, “the government [the KSD] derives its power from the people.” The 

citizens of the state expect all state officials and employees to perform their public 

responsibilities in accordance with the highest ethical and moral standards and to conduct the 

business of the state only in a manner that advances the public’s interest. State officials and 

employees are subject to the sanctions of law and scrutiny of the media; ultimately, however, 

they are accountable to the people and must consider this public accountability as a particular 

obligation of the public service. Only when affairs of government are conducted, at all levels, 

with openness as provided by law and an unswerving commitment to the public good does 

government work as it should. Emphasis added. 

Public officials inherently owe a fiduciary duty to the public to make governmental 

decisions in the public’s best interest. . . . “[I]n a democracy, citizens elect public officials to 

act for the common good. When official action is corrupted by secret bribes or kickbacks, the 

essence of the political contract is violated.”10 

“[I]n a democracy, citizens elect public officials to act for the common good.”11 “It may 

well be that merely by virtue of being public officials the defendants inherently owed the 

public a fiduciary duty to discharge their offices in the public’s best interest.”12 13 

 
10 See United States v. DeVegter, 198 F.3d 1324, 1328 (11th Cir. 1999) (first citing United States v. Lopez-Lukis, 
102 F.3d 1164, 1169 (11th Cir. 1997); then quoting United States v. Jain, 93 F.3d 436, (11th Cir. 1996)). See also 
Nelson, 712 F.3d at 509 (quoting DeVegter with approval). 
11 See United States v. Langford, 647 F.3d 1309, 1321 (11th Cir. 2011) (quoting DeVegter, 198 F.3d at 1328)). 
12 See United States v. Sorich, 523 F.3d 702, 712 (7th Cir. 2008) (citing DeVegter, 198 F.3d at 1328). 
13 Quoting “The Fiduciary Obligations of Public Officials“ by Vincent R. Johnson. Emphasis added. See also RCW 
28A.150.230; 42.17A.001. 
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“It is often said that the fiduciary obligations of public officials are owed to the public in 

general14 or the electorate.15 This makes sense because the performance of the duties of public 

office involves a “public trust.”16 Trust, and the loyalty that it demands,17 is the essence of 

public service. As the United States Court of Appeals for the First Circuit explained, “[A] public 

official ‘acts as “trustee for the citizens and the [s]tate . . . and thus owes the normal fiduciary 

duties of a trustee, e.g., honesty and loyalty” to them.’”18 Amplifying that idea, the court 

concluded that “[w]hen the conduct of a government official is involved, ‘the affirmative duty 

to disclose material information arises out of [the] official’s fiduciary relationship to [the 

public].’”19  

A public official’s breach of fiduciary duties owed to the public gives all citizens a right 

to complain.  In the American political system, that right to voice disapproval is both cherished 

and frequently exercised.20  Indeed, the American system of government, and its “exceptional”21 

commitment to free speech, is designed so that the discussion of the conduct of public officials 

 
14 See PAINTER, supra note 10, at 3 (“[D]espite ambiguities . . . the general principle is that officials in all branches 
of government owe a fiduciary obligation ‘to the public,’ whatever the relevant definition of the public is in a 
particular instance.”). Some cases have held that governmental entities (as distinguished from public officials) have 
fiduciary duties to the public in general. For example, in holding that state parks and forests had to be managed in a 
manner consistent with Pennsylvania trust law, the Supreme Court of Pennsylvania noted that Pennsylvania had a 
“constitutionally imposed fiduciary duty to manage the corpus of the environmental public trust for the benefit of the 
people to accomplish its purpose—conserving and maintaining the corpus by, inter alia, preventing and remedying 
the degradation, diminution and depletion of our public natural resources.” Pa. Envtl. Def. Found. v. 
Commonwealth, 161 A.3.d 911, 938 (Pa. 2017) (citing Robinson Twp. v. Commonwealth, 83 A.3d 901, 957 (Pa. 
2013)). 
15 See United States v. Lopez-Lukis, 102 F.3d 1164, 1169 (11th Cir. 1997) (“Elected officials generally owe a 
fiduciary duty to the electorate.” (citing Shushan v. United States, 117 F.2d 110, 115 (5th Cir. 1941))); see also 
Castro v. United States, 248 F. Supp. 2d 1170, 1189 (S.D. Fla. 2003) (quoting Lopez-Lukis). 
16 See Exec. Order No. 12,674, 54 Fed. Reg. 15,159 (Apr. 12, 1989) (“Public service is a public trust, requiring 
employees to place loyalty to the Constitution, the laws, and ethical principles above private gain.”). 
17 Cf. United States v. DeVegter, 198 F 3d 1324, 1328 (11th Cir. 1999) (noting “the duty of loyalty and fidelity to 
purpose required of public officials,” and observing that “such a strict duty of loyalty ordinarily is not part of private 
sector relationships”). 
18 United States v. Sawyer, 85 F.3d 713, 723 (1st Cir. 1996) (quoting United States v. Silvano, 812 F.2d 754, 759 
(1st Cir. 1987)). 
19 Id. at 732 (alteration in original) (quoting Silvano, 812 F.2d at 758). 
20 Cf. Vincent R. Johnson, Comparative Defamation Law: England and the United States, 24 U. MIAMI INTL. & 
COMP. L. REV. 1, 21–22 (2016) [hereinafter Johnson, Comparative Defamation Law] (“In contrast to England, the 
United States has decided—in a wide range of cases involving matters of public interest—that free expression and 
vigorous public debate are often more important than compensating plaintiffs for harm caused by defamatory 
falsehood. . . . In the field of libel and slander, ‘[d]ozens of rules conspire to favor defamation defendants . . . 
[which] means that victims of false and defamatory statements are often left without effective remedies.’” (quoting 
VINCENT R. JOHNSON, ADVANCED TORT LAW: A PROBLEM APPROACH 163 (2d ed. 2014))). 
21 Kyu Ho Youm, Liberalizing British Defamation Law: A Case of Importing the First Amendment?, 13 COMM. L. 
& POL’Y 415, 415 (2008) (“It is hardly an exaggeration to describe the United States as exceptional in its 
commitment to free speech as a right.”). 
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will be “uninhibited, robust, and wide-open.”22 Americans are right to protest public 

corruption—the most venal form of official breach of fiduciary duty—because corrupt 

practices are both a violation of human rights23 and a threat to a society’s economic welfare.24 

However, as Professor Richard Painter correctly states: “Fiduciary law does not provide 

citizens with broad equitable remedies against government officials for breach of trust; 

citizens can vote a politician out of office[ ] but cannot sue for breach of fiduciary duty.”25 

(Emphasis added.) 

A public official who breaches his or her fiduciary duties is sometimes subject to criminal 

prosecution.26 However, even if a public official is found guilty, he or she may be effectively 

 
22 See N.Y. Times Co. v. Sullivan, 376 U.S. 254, 270 (1964) (explaining the “profound national commitment to the 
principle that debate on public issues should be uninhibited, robust, and wide open, and that it may well include 
vehement, caustic, and sometimes unpleasantly sharp attacks on government and public officials” (citing 
Terminiello v. Chicago, 337 U.S. 1, 4 (1949); De Jonge v. Oregon, 299 U.S. 353, 365 (1937))); see also Johnson, 
Comparative Defamation Law, supra note 80, at 54 (“[T]he American imposition of the burden of proof and 
heightened culpability requirements on the plaintiff is more likely than the English public interest defense to invite 
robust discussion of matters of public interest and to deny remedies for defamatory falsehood to those injured by 
such discussions.”). 
23 See G.A. Res. 217 (III) A, Universal Declaration of Human Rights, at art. 28 (Dec. 10, 1948) (“Everyone is 
entitled to a social and international order in which the [civil, political, economic, social, and cultural] rights and 
freedoms set forth in this Declaration can be fully realized.”); C. Raj Kumar, Corruption in India: A Violation of 
Human Rights, 49 U.C. DAVIS L. REV. 742, 790 (2015) (“The problem of corruption when examined as a human 
rights issue produces an entirely new and . . . important approach to ensure that good governance remains the goal of 
public administration . . . .”). 
24 Cf. NIALL FERGUSON, EMPIRE: THE RISE AND DEMISE OF THE BRITISH WORLD ORDER AND THE 
LESSON FOR GLOBAL POWER 307 (2002) (“The economic historian David Landes recently drew up a list of 
measures which ‘the ideal growth-and-development government would adopt . . . [which included] ‘secure rights of 
personal liberty . . . against both the abuses of tyranny . . . crime and corruption.’”). 
25 PAINTER, supra note 10, at 3. In this regard, the fiduciary rules applicable to public officials share some 
similarities to the public duty rule in tort law. See VINCENT R. JOHNSON, MASTERING TORTS: A 
STUDENT’S GUIDE TO THE LAW OF TORTS 165 (6th ed. 2018) (“Some states hold, with regard to police and 
fire protection, that the government owes a duty to the public at large, but to no particular individual. Therefore, a 
claim for damages cannot normally be based on the government’s negligent failure to provide such assistance.”). 
However, occasionally one finds a piece of ethics legislation which invites courts to create a private right of action: 
One such provision can be found in the City of San Antonio (Texas) Code of Ethics. When the code was drafted, 
reformers were faced with a dilemma concerning enforcement mechanisms. Cities, even large cities, have limited 
powers. They cannot create new tort causes of action. However, to create the possibility that the code’s conflict of 
interest and other rules could be backed up by the imposition of civil liability, the drafters included this language in 
the section on sanctions (sec. 2-87(f)(2)): This code of ethics has been enacted . . . to protect the City and any other 
person from any losses or increased costs incurred by the City or other person as a result of the violation of these 
provisions. It is the intent of the City that this ethics code can and should be recognized by a court as a proper basis 
for a civil cause of action for damages or injunctive relief based upon a violation of its provisions, and that such 
forms of redress should be available in addition to any other penalty or remedy contained in this code of ethics . . . 
or any other law. Suppose that a business bidding on a city contract violates the ethics rules and there needs to be a 
new round of proposals. Under this language, the city and the bidders may then be able to sue the violator to recover 
the costs they incurred in conducting or participating in the new bidding process. JOHNSON & LIU, supra note 23, 
at 349–50. 
26 See United States v. DeVegter, 198 F.3d 1324, 1328 (11th Cir. 1999) (discussing liability for honest services fraud 
back on acceptance of kickbacks). 
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insulated from the burdens of liability by laws which indemnify officials for the costs of a legal 

defense and an adverse judgment27 or settlement.” 

J. WSSDA Membership, Training, and Policy Guidance. 

All public school board members are WSSDA “members” by default. Per RCW 

28A.345.020, “The membership of the school directors’ association shall comprise the members 

of the boards of directors of the school districts of the state.”  

KSD Board members receive training, attend WSSDA conferences, obtain templates of 

Board policies and legal guidance for same, and have access to a variety of other school board 

leadership resources from WSSDA, as part of their position on a school board within 

Washington State. 

K. Recall of Elected Officials. 

An elected official may be recalled for misfeasance, malfeasance, or violation of the oath 

of office. Const. art. I, §§ 33–34; RCW 29A.56.110. In recall proceedings, courts ensure that 

public officials are not subject to frivolous or unsubstantiated charges by confirming that the 

charges are legally and factually sufficient before placing the charges before the voters. RCW 

29A.56.140; In re Recall of Lindquist, 172 Wash.2d 120, 131–32, 258 P.3d 9 (2011). Courts do 

not, however, evaluate the truthfulness of the charges. Id. It is up to the voters to determine 

whether the charges are true and, if so, whether they in fact justify recalling the official. Courts 

therefore take all factual allegations as true. In re Recall of Boldt, 187 Wn.2d 542, 549, 386 P.3d 

1104 (2017).  

A charge is factually sufficient where the alleged facts, taken as a whole, “identify to the 

electors and to the official being recalled acts or failure to act which without justification would 

constitute a prima facie showing of misfeasance, malfeasance, or a violation of the oath of 

office.” Id. at 548 (quoting Chandler v. Otto, 103 Wn.2d 268, 274, 693, P.2d 71 (1984)). A 

 
27 See Steve Lopez, Coastal Officials Let Off the Hook, L.A. TIMES, Sept. 14, 2018, 2018 WLNR 28210878 
(reporting “five current and former California coastal commissioners were found guilty . . . of breaking rules 
designed to ensure fairness and transparency” but were indemnified for roughly a million dollars in fines and 
attorneys’ fees). 
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charge is legally sufficient if it ‘state[s] with specificity substantial conduct clearly amounting to 

misfeasance, malfeasance or violation of oath of office.” Id. at 549 (alteration in original) 

(quoting Chandler, 103 Wn.2d at 274). “Misfeasance,” “malfeasance,” and “violation of the oath 

of office” are statutorily defined: 

(1) “Misfeasance” or “malfeasance” in office means any wrongful conduct that affects, 
interrupts, or interferes with the performance of official duty; 

(a) Additionally, “misfeasance” in office means the performance of a duty in an 
improper manner; and 

(b) Additionally, “malfeasance” in office means the commission of an unlawful 
act; 

(2) “Violation of the oath of office” means the neglect or knowing failure by an elective 
public officer to perform faithfully a duty imposed by law. 

RCW 29A.56.110.  

An official may be recalled for execution of discretionary acts “if the execution of that 

discretion is done ‘in a manifestly unreasonable manner’” which “may be shown by 

demonstrating discretion was exercised for untenable grounds or for untenable reasons.”28 
 

L. Bad Faith Acts and Violations of Civil Rights Not Covered by Director & 
Officer Insurance Coverage. 

1. April 5, 2023 Special Meeting—Legal Update from Paul Brachvogel 
“and Special Guests” (Names and Presentation Topics Not Provided 
to Public in Advance). 

Board President Meghin Margel was absent for the April 5, 2023 special meeting of the 

KSD Board, so then-Vice President Awale Farah presided over the meeting. Board Directors 

Leslie Hamada, Joe Bento, and Tim Clark were present at the meeting. The notice and agenda 

item published for the Public in advance of the April 5, 2023 special meeting stated:   

“AGENDA ITEM: Mr. Paul Brachvogel, General Counsel and special guests, will 
make a legal review presentation to the Board.”29  

 
28 In re Recall of Inslee, 194 Wn.2d 563, 572, 451 P.3d 305 (2019) (internal quotation marks omitted) (quoting In re 
Recall of Bolt, 177 Wn2d 168, 174, 298 P.3d 710 (2013)). [Quoting In re Recall of Jenny Durkan, No. 98897-8 
(emphasis added).] 
29 See https://go.boarddocs.com/wa/ksdwa/Board.nsf/goto?open&id=CQFLQ9579671. Emphasis added. 

https://go.boarddocs.com/wa/ksdwa/Board.nsf/goto?open&id=CQFLQ9579671
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During the meeting, then-General Counsel Paul Brachvogel introduced “special guests” 

P. Stephen DiJulio of Foster Garvey PC (outside legal counsel for KSD) and Kris Lawerence of 

Propel Insurance (KSD’s insurance broker) to the KSD Board.30 The named attendance of Mr. 

DiJulio and Ms. Lawrence, and the topics of and materials for their respective presentations to 

the Board, were hidden from the Public on the Agenda. The meeting Minutes listed their names, 

but not the topics of presentation or the presentation materials. Without viewing the YouTube 

link of the meeting, the Public would have no information regarding the topics discussed during 

the time of Mr. DiJulio’s training and Ms. Lawrence’s presentation to the Board that day. 

Mr. DiJulio provided legal guidance on the obligations of elected officials and specific 

training regarding conflicts of interest of Board Directors, among other things, and Ms. 

Lawrence provided an overview of insurance coverage for the District as it relates to the KSD’s 

Directors & Officers. Ms. Lawrence described to the KSD Board that the insurance company 

does not provide coverage for acts of misfeasance, malfeasance, or violations of the oath of 

office.  

Per Ms. Lawrence, the KSD’s Directors & Officers insurance coverage only covers those 

amounts for actions the Board takes “collectively” and “while doing [so] in good faith.” The 

insurance company expects that some activities with legal risk and liability will go on—but what 

is not covered by insurance are wrongful acts, violations of civil rights, misfeasance or 

malfeasance, damages to others, discharge of duties, or if Board Directors cause damages and 

the aggrieved party brings claims showing the Board or its directors and officers were not 

acting within the scope of their duties.  

 
30 See April 5, 2023 Meeting YouTube Link: https://www.youtube.com/watch?v=s0crvk1S_3s and 
Agenda: https://go.boarddocs.com/wa/ksdwa/Board.nsf/goto?open&id=CQFLQ9579671  
Minutes: https://go.boarddocs.com/wa/ksdwa/Board.nsf/goto?open&id=CQRL5K54A245  
Timestamp 1:03:00 – 2:34:41 – P. Stephen DiJulio is “a friend to practitioners,” a friend [to Brachvogel], and was 
admitted to the WSBA in 1976—Mr. DiJulio provided legal guidance and training to the Board. 
Timestamp 2:39:49 – Kris Lawrence from Propel Insurance (KSD’s insurance broker) provided an overview of 
insurance coverage for the District and its Board (the 9-page presentation provided to the Board was not provide to 
the Public). 

https://www.youtube.com/watch?v=s0crvk1S_3s
https://go.boarddocs.com/wa/ksdwa/Board.nsf/goto?open&id=CQFLQ9579671
https://go.boarddocs.com/wa/ksdwa/Board.nsf/goto?open&id=CQRL5K54A245
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IV. PETITIONERS’ GENERAL STATEMENT ON RECALL PETITION 

Recall Petitioners assert that Board Director Clark, through deliberate individual actions, 

has violated Washington state law, KSD Board policies and District procedures, as well as the 

constitutional and due process rights of a fellow Board Director. These actions have inflicted 

irreparable harm on the public, Director Cook, and the District—and has exposed the District 

(and the community that supports it) to significant financial risk and legal liability. 

A. Violations of the Oath of Office and Failure of a Duty. 

KSD Board Directors swear an oath to uphold the Constitutions of the United States and 

Washington State, to abide by all applicable laws, and to adhere to the ethical code of conduct 

for public officers. Director Clark has breached this oath through individual actions as detailed in 

this Recall Petition, including misconduct in office that constitutes misfeasance and malfeasance. 

A failure of a duty of a public officer is a misdemeanor under RCW 42.20.100. Such failures 

betray the Public’s trust in KSD Board and District leadership. 

B. Lack of Oversight and Accountability regarding Contracts with the District; 
Violations of Law regarding the Procurement of Goods and Services. 

Director Clark has overseen or ignored rampant policy violations, including sole-source 

contracts (e.g., the Apptegy communication platform and website) and unbid consultant 

agreements (e.g., Dr. Lawrence Nyland’s “Learning Unlimited”). In the case of Dr. Nyland’s 

consulting services—his services commenced without Board approval and without a contract, 

violating District bid and procurement and contracting policies and procedures, in addition to 

state and federal laws governing the financial accounts of a school district. This is a failure of 

ethical oversight by Director Clark and a violation of RCW 39.26.140. 

1. Sole Source Contract—Apptegy.  

The recent Apptegy contract—for the District’s replacement of its communication 

platform, including its website—is one example of a sole source contract being improperly 

approved by the KSD Board.31 
 

31 See CHARGE FIVE for more detail. 
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2. No Contract Before Services Began; Sole Source Contract—Dr. 

Lawrence (“Larry”) Nyland and Learning Unlimited. 

Independent consultants have been hired and have provided services without a contract. 

In the case of hiring consultant Dr. Lawrence Nyland and his company “Learning Unlimited”—

no bid process was followed before a decision was made on the vendor, and no explanation was 

provided for not following a noncompetitive bid procurement process. Work was performed 

prior to any contract being formed, with no approval of the Board for the expenditures in 

advance of incurring them in some instances.  

It is the understanding of Recall Petitioners that no contract with consultant Dr. Lawrence 

Nyland or his company “Learning Unlimited” has ever been placed on any agenda for review 

and consent by the Board (the presentation of budget implication to the District for Dr. Nyland’s 

services has been presented as “informational” on Board meeting agendas. Superintendent Vela 

is the signatory on the two contracts that do exist for Dr. Nyland / Learning Unlimited—which 

were created after the fact (after services had begun by the vendor, which violates the District’s 

“vendor relationship / gifts” policy for services being provided in advance of a contract).32 

Contracts of the District may not be entered into retroactively, but a March 2023 contract for Dr. 

Nyland was retractive to include work for the entire 2022-2023 school year.33 

3. Superintendent Vela’s Contact Extension in Violation of Law. 

Superintendent Vela’s contract was voted on or signed on September 11, 2024, with a 

retroactive effective date of July 1, 2024, in violation of RCW 28A.400.315—Employment 

Contracts. Board Director Clark voted to approve a contract that is in violation of Washington 

law.34 

C. Resolution 1669 Litigation—Unlawful Actions and Financial Risk. 

Director Clark’s individual actions include holding improper executive sessions to craft 

Resolution 1669 and suppressing Director Cook’s right to due process and a public hearing. 
 

32 See BP 6230 (and BP 5050; 6020; 6220; 6220P). 
33 See CHARGE FIVE for more detail. 
34 See CHARGE FIVE for more detail. 
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The KSD Board has limited authority and does not have the legislative power or authority 

to further delegate a Board member’s individual authority—which the Washington Legislature 

and the electorate (voters) grants to each individual Board member through an election process—

to other elected or unelected municipal officers of Kent School District via overbroad policies or 

resolutions.  

The KSD Board had an opportunity to settle the Resolution 1699 litigation—to enter 

into a stay of the litigation and attend mediation to de-escalate and resolve the dispute with 

Director Cook.35 The Board’s refusal to settle the litigation through a mediation process further 

compounded the harm (the damage to Director Cook and the financial implications to the Public 

with a continued dispute) given that Director Cook’s case has not been heard on the merits due to 

a procedural technicality in service that occurred when he was without legal counsel (as a “pro 

se” plaintiff)—and the King County Superior Court’s dismissal of his case is now under appeal 

before the Court of Appeals – Division I (with the assistance of legal counsel). There is a 

potential for Director Cook’s case eventually being remanded to superior court by the appeals 

court, to allow his case to be heard on the merits given that it involves violations of due 

process and civil rights. 

The Public continues to be directly impacted by the improper Labor Policy Committee 

having been created by a hostile majority of the Board through the enactment of Resolution 1669 

on February 28, 2024—despite the unexplained and immediate suspension of the same policy on 

October 9, 2024 (the “final action” of Directors Margel and Clark taken at that meeting wasn’t 

properly noticed or described in advance to the Public and was not provided to fellow Board 

Directors in advance). The ability to provide written comment, which needs to be provided by 

the Public to the Board/District in advance of the open meeting where final action is to be taken, 

was not afforded the Public, which violates Chapter 42.30 RCW. 

Director Cook’s eventual settlement with (or trial judgment against) the Kent School 

District will be a significant cost to Public. The District’s insurance broker does not cover 
 

35 See EXHIBIT 15 (August 9, 2024 email between Lara Hruska and P. Stephen DiJulio re settlement). 
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Director & Officer actions of misfeasance, malfeasance, violations of oath of office or any 

violation of civil rights. This means that the cost of any settlement or judgment at trial is not 

likely to be insured—which will come with a significant financial impact and consequence to the 

District, its community, and the taxpayers that will have to pay for it.36 

D. Irreparable Harm to the Community. 

The individual actions of Director Clark, alongside a complicit Board majority (which 

included former Director Farah, who is no longer subject to recall given that he has stepped 

down from the KSD Board), has shattered public confidence in KSD leadership. This loss of 

trust has jeopardized future bonds and levies, threatens property values, as well as the District’s 

ability to serve its students and families.  

E. The Public Must Take Collective Action (Rather than Individual Action). 

It appears that individuals within the KSD community do not have the ability to succeed 

with an individual appeal of KSD Board action when the Board action affects all members of the 

Public in the same way. The Public must take collective action through something like a class 

action lawsuit, or by collectively seeking the recall of their elected officials when members of the 

KSD Board do not act in the best interests of the community.37  

Recall Petitioners assert the individual actions of Board Director Clark has caused 

financial risk, legal liability, and loss of community trust, justifying a special election of the 

Public for the purpose of recall. 

 
36 See Section V and CHARGES ONE THROUGH FOUR for more detail regarding Resolution 1669. 
37 See Nelson and Cook v. Kent School District No. 415, KCSC Case No. 24-2-06877-5 KNT at Dkt. 72 (Order 
Granting Defendants’ Motion to Dismiss, p.2, fn.2 “…the Court finds that she is not a person “aggrieved” by any 
decision” under RCW 28A.645.010(1). Ms. Nelson has no more particular or unique interest related to passage of 
Resolution 1669 than does any other member of the general public. Ms. Nelson is therefore without standing to 
challenge the Board’s actions pursuant to that provision.”) (hyperlink added). Ms. Nelson was going to be dismissed 
regardless (as a concession that her standing is no different than any other member of the Public). Since Director 
Cook is uniquely aggrieved by Resolution 1669, Lara Hruska and Luke Hackenberg of Cedar Law PLLC see the 
merits of his case and have submitted a Notice of Appeal to the Court of Appeals, Division I. It will now be up to 
the Washington State Court of Appeals, or the Washington Supreme Court, to decide whether substantial 
compliance in notice to the Secretary of the KSD Board is adequate for Director Cook’s case to proceed. If he is 
successful with the appeal, his case will likely be remanded to superior court and allowed to proceed through the 
discovery phase and onto trial. 



1

2

3

4

5

6

7

8

9

10

11

12

13

14

15

16

17

18

19

20

21

22

23

24

25

26

27

 

PETITION FOR THE RECALL OF A BOARD DIRECTOR  
OF KENT SCHOOL DISTRICT NO. 415 - 17 

RECALL PETITIONERS 
GRETA NELSON 

MICHELE BETTINGER 
LORI WAIGHT 

V. FACTS RELATED TO CHARGES ONE THROUGH FOUR 

(Background and Events Leading to the Adoption and Suspension of Resolution 1669) 

The Board took improper action on February 28, 202438 (and in the months and days 

leading up to that regular meeting of the Board) that adversely affected Director Donald Cook. 

Resolution 1669 caused the sub-delegation of Director Cook’s authority regarding labor matters 

and oversight of the District in exempt sessions, going against Washington law and public 

policy. There is no provision in Washington law that provides for this type of delegation for 

special purpose districts.39   

Resolution 1669 provides broad and discretionary powers to the Labor Policy 

Committee. Resolution 1669 is not required by law, but delegates authority provided by law.40 

The employment of staff and related bargaining is the largest expense of the KSD.  

Oversight of the KSD related to labor matters and bargaining discussions in exempt session is 

essential to a Board Member’s position. 

Alternatives were not explored. At the February 28 meeting, Director Song made a 

motion to table discussion of Resolution 1669 to allow further inquiry of the community and 

union representatives. The motion was denied. P. Stephen DiJulio, KSD outside legal counsel, 

described one alternative to the exclusion of a Board member from exempt sessions would be 

that the Superintendent may have individual discussions with Board Directors to obtain their 

thoughts regarding same.41 

A. Director Cook’s Campaign and Election; Oath of Office. 

Director Cook was elected by voters in November 2023 and took his oath of office at a 

swearing-in ceremony at a regular meeting of the Board on December 13, 2023.42 
 

38 See February 28, 2024 regular meeting of the Board at https://www.youtube.com/watch?v=zHLKuztB93k. 
Director Cook’s testimony and the discussion of Resolution 1669 by the Board is at 2:38:40 – 4:10:24. In-person 
and online comments of the community are at 2:02:37 – 2:38:30 (all community comments were against the passage 
of Resolution 1669). 
39See “The Open Public Meetings Act—How it Applies to Washington Cities, Counties, and Special Purpose 
Districts“ at pp. 2 and 3. 
40 See EXHIBIT 3 (Resolution 1669; Notice of Intent and Purpose). 
41 See February 28, 2024 Regular Meeting:  https://www.youtube.com/watch?v=zHLKuztB93k&t=10287s at 
2:02:28-4:10:18. 
42 See https://go.boarddocs.com/wa/ksdwa/Board.nsf/goto?open&id=CWZRNZ6EE33A. 

https://www.youtube.com/watch?v=zHLKuztB93k
https://www.youtube.com/watch?v=zHLKuztB93k&t=10287s
https://go.boarddocs.com/wa/ksdwa/Board.nsf/goto?open&id=CWZRNZ6EE33A
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Director Cook stated during his campaign and after his election that he would recuse 

himself from KEA bargaining discussions and any vote on KEA collective bargaining 

agreements due to the fact that he is married to a teacher that teaches within Kent School 

District. Director Cook has been at all times transparent to the Public about his spousal conflict 

in KEA union contract. He has followed the correct process for disclosing his remote conflict of 

interest—for which a specific exception applies (allowing a Board Director to be married to a 

teacher within the District, if the spouse was a teacher in the District prior to being elected). 

RCW 42.23.030(11). 

B. Director Cook’s Spouse is a Teacher and Member of KEA. 

Alicia Gray, Donald Cook’s spouse, is a certificated teacher within the Kent School 

District and was so prior to Director Cook taking office in December of 2023. Ms. Gray’s 

employment and her fixed salary is subject to a collective bargaining agreement with the Kent 

School District. She is a member of the Kent Education Association and participates in her union 

as a member of the KEA executive board (an elected position by a vote of union membership)—

deciding administrative matters. Director Cook’s spouse is not a member of any bargaining team 

or privy to any bargaining discussions on behalf of the union for which she is a member. The 

conflict regarding Director Cook’s spouse is a remote conflict of interest—a specific exception 

applies in the State of Washington that allows a Board Director to have a spouse that works 

within the District if she was employed with the District prior to the elected role and her salary is 

subject to the same agreement as all other certificated teachers within the District. Director 

Cook’s remote interest is allowed. RCW 42.23.040(11).  

C. January 10, 2024 Meeting at KSD. 

On January 10, 2024, Board President Margel, Superintendent Israel Vela, and District 

General Counsel Paul Brachvogel privately met with Director Cook in advance of a regular 

meeting of the KSD Board.  Board President Margel inquired of Director Cook as to whether his 

wife would step down as an executive board member for her union. This was an unfair labor 

practice. RCW 41.56.140 (“It shall be an unfair labor practice for a public employer: (1) To 
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interfere with, restrain, or coerce public employees in the exercise of their rights guaranteed by 

this chapter; (2) To control, dominate, or interfere with a bargaining representative”). 

D. Improperly Noticed Executive Session for January 24, February 7, and 
February 14, 2024. 

Most of the KSD Board’s notices for Executive Session meetings contain the same 

blanket statement that the meeting is to “discuss performance of a public employee, potential 

litigation, and the legal or financial risks of a course of action”. It is a distinction that a more 

appropriate meeting description would have been that on January 24, the Board met to receive 

and evaluate a charge or complaint made against a public officer, and specifically, a Board 

Member.  

In numerous public and private discussions, Director Cook asked for the charge or 

complaint made against his participation in labor matters, and for the discussions and 

deliberations of the Foster Garvey Memo be brought into the Public—he was denied that right 

by Directors Margel and Clark, and former Director Farah. RCW 42.30.110(f)(i). 

E. Due Process Not Afforded Cook. 

A fundamental requirement for the process of taking adverse action against a Board 

Member is to allow for due process. 

Director Cook requested that independent legal counsel be provided for the Board. He 

requested that his personal counsel be able to attend meetings (in the absence of independent 

legal counsel for the Board). The District and a hostile majority of the Board (Directors Margel 

and Clark, and former Director Farah) used the Foster Garvey Memo and Resolution 1669 to 

remove the civil and constitutional rights of a duly elected Board Member and denied a fellow 

Board Director his right to due process as a citizen within the State of Washington and the 

United States of America. See RCW 42.30.110(1)(f) (“However upon request of such officer or 

employee, a public hearing or a meeting open to the public shall be conducted upon such 

complaint or charge.”). 

 



1

2

3

4

5

6

7

8

9

10

11

12

13

14

15

16

17

18

19

20

21

22

23

24

25

26

27

 

PETITION FOR THE RECALL OF A BOARD DIRECTOR  
OF KENT SCHOOL DISTRICT NO. 415 - 20 

RECALL PETITIONERS 
GRETA NELSON 

MICHELE BETTINGER 
LORI WAIGHT 

 

 

Director Cook had the right to attend those closed sessions he was improperly excluded 

from; he had a right to due process and a public hearing43 regarding the adverse action being 

considered and taken against him by the KSD Board—and the community (the electorate) have a 

right to recall elected officials that have gone off the rails with their self-serving and egregious 

actions which have caused irreparable harm to this District—including to the relationship 

between the District and the many unions that represent its staff.  

F. Memos drafted by outside Counsel P. Stephen DiJulio and the District’s 
then-General Counsel Paul Brachvogel.   

1. The “Foster Garvey Memo” used in the Development and KSD Board 
Deliberation of Resolution 1669. 

The “Foster Garvey Memo” regarding Resolution 1669 (which contemplates the KSD 

Board taking adverse action against an officer of the Board) was drafted by outside counsel, P. 

Stephen DiJulio of Foster Garvey PC—at the request of Board President Margel and 

Superintendent Vela.44 

The Foster Garvey Memo was used in Board discussions during the development of 

Resolution 1669, and despite it being marked “Attorney Client Privilege” by external counsel, 

the KSD Board deliberated, considered, and relied upon the Foster Garvey Memo in the 

development of a resolution or policy of the District which contemplated adverse action to be 

taken against an officer of the Board. The memo is not privileged at all—it is a Public record. 

Resolution 1669 has always been about a personal agenda and the improper individual acts by a 

hostile majority of the Board (Directors Margel and Clark and former Director Farah) were an 

attempt to silence a Board Director that did not “toe the line.” 

Any claim of privilege to the Foster Garvey Memo was Director Donald Cook’s to 

make (he is the individual specifically discussed in it, and the reason for the Foster Garvey 

 
43 See MRSC: Executive Session Basics and MRSC: Executive Sessions Checklist. 
44 See EXHIBIT 2 (Foster Garvey Memo). See also EXHIBIT 17 (March 7 and 14, 2024 Paul Brachvogel Memos). 
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Memo to be drafted in the first place—that he is married to Alicia Gray, a certificated teacher 

within the KSD and her fixed salary is subject to a KEA collective bargaining agreement with 

the KSD and was so prior to his election—was generalized knowledge and not something 

unique Director Cook had learned in any Executive Session of the KSD Board. The KSD and 

its Board cannot claim any privilege to the Foster Garvey Memo). See AGO 2017 No. 5. 

2. First Version of Foster Garvey Memo. 

During the January 24, 2024 Executive Session, the Board was presented with the first 

version of a memo drafted by Mr. DiJulio (the “Foster Garvey Memo”) discussing the exclusion 

of Director Cook from closed/exempt sessions of the KSD Board related to labor matters and 

collective bargaining. During the discussion that followed, Director Cook demanded that the 

matter be brought into the Public (the Foster Garvey Memo and the reason why it was drafted in 

the first place). This demand for due process was denied by a hostile majority of the Board. 

Director Song had brought up concerns during the January 24 Executive Session, so edits were 

going to be made to the memo in advance of the February 7 Executive Session.45 

The idea that Ms. Gray allegedly provides oversight of the KEA bargaining commission 

in her role on the union’s board was the premise for the exclusion of Cook from all exempt 

sessions related to labor matters and bargaining as contemplated in the Foster Garvey Memo. 

Ms. Gray’s position on the board (which handles administrative matters) was obtained by an 

election of union members—not through an appointment by union leadership. She is allowed to 

participate in the union for which she is a member. 

3. Final Version of Foster Garvey Memo. 

In the final version of the Foster Garvey Memo, Mr. DiJulio improperly advised the KSD 

Board that “a school board member’s primary duty (a fiduciary responsibility) runs first to the 

school district” and cites to RCW 42.23.070 (3) and (4). [Correction: Board members have a 

fiduciary duty to the Public.] The Memo states further “That the duty applies notwithstanding 

other duties, such as duties between a lawyer and a client, or between spouses. 
 

45 See EXHIBIT 2 (Foster Garvey Memo). and EXHIBIT 17 (March 7 and 14, 2024 Paul Brachvogel Memos). 
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Mr. DiJulio further advised the KSD and Board regarding a director’s obligation to a 

spouse, employer or another—that a director’s controlling duty is to the District and its 

contractual commitments. 

4. Disclosure of Foster Garvey Memo. 

The KSD’s then-General Counsel Paul Brachvogel shared the first version of the Foster 

Garvey Memo with Director Cook by email (outside of Executive Session) on January 22, 2024. 

The email and its attachment are a Public record; the Foster Garvey Memo was provided for 

Board discussion and deliberation. See Dkt. 21 (Cook Decl. at  ¶8), KCSC Case No. 24-2-06877-

5 KNT. 

On January 30, 2024, Mr. Brachvogel shared a second version of the Foster Garvey 

Memo with the KSD Board by email (outside of Executive Session). The email and its 

attachment are a Public record. Cook Decl. at ¶9. 

When due process was not provided to Director Cook, and after first learning on 

February 24 that Resolution 1669 was placed onto the February 28 Regular Meeting Agenda for 

taking final action, Director Cook posted in a KSD Discussion group on Facebook a plea to the 

Public for support. Cook Decl. at ¶10. 

On or before February 24, Board President Margel and Superintendent Vela unilaterally 

decided to take Resolution 1669 out of Executive Session, and placed it onto the Agenda for the 

Board to take final action at a regular meeting. Before publishing the notice of the meeting and 

the related agenda, there was no group consensus of the Board or advance notice that it would be 

taking out of Executive Session for taking a vote on Resolution 1669. 

On February 24, after the meeting notice and agenda was published for the February 28 

meeting, Director Cook made two public Facebook posts that included the final version of the 

Foster Garvey Memo describing the adverse action the Board would be taking against Director 

Cook through Resolution 1669. Cook Decl. at ¶11. 

Director Cook had every right to publish the Foster Garvey Memo. The District and its 

Board have received very poor legal counsel on this matter, or have disregarded any good advice 
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they may have received (the improper individual actions of Directors Margel, Clark, and former 

Director Farah speak for themselves).  

Resolution 1669 has always been about a personal agenda for Board President Margel 

and Superintendent Vela and a hostile majority of the KSD Board [that was disappointed 

Director Cook won his election by a slim margin against the incumbent candidate—former 

Board Director Leslie Hamada]— and the individual actions of Directors Margel and Clark 

(and former Director Farah) caused the improper Resolution to be enacted due to acts of 

misfeasance, malfeasance, or violations of the oath of office. 

5. Privilege Cannot Be Asserted by the Governing Body for All Legal 
Advice it Receives. 

As stated in AGO 1971 No. 33: “In light of the privileges set forth in RCW 5.60.060, 

supra, and the interpretation of the California act which is substantially the same as Washington, 

the AGO concluded that there remains a modified attorney-client privilege for the governing 

body of a public agency in this state. This privilege cannot be asserted by the body for all legal 

advice which it receives, particularly that which fits within the concept of deliberations of the 

body. However, those sensitive areas of legal advice, particularly with reference to pending or 

contemplated litigation, settlement offers and similar matters, can, in our opinion, be discussed 

between the governing body and its attorney in a closed session.” Emphasis added. 
 

6. Paul Brachvogel Memos (dated March 7 and March 14, 2024 and 
obtained via MuckRock.com). 

On October 8, 2024, Recall Petitioner Greta Nelson received an email from “Kent 

Parents for Change” (kentparentsforchange@hotmail.com) that included two hyperlinks to a 

public-facing records request as submitted to the KSD via www.Muckrock.com—several public 

records requests by the same group or individual (with the assistance of MuckRock) were posted 

and available on MuckRock’s website. As a result of the October 8, 2024 email, Ms. Nelson 

obtained two memos dated March 7 and March 14, 2024 that were drafted by former KSD 

General Counsel Paul Brachvogel. The records requests were later withdrawn and are no longer 

mailto:kentparentsforchange@hotmail.com
http://www.Muckrock.com%E2%80%94several
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available, after an acknowledgement by the District was posted with a plea to the requestor to 

remove the “attorney client privileged” information from Public view. Both memos contain 

information that provide context and directly relate to bad acts of the Board and District as 

alleged in this Recall Petition.46 

G. Violations of Open Public Meeting Act. 

A knowing or intentional violation of the OPMA may provide a legal basis for recall of 

an elected member of a governing body, although recall is not a penalty under the OPMA.47 

Multiple Executive Sessions of the KSD Board were improperly noticed and went against 

the requirements of Chapter 42.30 RCW—Open Public Meetings Act. Improperly noticed 

Executive Session were held on January 24, February 7, February 14, 2024 regarding adverse 

action against an officer of the KSD Board:  

 
46 See EXHIBIT 17 (March 7 and March 14, 2024 Memos drafted by KSD’s then-General Counsel Paul Brachvogel 
for Superintendent Israel Vela, as disclosed and obtained via public records request and made available to the 
Public—presumably, an inadvertent disclosure by the District). 
Original Source Link (records request no longer available: https://www.muckrock.com/foi/kent-67/kent-school-
district-censure-resolution-and-racketeering-influence-corrupt-organizations-act-rico-investigations-of-kent-school-
district-school-board-director-donald-cook-and-kent-education-association-representative-christine-padilla-174218/.  

MuckRock is a non-profit that can assist with public records requests, among other things. See MuckRock’s 
“About Us” page at https://www.muckrock.com/about/). Ms. Nelson is not familiar with the group “Kent Parents for 
Change,” had never received an email from that email address before (or since), has no affiliation to any group of 
that name, and had never heard of MuckRock prior to the October 8 email she received. Found at the link was a 
March 14, 2024 legal memo drafted by the KSD’s former General Counsel Paul Brachvogel. A second request to the 
KSD by the same requester included another legal memo dated March 7, 2024 drafted by Mr. Brachvogel for 
Superintendent Vela. The KSD Public Records Officer requested that both legal memos be removed from public 
view, noting that the “attorney client privileged” items would be redacted and resubmitted to the initial requester 
that had received the items without redactions. The public-facing documents (PDFs of both memos) and related 
records requests, and the District’s response (through its Public Records Officer) and communication between 
MuckRock and the requestor are no longer available on MuckRock’s website.  

Given the sensitive nature of some of the information included in the March 14 legal memo, Recall 
Petitioners are only including information specific to their areas of focused advocacy and citizen oversight within 
this Recall Petition—all other information has been redacted. The March 7 legal memo is included without 
redaction as it directly relates to Resolution 1669 and the Board and District’s adverse actions taken against an 
officer of the KSD Board.  
See also EXHIBIT 30 (December 11, 2024 Lori Waight Email re PRA Disclosure via MuckRock and Paul 
Brachvogel March 7 and March 14, 2024 Memos). 
47 See Recall of Lakewood City Council (2001), In re Recall of Kast (2001). 

https://www.muckrock.com/foi/kent-67/kent-school-district-censure-resolution-and-racketeering-influence-corrupt-organizations-act-rico-investigations-of-kent-school-district-school-board-director-donald-cook-and-kent-education-association-representative-christine-padilla-174218/
https://www.muckrock.com/foi/kent-67/kent-school-district-censure-resolution-and-racketeering-influence-corrupt-organizations-act-rico-investigations-of-kent-school-district-school-board-director-donald-cook-and-kent-education-association-representative-christine-padilla-174218/
https://www.muckrock.com/foi/kent-67/kent-school-district-censure-resolution-and-racketeering-influence-corrupt-organizations-act-rico-investigations-of-kent-school-district-school-board-director-donald-cook-and-kent-education-association-representative-christine-padilla-174218/
https://www.muckrock.com/foi/kent-67/kent-school-district-censure-resolution-and-racketeering-influence-corrupt-organizations-act-rico-investigations-of-kent-school-district-school-board-director-donald-cook-and-kent-education-association-representative-christine-padilla-174218/
https://www.muckrock.com/foi/kent-67/kent-school-district-censure-resolution-and-racketeering-influence-corrupt-organizations-act-rico-investigations-of-kent-school-district-school-board-director-donald-cook-and-kent-education-association-representative-christine-padilla-174218/
https://www.muckrock.com/about/
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and delegate authority, and to provide for “related matters.” It specifically states to the Public 

that Resolution 1669 is not legally required.50 

The individual actions of Board Director Clark caused a not-legally-required Resolution 

to be enacted which removed the authority of a fellow Board member and delegated that 

authority to unelected municipal officers of the KSD. 

Director Clark’s individual actions are self-serving, he has violated his oath of office, and 

his poor performance is a disgrace to the community that he serves. There was no specific, 

threatened, contemplated, or pending litigation regarding Director Cook’s participating in 

collective bargaining matters of the District. Board Directors Margel and Clark (and former 

Director Farah) and Superintendent Vela, with the help of legal counsel Paul Brachvogel and P. 

Stephen DiJulio, cooked up a solution to a hypothetical problem that did not exist, as a means to 

silence a Board member they did not like personally.   

I. Labor Policy Committee.  

A committee of the KSD Board that contains a quorum / majority of its Board Directors 

is a second “governing body” of the District, causing the committee to be subject to the OPMA. 

Despite the efforts of a hostile majority of the KSD Board (and the individual actions of Director 

Clark and other municipal officers of the District) to hide behind an exception for collective 

bargaining as it relates to the OPMA—the basic construct of the Labor Policy Committee is not 

allowed by law for special purpose districts, therefore no meetings of an improper committee of 

the District can be attended by any member of the Board without the Director(s) violating the 

OPMA and their fiduciary duty to the Public.   

The electorate delegates its authority to school board members through an election 

process, as provided by the Washington Legislature, for the safekeeping and proper 

administration of the District—the KSD and its Board do not have the authority to further 

delegate any individual authority that is provided to elected Board members by the Washington 

Legislature and the voters in the District.  
 

50 See EXHIBIT 3 (Resolution 1669, Notice of Intent and Purpose). 
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Resolution 1669 is not a valid exercise of the District’s authority (despite Defendants’ 

and Mr. DiJulio’s arguments in the Resolution 1669 litigation). The District has no authority in 

the final setting of policy; the Board does. The Board has not been properly advised in the 

passage of the Resolution and does not have independent legal counsel (separate from the 

District’s legal counsel). 

The Resolution “authorizes and directs” policy development and implementation of the 

Resolution to the “Superintendent, Chief Financial Officer and designees, on behalf of the Board, 

to work with the Committee to negotiate and prepare the agreements necessary to satisfy the 

District’s obligations under the Public Employees’ Collective Bargaining Act, other law and 

contracts.”51 

Per KSD BP 1240, “No more than two board members will participate in any district 

committee.” The Labor Policy Committee consisted of four Board members. The “initial” Labor 

Policy Committee is composed of “Directors Margel, Farah, Clark, and Song, and supported by 

the Superintendent and designees of the Superintendent.”52 More than two Board Members of the 

KSD is considered a majority of the Board (a quorum).53 

The “Board members who are present at district committee meetings will attend in an 

“at large” capacity as listeners and observers only, and report back to other board members 

during the directors’ board reports section of the regular meeting agenda.” KSD BP 1240. 

Director Clark willingly attended closed meetings of an improper committee—and as a 

member of the improper Labor Policy Committee, Director Clark improperly excluded a fellow 

Board Director from participating in discussions, the setting of bargaining parameters, 

deliberating, and coming up with a positive or negative decision on a course of action in 

bargaining. By voting to approve the creation of the improper committee he has placed the 

District and its Board in a position of high financial and legal risk in litigation, with the Public on 

the hook to pay for those improper individual acts. 
 

51 See Res. 1669 §3 at EXHIBIT 3. 
52 See Res. 1669 §2 at EXHIBIT 3. 
53 See also RCW 28A.343.390. 
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J. Conflict(s) of Wade Barringer and KSD Collective Bargaining. 

Deputy Superintendent Wade Barringer is the second in command at KSD and was a 

long-time principal at Kent Meridian High School prior to his current role. He has multiple 

known conflicts of interest in unions that bargain with the KSD—his current spouse is a member 

of the principals union and her employment is subject to a collective bargaining agreement 

between the KSD and the principals union, and his former spouse is a teacher in the KSD and a 

member of the teachers union.  

Dr. Barringer is a member of the bargaining team on behalf of the KSD with the 

principals and teachers unions through his position as Deputy Superintendent of KSD, and 

through Resolution 1669, became a member of the Labor Policy Committee on February 28, 

2024. 

Given the precedent that Resolution 1669 set, Dr. Barringer should not participate in any 

labor matters or policymaking or attend any exempt sessions for the Kent School District 

discussing labor matters—however, the restrictive terms of Resolution 1669 only exclude 

Director Cook (an elected officer of the Board) from having a conflict in labor matters and 

policymaking—and not appointed municipal officers such as Dr. Barringer. 

As a member of the Labor Policy Committee, Dr. Barringer was provided more 

information and authority on collective bargaining matters for the District, than an elected Board 

Member (Director Cook), despite having the same spousal conflict (being married to someone 

that is employed by the District).54 

K. Arbitrary Actions by Board Regarding Conflicts of Interest. 

Resolution 1669 excluded an elected Board Member with a remote conflict of interest 

(for which there is a specific exception in law) from participation in labor matters that are 

discussed and developed in closed sessions of the Board, but the restrictive terms of the 

resolution do not exclude appointed municipal officers from having union conflicts, such as 

Dr. Barringer’s conflict with the Principals union. This is an arbitrary application of 
 

54 See EXHIBIT 3 (Resolution 1669; Notice of Intent and Purpose). 
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policy/procedure regarding conflicts of interest by officers of the KSD and its Board. Despite Dr. 

Barringer’s conflicts of interest in two unions through his current spouse and former spouse, Dr. 

Barringer (an appointed municipal officer District) was made a member of the KSD’s Labor 

Policy Committee, and Director Cook (an elected officer of the Board providing oversight of the 

District) was excluded. 

Because an exception applies to Director Cook’s remote interest in contract, no 

development of any contract in which Director Cook participates will cause the contract to be 

voided due to having violated any statute (despite the District’s current position and the guidance 

provided by its legal counsel in the Foster Garvey Memo that included outside counsel’s 

interpretation of City of Northport case). Director Cook has stated he will recuse himself from 

voting on the KEA contract at every opportunity to do so. 

Despite the District’s counsel’s disappointment that it is no longer 1994 when different 

laws were at issue—it is many years later, and there is existing law that provides for a specific 

exception regarding Director Cook’s spouse—he is considered to have no beneficial interest in 

contract according to current Washington law—the Washington Legislature changed the law to 

expand the pool of available candidates willing to serve in the role of school board director). 

Director Cook’s spouse has no ownership interest in her union of more than one percent; 

she is not a member of any bargaining committee on behalf of her union; and she has the right 

and ability to participate in her union. The District and its Board—led by Board President Margel 

and Superintendent Vela and followed by Directors Clark and Farah and other municipal officers 

of the District and legal counsel—have inserted legal issues and concern where there are none—

given that existing law allows Director Cook to be married to a certificated teacher working 

within the Kent School District, because her salary is fixed and subject to a collective bargaining 

agreement (the same as all other certificated teachers within the District), and she was employed 

with the District prior to Director Cook being seated on the KSD Board.  

Compare the individual actions of Board Directors Margel and Clark and their 

treatment of Director Cook regarding his remote conflict of interest in KSD contract, for which 
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there is an exception in law (Director Cook’s spouse is a certificated teacher and employee of the 

District), but adverse action was taken against him for it despite the exception—to their 

treatment of former Director Farah regarding his beneficial conflict of interest in KSD 

contract, for which there is no exception (Director Farah’s spouse is a salaried officer of the 

Board of Directors for Living Well Kent (“LWK”)—which is a contracting party of the KSD—in 

addition to being its founder and Executive Officer). Director Farah joined the KSD Board just 

weeks after LWK Contract #1 was entered into with the KSD in October 2021. Five months 

later in March 2022, the KSD Board (and Director Farah) voted on and approved LWK 

Contract #2, without Director Farah first disclosing his conflict of interest to the Public or his 

fellow Board members before the vote. When Director Farah’s conflict became public 

knowledge, it was brought before the Board for a re-vote or ratification where Director Farah 

recused himself from the vote. But the law is clear—especially because of the non-disclosure of 

his beneficial conflict of interest through his marital community—the contract should not have 

been allowed to proceed through a ratification process (and should be void). See AGO 1954 No. 

317. A subsequent LWK Contract #3 was brought before the Board in December 2022 and it 

was also approved by a majority of the Board (voting Board members included Directors Margel 

and Clark). 

The individual votes of Directors Margel and Clark on LWK Contract #3 allowed an 

improper contract of the District to proceed despite the well-known-by-then beneficial interest in 

contract of Director Farah—through his spouse’s ownership or controlling interest of more than 

one percent of a contracting party of the District—and his prior non-disclosure of a beneficial 

interest in contract with a contracting party of the District before he participated in and voted to 

affirm a contract in which he has a beneficial interest.55 

/// 

/// 

 
55 See CHARGE SIX for more details regarding former Director Farah’s known conflict of interest and the 
individual acts of Directors Margel and Clark that allowed an improper contract to be entered into with the KSD. 
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L. Misinformation—the District’s Claim of Union Opposition Regarding 

Director Cook’s Participation in Bargaining Matters Turned Out to be a 
Fabrication. 

District officials stated that the KSD had received complaints or charges from several 

unions that bargain with the KSD related to Director Cook’s participation in closed sessions 

related to bargaining, however, that turned out to be a fabrication. All unions that bargain with 

the KSD (with the exception of the principals union) stated they either weren’t approached by 

the KSD related to Director Cook’s participation in bargaining at all, or if they had been 

approached, their union leadership did not take issue with Cook’s participation. Only one union, 

the principals union, has chosen not to make a public comment against Resolution 1669.56 

M. Community Opposition to Resolution 1669.  

1. Greta Nelson’s Involvement Regarding Resolution 1669 Litigation. 

Recall Petitioner Greta Nelson’s involvement regarding Resolution 1669 began as a 

direct result of reading Director Cook’s February 24 plea to the Public to become involved and 

the agenda materials posted by Board President Margel, Superintendent Vela and the KSD in 

advance of the February 28, 2024 regular meeting of the KSD Board. See Nelson and Cook v. 

Kent School District No. 415, et al., KCSC Case No. 24-2-06877-5 KNT. 

Ms. Nelson read the Facebook posts by Director Cook on February 24 and made plans to 

attend a school board meeting for the first time—she did not know Director Cook personally at 

that time. Ms. Nelson’s attendance at the February 28 KSD Board meeting started what has now 

become a one-year-long process of taking notice of various improper actions of the KSD Board, 

providing public comments at KSD Board meetings, appealing Board action in King County 

Superior Court (while assisting a KSD Board Director with his appeal of the same Board action 

and then causing both cases to be consolidated before the same judge), and advocating for 

change on the KSD leadership team. Id. This Recall Petition continues that process.  

/// 

/// 
 

56 See EXHIBIT 5 (May 22, 2024 Kent Labor Alliance Vote of No Confidence). 
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2. Former KSD Board Director Michele Bettinger’s Public Comment on 

February 28, 2024. 

Recall Petitioner Michele Bettinger provided a Public comment at the February 28 

meeting:57 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 
 

 

 

In response to KSD Board’s enactment of Resolution 1669 on February 28, 2024, 

community stakeholders objected extensively at every opportunity to do so. Despite the 

significant backlash from union and community stakeholders, the KSD Board, and specifically 

Board President Margel and Superintendent Vela, did not add as an agenda item to the March 13 

or March 27 meeting agendas, the suspension of Resolution 1669 (prior to the community’s 

deadline for appealing Board action in superior court of March 29, 2024). When a motion came 

before the Board on March 27 to re-open the vote on Resolution 1669 to allow further 

discussion, Directors Margel, Clark, and Farah (the hostile majority) voted it down.58 

All Community Stakeholders that have provided public comments at Regular Meetings of 

the Board between February 28, 2024 through at least September 11, 2024, have been in 
 

57 See EXHIBIT 27 (February 28, 2024 Former KSD Board Director Michele Bettinger’s Facebook Post with 
Public Comment made at February 28 Board Meeting). 
58 See EXHIBIT 4 (March 7, 2024 Motion to Re-Open Vote on Resolution 1669). 
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opposition to Resolution 1669. There have been no comments made by the Public at a regular 

Board Meeting in support of Resolution 1669. The only comments made in support have been 

from current members of the Labor Policy Committee and KSD legal counsel.  

Ms. Nelson attended every Regular Meeting of the Board between February 28 through 

September 11, 2024 (and also on October 9, 2024 and December 12, 2024) to observe and to 

hear all public comments made (a death in the family caused Ms. Nelson to miss several 

meetings in the fall of 2024, but suffice it to say—the community does not support Resolution 

1669 (other than, perhaps, former Board Director Leslie Hamada, who Director Cook unseated in 

the November 2023 election, and those close to her). Recall Petitioners have each had 

interactions with Ms. Hamada and a handful of her supporters on social media regarding 

Resolution 1669 and Ms. Hamada’s personal thoughts and opinions on whether Resolution 1669 

was appropriate Board action, as well as regarding her general dislike of Director Donald Cook 

(taking every opportunity to highlight his slim margin of electoral victory against her in the 

November 2023 election). 

N. Union Opposition to Resolution 1669.  

The KSD and its Board and legal counsel have been made aware on numerous occasions 

by multiple people that Director Cook’s spouse is not on the KEA bargaining commission.  

Union representatives and members attended the February 28, 2024 regular meeting, 

provided Public comments, and have been active ever since in advocating for the District and its 

Board to correct course regarding Resolution 1669.  

At the February 28, 2024 meeting, the KSD Board had an opportunity to inquire directly 

of KEA’s President, Tim Martin, as to whether Ms. Gray was a member of or provided any 

oversight of KEA’s bargaining commission. Mr. Martin stood at the podium to receive questions, 

but Board President Margel failed to acknowledge his presence and did not seek further 

clarification.59 

 
59 See February 28, 2024 YouTube Link: https://www.youtube.com/watch?v=zHLKuztB93k&t=10287s at 
timestamp 4:07:40 - 4:08:30. 

https://www.youtube.com/watch?v=zHLKuztB93k&t=10287s
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The Labor Policy Committee participated in exempt sessions related to bargaining with 

unions and excluded Director Cook from participating in those meetings in 2024. 

O. Kent Labor Alliance. 

All unions that bargain with the KSD—with the exception of the principals union (which 

was not asked to participate)—joined forces to form Kent Labor Alliance (“KLA”). KLA 

representatives spoke at the May 8, 2024 regular meeting of the KSD Board as to whether or not 

their unions had been approached by the KSD regarding Resolution 1669, and relatedly, whether 

the unions took issue with Director Cook’s participation in closed sessions regarding bargaining 

matters given his spousal remote conflict of interest. All KLA representatives present stated their 

respective union had not been approached at all—or if it had been approached, union leadership 

did not take issue with Director Cook’s participation so long as there was a recusal for KEA’s 

contract. Director Cook has stated that he would recuse himself from the KEA contract per the 

requirements of law. 

KLA representatives attended the May 22, 2024 regular meeting of the KSD Board and 

provided a written letter and vote of “no confidence” in Superintendent Vela and Board President 

Margel due to their inability to provide the appropriate leadership. KLA representatives 

specifically mentioned Resolution 1669 as one of the enumerated reasons for the vote of no 

confidence. Included was a request for Superintendent Vela’s and Board President Margel’s 

voluntary resignations from their positions.60 
 

P. Unethical Conduct of Board Directors Margel and Clark (and Former 
Director Farah) towards Directors Cook and Song at February 28, 2024 
Meeting. 

Per BP 1400—Meeting Conduct and Order of Business: “The board will conduct all 

board meetings in a civil, orderly, and business-like manner. The board uses Roberts Rules of 

Order (Revised) as a guide, except when board bylaws or policies supersede such rules. … The 

board will use the agenda to establish its regular order of business. However, either the 

 
60 See EXHIBIT 5 (May 22, 2024 Kent Labor Alliance Vote of No Confidence) and EXHIBIT 6 (Kent Reporter 
Article re the Vote of No Confidence). 
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to his fellow Board Directors, Donald Cook and Andy Song. Case in point—the February 28, 

2024 meeting where Resolution 1669 was enacted. He exhibited open hostility and disdain for 

Director Cook and his questioning of the adverse action being taken against him, as well as for 

Director Song who made several attempts to de-escalate the conversation and to table the 

discussion to allow for more time for the KSD Board to hear from union leaders before taking 

final action. 

B. Abuse of Authority. 

Recall Petitioners contend that before the first meeting of any committee created by the 

Board for the District can be attended by any of its proposed members, the construct of that 

committee must follow existing law provided to special purpose districts by the Washington 

Legislature and the Board’s own policies for the creation of committees of the Kent School 

District. The creation of the committee and the steps the Board took to get there, were an abuse 

of authority. 

No closed session of the Labor Policy Committee should have occurred that also 

excluded Director Cook (in addition to the Public)—because the creation and basic construct of 

the committee broke the law. It doesn’t matter that collective bargaining discussions are an 

exception to the OPMA. The Labor Policy Committee (containing a quorum of Board members) 

wasn’t legal from its inception, so no closed meetings of that committee should have ever 

occurred (but closed meetings excluding Director Cook did occur in 2024, as a result of the 

actions of Directors Margel, Farah, and Clark, Superintendent Vela, as well as legal counsel Paul 

Brachvogel and P. Stephen DiJulio). 

C. Improper / Overbroad “Resolution 1669.” 

Resolution 1669 is improper, overbroad, not transparent to the Public, is not well-defined, 

and creates a Labor Policy Committee of the Board that goes beyond any authority provided to 

the KSD Board by the Washington Legislature.63 

 
 

63 See EXHIBIT 3 (Resolution 1669; Notice of Intent and Purpose). 
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D. Special Purpose Districts Cannot Create Committees that Contain a Quorum 

of Board Members. 

While cities and counties exercise general governmental authority, special purpose 

districts are created for a particular purpose and their powers are limited to those areas within 

their jurisdiction. Special purpose districts are authorized by state legislation and are municipal 

corporations.64 Special purpose districts are subject to limitations expressly or implied by state 

law.65 

E. Resolution 1669 Created a Labor Policy Committee of the Kent School 
District that Contained a Quorum of Board Members. 

The majority vote of Directors Margel, Farah, and Clark and the enactment of Resolution 

1669 on February 28, 2024 resulted in the KSD Board’s creation of a “Labor Policy Committee” 

going against KSD BP 1240 and BP 4110 which state that only two Board Directors may 

participate in any committee of the District.66 
 

F. Improper Delegation of Authority to Unelected Municipal Officers, and 
Exclusion of Director Cook from Meetings of the Board. 

Resolution 1669 caused the improper delegation of authority provided by the electorate 

and the Washington Legislature to Donald Cook—to unelected municipal officers of the District. 

The delegation of this authority was well outside of the scope allowed for special purpose 

districts within Washington State and a gross abuse of authority by a hostile majority of the KSD 

Board—and in particular, by Board President Margel and the Board’s Secretary, Superintendent 

Vela, and the District’s legal counsel, Paul Brachvogel, Curtis Leonard, and P. Stephen DiJulio.  

As stated in 42 Am.Jur., Public Administrative Law § 73, “It is a general principle of law, 

expressed in the maxim ‘delegatus non potest delegare,’ that a delegated power may not be 

further delegated by the person to whom such power is delegated. Apart from statute, whether 

 
64 See Lauterbach v. Centralia (1956); King County Water District No. 54 v. King County Boundary Review Board 
(1976). (Quoting MRSC: Knowing the Territory, p. 1.) Emphasis added. 
65 See Snohomish County v. Anderson (1904) and Massie v. Brown (1974). Emphasis added. 
66 See also RCW 28A.343.390, AGO 2006 No. 6, AGO 1986 No. 16. 
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administrative officers in whom certain powers are vested or upon whom certain duties are 

imposed may deputize others to exercise such powers or perform such duties usually depends 

upon whether the particular act or duty sought to be delegated is ministerial, on the one hand, 

or on the other, discretionary or quasi-judicial. Merely ministerial functions may be delegated 

to assistants whose employment is authorized, but there is no authority to delegate acts 

discretionary or quasi-judicial in nature.  . . .” AGLO 1974 No. 91. Emphasis added. See also 

AGO 2006 No. 6, at 2 (citing In re Recall of Beasley, 128  Wn.2d 419, 908 P.2d 878 (1996)—

(council members are taking action where they deliberate or discuss a decision they might 

eventually make).   

G. Improper Exclusion of Director Cook from Meetings of the Board; Director 
Cook’s Right and Authority to Participate in All Meetings of the Board (as 
well as Participating in All Actions—not just Final Actions—of the KSD 
Board, as Allowed by Existing Law and Board Policy. 

Resolution 1669 improperly excluded a duly elected Board Director from participating in 

meetings of the KSD Board and from developing bargaining parameters for the District to 

operate in labor bargaining with unions.   

Per KSD BP 1220, “the authority of individual board members is limited to 

participating in actions taken by the board as a whole when legally in session.” Board Policy 

1220 does not state that a board member is limited to taking final action (nor could it state that, 

because that would be outside of the scope allowed for special purpose districts). Each member 

is obligated to attend board meetings regularly (closed sessions are board meetings). 

The Board, at the advice of District counsel, have inappropriately removed Director 

Cook’s ability to participate in actions taken by the Board in closed meetings (the closed 

sessions he was excluded from in 2024) that he is now and was then obligated to attend 

through his duty to the Public and oath of office.  

Resolution 1669 is contrary to KSD BP 1220 and Washington law. Despite its own 

policy stating otherwise, the District and its legal counsel are operating on the belief that only 

final action matters in its ability to enforce Resolution 1669 against Cook—as they have 
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claimed in Public meetings of the KSD Board, in materials provided to the Public, and in the 

Resolution 1669 litigation. 

Per RCW 28A.320.040, a Board has the power to make bylaws that are “not inconsistent 

with the provisions of this title”. Per RCW 28A.150.230, a board director is to be held 

accountable for the proper operation of their district to the local community and its electorate. 

Resolution 1669 is inconsistent with the provisions of Title 28A. 

Because Resolution 1669 was enacted by the Board, Director Cook is now “held 

accountable” for the actions taken by others in closed sessions despite not participating in 

those closed sessions himself, due to the Resolution’s exclusion of his elected role in closed 

sessions. Director Cook cannot and should not be held accountable for the actions of others in 

which he does not participate, and his conflict with one union (KEA) does not apply to the other 

unions that bargain with the District. 

Per RCW 42.52.010 (Ethics in Public Service), “participate” means to participate in 

state action or a proceeding personally and substantially as a state officer or state employee, 

through approval, disapproval, decision, recommendation, the rendering of advice, 

investigation, or otherwise. 

H. Director Cook’s Court of Appeals, Division I Case is Pending (Opening Brief 
Due March 17, 2025). 

Director Cook’s appeal of the dismissal of his KCSC appeal of Board action is currently 

pending in the Court of Appeals, Division I. Given that Director Cook’s case was not heard on 

the merits of his case due to a procedural technicality, it is likely that the case will eventually be 

kicked back to King County Superior Court and allowed to proceed towards trial. The Court of 

Appeals Opening Brief on behalf of Donald Cook is due to be filed on March 17, 2025. See 

COA, Div I, Case No. 874811. 

/// 

/// 

/// 















































1

2

3

4

5

6

7

8

9

10

11

12

13

14

15

16

17

18

19

20

21

22

23

24

25

26

27

 

PETITION FOR THE RECALL OF A BOARD DIRECTOR  
OF KENT SCHOOL DISTRICT NO. 415 - 76 

RECALL PETITIONERS 
GRETA NELSON 

MICHELE BETTINGER 
LORI WAIGHT 

VII. CHARGE TWO 

(Violations of Open Public Meetings Act; Violation of Constitutional Rights and  

Denial of Due Process; Abuse of Executive Session) 

Board Director Clark committed acts of misfeasance, malfeasance, and/or violated his oath 
of office as identified in Sections III, IV, V and VII herein. 
 

A. Foster Garvey Memo used for Board Deliberation as the Justification of 
Resolution 1669. 

The “Foster Garvey” memo was used for Board deliberation in a quasi-judicial action 

determining the legal rights, duties, or privileges of a specific party, which was conducted during 

Executive Sessions of the KSD Board on January 24, February 7, and February 14, 2024 and was 

the basis for Resolution 1669 and the adverse action taken against Director Cook.  

Director Cook, when presented with the memo describing adverse action being presented 

and considered, demanded that the matter be brought out into the Public, which was his right. 

B. Public Hearing Requested by Director Cook; Denial of Due Process and 
Violation of Constitutional Rights. 

By requesting an open public meeting or public hearing, Director Cook was waiving his 

right to any confidentiality or privilege, and because of his request for a Public hearing, the 

Public also had a right to observe that hearing.  

The Board does not get to decide what is good for the Public to know, and what is not 

good for the Public to know. RCW 42.30.010.  

Director Cook was not allowed to bring the matter of the adverse action being taken 

against him before the Public for hearing—he was denied that right by a hostile majority of the 

Board—and the individual actions of Directors Margel and Clark (and former Director Farah). 

Resolution 1669 restricted Director Cook’s right to due process and freedom of speech and 

impeded a duly elected Board Director from fulfilling his role on the Board on behalf of the 

electorate he serves. “Unfair hearings may violate the constitutional “due process of law” rights 

of individuals.”67 
 

67 See State ex rel. Beam v. Fulwiler (1969). 
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C. Abuse of Executive Session; Notice. 

To convene an executive session, the governing body’s presiding officer must announce: 

(1) the purpose of the executive session, and (2) the time when the executive session will end. 

The announcement is to be given to those in attendance at the meeting. RCW 42.30.110(2). 

The announced purpose of the executive session must be one of the statutorily identified 

purposes for which an executive session may be held. The announcement therefore must contain 

enough information to identify the purpose as falling within one of those identified in RCW 

42.30.110(1). It would not be sufficient, for example … to declare simply that the council will 

now meet in executive session to discuss “personnel matters.” Discussion of personnel matters, 

in general, is not an authorized purpose for holding an executive session; only certain specific 

issues relating to personnel may be addressed in executive session. RCW 42.30.110(1)(f), (g).”68 

Participants in an executive session have a legal duty under the OPMA to hold in 

confidence information that they obtain in the course of a properly convened executive session, 

but only if the information at issue is within the scope of the statutorily authorized purpose for 

which the executive session was called. Id. (emphasis added). 

“Potential litigation” is often used as a justification for executive sessions because it is 

susceptible to a broad reading. Indeed, many things a public agency does will subject it to the 

possibility of a lawsuit. However, a court will construe “potential litigation” or any other 

grounds for an executive session narrowly and in favor of requiring open meetings. Miller v. 

City of Tacoma (1999). To avoid a reading of this subsection that may be broader than that 

intended by the Legislature—and to avoid a suit alleging a violation of the OPMA—it is 

important for a governing body to look at the facts of each situation in the context of all the 

requirements of this subsection.69 See also Columbia Riverkeeper, 2017 WL 2483271, at *7. 

RCW 42.30.110 only precludes the disclosure of information that pertains to the 

statutorily authorized purpose for which the executive session was called. To the extent that the 

 
68 Open Government Resource Manual (Procedures for Holding an Executive Session) at 
https://www.atg.wa.gov/Open-Government-Resource-Manual/Chapter-3. Emphasis added. 
69 See https://www.atg.wa.gov/Open-Government-Resource-Manual/Chapter-3. Emphasis added. 

https://www.atg.wa.gov/Open-Government-Resource-Manual/Chapter-3
https://www.atg.wa.gov/Open-Government-Resource-Manual/Chapter-3


1

2

3

4

5

6

7

8

9

10

11

12

13

14

15

16

17

18

19

20

21

22

23

24

25

26

27

 

PETITION FOR THE RECALL OF A BOARD DIRECTOR  
OF KENT SCHOOL DISTRICT NO. 415 - 78 

RECALL PETITIONERS 
GRETA NELSON 

MICHELE BETTINGER 
LORI WAIGHT 

discussion at an executive session might stray from the topic the information would not be 

rendered confidential by 42.30.110. Participants in an executive session have a legal duty under 

the OPMA to hold in confidence information that they obtain in the course of a properly 

convened executive session, but only if the information at issue is within the scope of the 

statutorily authorized purpose for which the executive session was called.70 

As stated in AGO 2017 No. 5:   

“Under what circumstances, if any, may the governing body of a public agency 

exclude an elected member from executive session because of concerns about 

confidential information. The most readily-available remedy for a governing body 

concerned that one of its members might disclose confidential information is the one 

provided in the OPMA itself. That is, the governing body can ask a court to issue either a 

writ of mandamus or an injunction to stop or prevent a threatened violation of the OPMA. 

RCW 42.30.130. Exclusion of an elected member is a less likely remedy. 

The exclusion of an elected member of a governing body of a public agency 

would seriously interfere with the ability of an elected official to represent the voters who 

selected him or her to perform the job. “When the voters choose an elected official, they 

necessarily choose who will be responsible for the duties of that office.” State ex rel. 

Banks v. Drummond, 187 Wn.2d 157, 179, 385 P.3d 769 (2016). As has long been 

recognized, an individual member of a multi-member body can do little “except at a 

meeting with the others.” State ex rel. Heilbron v. Van Brocklin, 8 Wash. 557, 565, 36 P. 

495 (1894). Members of a governing body generally have the right to attend its meetings, 

including executive sessions. Myers v. Elgin Cmty. Coll. Bd. of Trustees, 46 Ill. App. 3d 

768, 770-71, 361 N.E.2d 314 (1977) (upholding the right of a student member of a 

community college board of trustees to attend executive sessions of the board). Our 

counterpart in a sister state concluded that exclusion is not a remedy, noting that “the 

inherent right of a member of a governmental body to attend all meetings of that body, 
 

70 AGO 2017 No. 5.   
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The majority vote and the individual actions of Directors Margel and Clark (and former 

Director Farah who is not subject to recall) and the enactment of Resolution 1669 on February 

28, 2024 resulted in the KSD Board’s creation of a “Labor Policy Committee” going against 

KSD BP 1240 and BP 4110 which state that only two Board Directors may participate in any 

committee of the District. See also RCW 28A.343.390; AGO 2006 No. 6 (“…the Open Public 

Meetings Act would apply if the council members took any “action” (as defined in RCW 42.30) 

at the meeting, such as voting, deliberating together, or using the meeting as a source of public 

testimony for council action.”) (emphasis added); AGO 1986 No. 16 (“A committee that 

exercises decisionmaking power and also serves a separate advisory function is subject to the 

Act when it [[Orig. Op. Page 13]] meets to conduct business related to the exercise of 

decisionmaking power.  To the extent the committee has a separate advisory role, it is not 

subject to the Act when it meets to conduct business related to that advisory role.  However, 

where a committee performs both functions it is subject to the Act unless the advisory function 

can be separated from the exercise of its decisionmaking authority.”). 

The improper Labor Policy Committee created by a Resolution (which included the 

individual vote of Director Clark) contained a quorum of Board members, and Board actions 

(including positive and negative decisions) and deliberations occurred in closed sessions during 

collective bargaining with unions—and taking any action (not just final action) on behalf of the 

Board meant that the governing body was performing both functions—the decisionmaking 

power and a separate advisory function for the Board. 

BP 1310 states that “Proposed new policies and proposed changes in existing policies 

will be presented in writing for reading and discussion. Unless the board determines that 

immediate action would be in the best interests of the district, the final vote for adoption will 

take place not earlier than the next succeeding regular or special board meeting.  

There was no identified need for immediate action at the February 28, 2024 meeting, and 

the Notice of Intent and Purpose for the Resolution stated that the Resolution was not legally 

necessary. See EXHIBIT 3 (Resolution 1669). 
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“Before adopting a policy … the school district board of directors shall comply with the 

notice requirements of the open public meetings act, chapter 42.30 RCW, and shall in addition 

include in that notice a statement that sets forth or reasonably describes the proposed policy. 

The board of directors shall provide a reasonable opportunity for public written and oral 

comment and consideration of the comment by the board of directors.”71 

The Washington Legislature provides for the same notice requirements to the Public for 

the adoption of policies, as for any amendment or suspension of policies (advance notice to the 

Public and an opportunity for written and oral comment). Per Resolution 1641 (13):  KSD Board 

Directors “agree to follow the process of adding items to the agenda, instead of bringing it up 

unexpectedly.”72 

Violations of BP 1400 and 42.30 RCW—the Public was not provided the opportunity 

for written comment (which is required to be provided by the Public in advance of the meeting) 

regarding the Suspension of Resolution 1669 on October 9, 2024. 

2. Violations of BP 1310 (Policy Adoption re Amendment to Policies), BP 
1320 (Suspension of a Policy), and Chapter 42.30 RCW (OPMA). 

Proposed new policies and proposed changes in existing policies will be presented in 

writing for reading and discussion. Unless the board determines that immediate action would 

be in the best interests of the district, the final vote for adoption will take place not earlier than 

the next succeeding regular or special board meeting. 

Any written statement by any person relative to a proposed policy or amendment should 

be directed to the board secretary prior to the second reading. The board may invite oral 

statements from staff members or community members as an order of business. When the board 

is considering a district policy or amendment to policy that is not expressly or by implication 

authorized by state or federal law, but which will promote the education of kindergarten through 

twelfth grade students in public schools or will promote the effective, efficient or safe 

 
71 Recall Petitioners are of the belief that the same requirements apply to any amendment or suspension of a policy. 
72 See EXHIBIT 19 (Resolution 1641 effective April 26, 2023 and signed by Board President Margel and Director 
Clark). 
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management and operation of the district, the proposed policy will be described in any notice of 

the meetings at which the policy will be considered, if the notice is issued pursuant to the Open 

Public Meetings Act. Ch. 42.30 RCW the board will provide an opportunity for public written 

and oral comment on such policies before adoption or amendment. 

In the event that immediate action on a proposed policy is necessary, the motion for its 

adoption will provide that immediate adoption is in the best interest of the district.  

No reason was provided for the suspension other than “it [had] served its purpose” as 

Board President Margel stated in the October 9 meeting. 

Violations of BP1310, BP 1320, and Chapter 42.30 RCW—regarding Director Clark’s 

individual actions taken to immediately suspend Resolution 1669 at the October 9 regular 

meeting of the Board. Directors Margel and Clark voted “yea” to suspend Resolution 1669, and 

Director Cook took no action (which was counted as abstaining from the vote)—which is not a 

unanimous vote of members present for taking immediate action that either adopts, amends or 

suspends a policy of the Board (a violation of KSD BP 1320). 

C. Violation of BP 1420 (Proposed Agenda and Consent Agenda) 

Violation of KSD BP 1420—KSD Board Members received no information on the 

suspension of the policy in advance of the meeting.  Per KSD BP 1420, copies of the proposed 

agenda, minutes of the previous meeting, and relevant supplementary information will be 

provided to each board member at least seventy-two (72) hours in advance of the meeting 

(violation of KSD BP 1420 – KSD Board Members received no information on the suspension of 

the policy in advance of the meeting). 

D. No Stated Emergency or Reason for the Suspension of a Board Policy 
Requiring Immediate Action.  

There was no stated emergency and no stated need for the immediate suspension. There 

was no stated reason explaining how immediate action would be in the best interests of the Board 

and District. Despite valid questions from Director Cook, no information was provided by 

Director Clark, who made the motion for adding the agenda item of “immediate repeal” of 
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Resolution 1669, or by Board President Margel who seconded the motion. This was an abuse of 

authority, a violation of BP 1320, and violation of OPMA. The only thing resembling a reason 

was Board President Margel’s comment that “it [had] served its purpose.” She didn’t or wouldn’t 

respond as to what that purpose was.  

As anyone can image, this would be (and was) a very frustrating and disappointing 

exchange with colleagues, as Director Cook had spent (at that point in the Resolution 1669 

litigation) just over $42,000 of personal funds to appeal the improper Board action taken by a 

hostile majority of the KSD Board.  

The suspension was necessary (that is not in dispute); what is in dispute is that the KSD 

Board is not following its own policies and procedures, is not being transparent and open to the 

Public or allowing enough time for the Public to provide written comments, and has broken the 

law in the process of hiding behind Executive Sessions, giving the impression to the Public of 

corruption on the KSD Board, or at the very least, acts of misfeasance, malfeasance, and/or 

violations of oath(s) of office. 

E. Public Attendance and Comments; First Amendment Protections. 

Per KSD BP 1400 (Public Attendance and Comments)—the board recognizes the value 

of public comment on educational issues and the importance of involving members of the public 

in its meetings. In order to permit fair and orderly expression of public comment, with the 

exception of emergency situations, the board will provide a period at or before every regular 

meeting at which final action is to take place for public comment. 

During the public comment period, visitors may address the board on any topic within the 

scope of the board’s responsibility. Public comment may occur orally or through written 

comments submitted before the meeting. Written comments must adhere to the standards of 

civility discussed below and must be received 24 hours before the board meeting. All written 

public comments timely submitted will be distributed to each board member. Id. 

Public comment periods for school board meetings have First Amendment protections 

(including for those who only have the ability to provide written comment and/or those who are 
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Clark, and Farah, who pushed to approve the contract, often citing executive session 
discussions and dismissing concerns as “asked and answered.”  

Public frustration grew as Margel threatened audience members for clapping and Farah 
accused critics of racism, prompting outrage and calls for his recall. The debate 
intensified over hours, with Cook and Song unsuccessfully moving to table the vote, 
highlighting procedural inequities (e.g., pausing for Farah’s tech issues but not Song’s 
medical break). 

By 1:43 AM, the contract passed 4-0, with Cook abstaining, granting Vela $394,000 in 
compensation—exceeding Seattle’s superintendent despite KSD’s smaller size and 
Vela’s lack of Superintendent credentials. Commenters praised Cook and Song for 
representing the public, condemned Margel’s opacity and Farah’s insults, and expressed 
dismay at the board’s dismissal of community input.  

The thread reflects a broader narrative of distrust in KSD leadership, with calls for 
accountability, recalls, and levy opposition, ending with a mix of exhaustion and resolve 
among the 51 viewers still watching at 2:00 AM.” 

Director Clark’s actions at this meeting involved actively supporting and voting for 

Vela’s contract extension, despite legal and transparency issues, failing to challenge Margel’s 

solo contract extension negotiation without approval of the Board, and he did not address 

Superintendent evaluation or bid and procurement and contracting irregularities—individual 

actions that Recall Petitioners argue are a breach of his fiduciary duty and oath of office, and a 

violation of his duty under RCW 28A.320.015 to act in students’ and taxpayers’ interests. 

B. Improper Individual Actions; Failure of a Duty to Act; Failure of Fiduciary 
Duty to the Public. 

Director Clark allowed and attended improper Executive Sessions of the Board to occur, 

and did not provide the proper oversight of the District regarding the procurement of services of 

a consultant paid for using resources from the General Fund. He also voted on and approved an 

improper contract extension for Superintendent Vela that is in violation of law—a retroactive 

extension to an employment contract for a superintendent is not allowed by law, but Director 

Clark allowed the contract to proceed anyway with his vote and approval of the contract. Board 

Members must follow the law—improper meetings and violations of law in contracting with the 

District is a failure of a fiduciary duty to the Public and represents a lack of the appropriate 

oversight of the District by the Board. 
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C. Violations of Law and KSD Board Policies—including Bid and Procurement 

Process for Consultant Services. 

The Board recognizes the importance of maximizing the use of District resources; the 

need for sound business practices in spending public money; the requirement of complying with 

state and federal laws governing purchasing and public works; the importance of standardized 

purchasing regulations; and the need for clear documentation. BP 6220. As described herein, the 

KSD Board and District are violating or not following existing Board Policies and Procedures, 

including Board Policy 6220. 

D. KSD’s General Fund (GF) is Financed Primarily from Local Taxes, State 
Support Funds, Federal Grants, and Local Receipts. 

The payments for consulting services performed and any contracts with Dr. Lawrence 

Nyland and/or Learning Unlimited have been paid using the District’s General Fund.74 

Per BP 6020—System of Funds and Accounts: “The General Fund (GF) is financed 

primarily from local taxes, state support funds, federal grants, and local receipts. These 

revenues are used specifically for financing the ordinary and legally authorized operations of the 

district for all grades, including programs of instruction for the students, food services, 

maintenance, data processing, printing, and pupil transportation. The GF is managed in 

accordance with special regulations, restrictions, and limitations. The GF constitutes an 

independent fiscal and accounting entity.75 

E. The District’s Bid or Request for Proposal Requirements. 

1. Capital Outlay Purchases. 

Recall Petitioners reviewed District policies regarding contracting with the District, and it 

doesn’t appear that a consultant to the District or its Board would fall under the category of a 

“capital outlay” purchase. Per BP 6210, a "Capital Outlay" includes capitalized and non-

capitalized expenses and is divided into two sub-categories for RCW procurement purposes: 

 
74 See https://go.boarddocs.com/wa/ksdwa/Board.nsf/goto?open&id=C79LMB552E9B and 
https://go.boarddocs.com/wa/ksdwa/Board.nsf/goto?open&id=CHCN4K5DF476.  
75 See https://go.boarddocs.com/wa/ksdwa/Board.nsf/goto?open&id=BS5UQH7D2B84.  

https://go.boarddocs.com/wa/ksdwa/Board.nsf/goto?open&id=C79LMB552E9B
https://go.boarddocs.com/wa/ksdwa/Board.nsf/goto?open&id=CHCN4K5DF476
https://go.boarddocs.com/wa/ksdwa/Board.nsf/goto?open&id=BS5UQH7D2B84
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1) Buildings, Repairs, and Improvements (public works) and 

2) Supplies, Equipment, and Furniture. 

Board approval for the purchase of capital outlay items is required when the aggregate total of 

a requisition exceeds $25,000 except that the superintendent has the authority to make capital 

outlay purchases without advance approval when it is necessary to protect the interests of the 

district or the health and safety of the staff or students. 

Recall Petitioners assume for this Recall Petition that the services of a consultant to the 

District would fit under the category of “Services” listed under the guidelines for the use of 

federal funds (which the District’s General Fund contains)—for the services contemplated and as 

provided by Dr. Nyland and/or Learning Unlimited to Superintendent Vela and the District and 

to the KSD Board—and which were identified as being paid from the General Fund in Public-

facing materials. The General Fund contains deposits of local and state tax revenue and federal 

grant funds. Recall Petitioners assume that the KSD and its Board would be required to use 

federal bid and procurement guidelines in contracting with independent consultants for the 

District (in the absence of any KSD Board policy that states otherwise, since the provision of 

“services” to the District is only mentioned under the description for the use of federal funds and 

not anywhere else in KSD Board policies that Recall Petitioners could locate in advance of the 

filing of this Recall Petition). 

2. Purchases of Services When Using Federal Funds (from the General 
Fund). 

Per BP 6220, when the District uses federal funds for the procurement of services: 

 Purchases of $10,000 or less do not require quotes. However, the District must 
consider price to be reasonable based on research, experience, purchase history, or 
other information and must document this determination. In addition, to the extent 
practical, purchases should be distributed equitably among suppliers. 

 Purchases between $10,000 and $250,000 must be procured using price or rate 
quotations from a reasonable number of qualified sources. 

 Purchases of $250,000 or more must be publicly solicited using the District’s formal 
bidding process. 
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3. Noncompetitive Procurement. 

Noncompetitive Procurement may be used only when one of the following five 

circumstances applies: 

 Acquiring property or services that do not exceed $10,000, or in the case of a school 
district who qualifies as a low-risk auditee in accordance with criteria in 2 C.F.R. § 
200.520 or has documentation of an annual internal institutional risk assessment to 
identify, mitigate, and manage financial risks, $40,000. 

 The item is only available from a single source. 

 The public exigency or emergency for the requirement will not permit a delay 
resulting from competitive solicitation. 

 The awarding agency (e.g., OSPI) authorizes noncompetitive procurement in 
response to a written request from the district. 

 After solicitation of a number of sources, competition is determined inadequate. 

The district must maintain documentation supporting the applicable circumstance for 

noncompetitive procurement. BP 6220. 

Upon information and belief (as of the October 23, 2023 report), the KSD is not a low-

risk auditee in accordance with criteria in 2 C.F.R. § 200.520, as determined by the state 

auditor,76 which means that the self-certification thresholds identified in BP 6220 do not apply 

for the District’s procurement process (where purchases of $50,000 or less would not require 

quotes). But even if the District were considered a low-risk auditee, any contract purchases of 

more than $50,000 would still require that the District to obtain quotes through a competitive 

bid procurement process with Board approval. 

4. Additional Guidelines for Purchases Made with Federal Funds. 

When purchases are made with federal funds, BP 6220P provides additional guidelines 

and procedures for the procurement process that must be followed: 

 

 
76 See October 31, 2023 Washington State Auditor’s Report on Financial Statements and Federal Single Audit at p.5: 
https://portal.sao.wa.gov/ReportSearch/Home/ViewReportFile?arn=1033575&sp=false&isFinding=false&fbclid=Iw
Y2xjawIeFAhleHRuA2FlbQIxMAABHe1fqjuc67O9dh-Jo0WsGaQf-uOBYl779Vo226XK-
QAi1HQmt2Fo5wS4NQ_aem_iAQ_G2WSBkiHgR-vy7LPgw. 

https://portal.sao.wa.gov/ReportSearch/Home/ViewReportFile?arn=1033575&sp=false&isFinding=false&fbclid=Iw
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1. The district will, to the greatest extent practicable, ensure that goods, products, or 

materials are produced in the United States (2 CFR 200.322).  

2. When bids or competitive solicitation is required, the district will ensure that the 
requirements are not written in such a way as to prevent competition, such as 
specifying a name brand of item (2 CFR 200.319).  

3. The district will ensure that there are enough qualified sources to ensure maximum 
open and free competition, and that potential bidders are not unjustly precluded from 
bidding (2 CFR 200.319).  

4. All contracts shall include the following provisions in the contract language, as 
applicable (2 CFR Appendix II to Part 200):  

A. It must address remedies for instances where a contractor violates the terms of 
the contract.  

B. If in excess of $10,000, it must include language addressing termination for 
cause.  

C. It must include an Equal Employment Opportunity clause.  

D. If the contract is for a public work project, language that the Davis-Bacon Act 
will be followed.  

E. That the contractor, and any subcontractors, are not suspended or debarred from 
receiving Federal funding.  

5. Exemptions for Bid Procurement Process for Purchases. 

The Board may waive bid requirements for purchases “clearly and legitimately limited to 

a single source of supply; involving special facilities or market conditions; in the event of an 

emergency; of insurance or bond; [or] involving public works in the event of an emergency.” BP 

6220. 

“Emergency” means unforeseen circumstances beyond the district’s control that present a 

real, immediate threat to the proper performance of essential functions or will likely result in 

material loss or damage to property, bodily injury, or loss of life if immediate action is not taken. 

 Whenever the board waives bid requirements, the board will issue a document 

explaining the factual basis for the exception and record the contract for open public inspection. 

BP 6220. 

/// 

/// 
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6. Conflicts of Interest re KSD Purchasing and Contracting—Relations 

with Vendors. 

No employee, officer, or agent may participate in the selection, award, or 

administration of a contract supported by federal funds if he or she has a real or apparent 

conflict of interest. Such a conflict would arise when the employee, officer, or agent, any 

member of their immediate family, their partner, or an organization that employs or is about to 

employ any of the parties indicated herein has a financial or other interest in or a tangible 

personal benefit from a firm considered for a contract. 

 No employee, officer, or agent of the district may solicit or accept gratuities, favors, or 

anything of monetary value from contractors or parties to subcontracts. Violation of these 

standards may result in disciplinary action including, but not limited to, suspension, dismissal, 

or removal. 

Per BP 6230: “Financial and business transactions of the District will be carried out in 

conformity with the law and consistent with sound and ethical business practices. Purchasing and 

contracting decisions will be made on the basis of objectivity and will not be influenced by 

friendships or other personal relationships.”  

“Neither board members, administrators, nor staff will solicit or accept a gift or favor 

from vendors, prospective vendors, other firms, or individuals who have had or hope to have 

transactions with the district.” 

Definition of “Vendor”:   

A “vendor” is a person (or an organization made up of such persons) who: 

 is seeking official action by, is doing business or seeking to do business with, or is 
regulated by the employee’s agency; or 

 has interests that may be substantially affected by performance or 
nonperformance of the employee’s official duties. 

Definition of “Gift” 

A “gift” is defined to mean anything of monetary value, and specifically includes 
transportation, local travel, lodgings and meals, whether provided in-kind, by purchase of 
a ticket, payment in advance, or reimbursement after the expense has been incurred. 
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Exclusions from the Gift Rule 

 modest refreshments (such as coffee and donuts); 

 unsolicited flowers, plants, and floral arrangements; 

 unsolicited advertising or promotional items of nominal value, such as pens and 
note pads; 

 unsolicited tokens or awards of appreciation in the form of a plaque, trophy, desk 
item, wall memento, or similar item; 

 informational material, publications, or subscriptions related to the recipient’s 
professional duties; 

 food and beverages consumed at hosted receptions where attendance is related to 
the employee’s official duties; 

 admission to, and the cost of food and beverages consumed at, events sponsored 
by or in conjunction with a civic, charitable, governmental, or community 
organization; 

 discounts available to the public or to all government employees; and 

 rewards or prizes connected to competitions open to the general public. 

Exceptions to Gift Rule 

 a gift valued at $50 or less, provided that the total value of gifts from the same 
person is not more than $50 in a calendar year; 

 a gift motivated solely by a family relationship or personal friendship; or 

 gifts of free attendance at certain widely attended gatherings, provided that the 
agency has determined that attendance is in the interest of the agency. 

Board members, administrators, and staff are prohibited from financial interests in any 

district purchase, sale, or other transaction. The District will not purchase goods or services 

from any member of the board or management employee or from the spouse or dependent 

relative of any such person, or from any business or firm in which any such person will receive 

financial benefit in excess of the gift rule above. BP 6230.   

 The District may purchase goods or services from an employee of the district other than 

identified above only when the interest of the employee in the transaction is fully disclosed and 

only upon an affirmative demonstration that any such employee has not used his or her 

position in the district to influence the decision to make such purchase. BP 6230. 
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F. Violation of RCW 39.26.140 re Sole Source Contract—Development of 

Contract with KSD and Voucher Submissions for Payments Made to 
Independent Contractor Dr. Nyland through his Company “Learning 
Unlimited.” 

Dr. Nyland was first tasked with a review of KSD’s Human Resources practices and 

implementation of the “Moss Adams report,” with his work later clarified by the District as 

providing consulting services in a strategic or advisory capacity for board/superintendent 

governance—to support Superintendent Vela in his new role as the KSD’s Superintendent. 

Dr. Nyland advised Superintendent Vela in a professional development and strategy, and 

was also contracted (by Superintendent Vela) to consult with the Board on how to evaluate 

Superintendent Vela’s job performance—including for the Board’s development of the materials 

and rubric that was used to evaluate the Superintendent’s performance. Superintendent Vela 

hired the same consultant he had used for his own professional development—to advise and 

train KSD Board Members on how to evaluate his performance which resulted in a contract 

extension, including additional benefits such as over $23,000 placed into a tax sheltered 

annuity annually, in addition to putting in place an unbalanced and not well-defined 

mediation process for any disputes between the Superintendent and his employer—the KSD 

Board. 

Dr. Lawrence Nyland and/or Learning Unlimited is a “vendor” and a contracting party 

of the KSD—that is doing business with the District. Dr. Nyland has interests that may be 

“substantially affected by performance or nonperformance of the employee’s official duties.”77 

Dr. Nyland has an interest in the results of the KSD Board’s evaluation of Superintendent 

Vela, as he has been working with or training Superintendent Vela and guiding his professional 

development since at least October 2021. A poor review of the Superintendent would be a direct 

reflection on Dr. Nyland’s job performance in preparing Superintendent Vela for his role in 

leading the District.  

 
77 See BP 6230. 
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To the community, it doesn’t make sense to hire a Superintendent that doesn’t already 

have the necessary skills to run the organization (Superintendent Vela does not have 

“Superintendent” credentials) and should not have been hired for the permanent Superintendent 

position with the KSD in the first place (the community was against it); the fact that a consultant 

was necessary to prop up Superintendent Vela’s lack of skills does not sit well with a community 

that provides a very generous compensation and benefits package to the Superintendent of the 

KSD.  

The Public has, thus far, had to pay for two people to fill the Superintendent role (Israel 

Vela and Larry Nyland)—with no transparency about Dr. Nyland’s services to both the 

Superintendent and the Board—which is a significant conflict of interest in regards to the 

Superintendent evaluation process and resulted in a contract extension with additional 

compensation to an underperforming Superintendent that wasn’t justified. 

Dr. Nyland provided services first (receipt of services by the District with no contract), 

and then sought reimbursement from the District. Superintendent Vela, an employee, officer or 

agent of the District benefited and accepted services from Dr. Nyland in violation of BP 6230 

(before a contract was eventually entered into).  

All services provided by Larry Nyland or Learning Unlimited between October 2021 and 

before March 7, 2023 were performed without a contract and without following any bid 

procurement process. 

See KSD Public Records Officer’s response to Lori Waight email regarding no contract, 

and Daman Hunter (KSD’s Associate Superintendent of Human Resources) exchange with Ms. 

Waight at EXHIBIT 24—Dr. Nyland wasn’t hired with an employment contract as a 

consultant—(BP 5050)—and there was no vendor contract that followed the required bid 

procurement and contracting process for vendors doing business with the District. See BP 6220 

and 6220P.  

The services were paid for using the General Fund, which contains local and state tax 

revenue and federal grant funds. And despite Superintendent Vela entering into a contract on 
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March 7, 2023 (retroactive to services provided for the 2022-2023 school year), it wasn’t 

presented to the Board for approval or vote. 

Dr. Nyland attended improper Executive Sessions of the Board (which are now the 

subject of an OPMA lawsuit by Joseph and Allison Riley) to discuss the development of 

Superintendent evaluation materials—which should have been done before the Public. The 

evaluation results can be discussed in a closed session, but not discussions regarding the 

development of the evaluation materials and the rubric to be used for same.  

How well the Superintendent Vela is evaluated is a direct reflection on how well Dr. 

Nyland prepared Superintendent Vela for his role—a conflict of interest. And the Board has, 

through individual actions of Board President Margel, conducted the “Public’s work” in 

private, violating Chapter 42.30 RCW. 

1. Board Docs Search for “Nyland” and “Learning Unlimited.” 

Recall Petitioners are limited to the financial documentation and General Fund voucher 

information posted on KSD Board Docs78 for this Section of the Recall Petition—it is not known 

if the records obtained reflect all payments made by the KSD to Dr. Larry Nyland or Learning 

Unlimited (or any affiliate entity or employee of Dr. Nyland or Learning Unlimited).  

Recall Petitioners did not locate any vouchers being submitted that reflected payments 

made by the District to “Larry Nyland or Lawrence Nyland” (only Learning Unlimited submitted 

vouchers). 

/// 

/// 

/// 

/// 

/// 

/// 

/// 
 

78 See https://go.boarddocs.com/wa/ksdwa/Board.nsf/goto?open&id=BV2VR781E1D5.  

https://go.boarddocs.com/wa/ksdwa/Board.nsf/goto?open&id=BV2VR781E1D5
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A search of “Nyland” results in the following: 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

A search of “Learning Unlimited” results in the following: 
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3. August 24, 2022—Informational Agenda item for Consultant; No 

Contract provided for Review and Approval (up to $75,000 paid for 
from General Fund). 

Israel Vela was appointed by the KSD Board as Superintendent of the District and a 

contract was entered into on June 22, 2022. For the August 24, 2022 regular meeting of the KSD 

Board, on the Agenda under “Information” was the following agenda item and description:  
 
Agenda Description:   
 
Kent School District will be engaging the services of Dr. Larry Nyland. Dr. Nyland will 
provide strategic leadership consulting, including but not limited to, continuing to 
provide support for board-superintendent governance. Additionally, Dr. Nyland will be 
assisting with Human Resources’ leadership transition and implantation of the Moss 
Adams’ Report. 
 
Budget Implication:   
 
“The cost of the consultation is not to exceed $75,000, including all taxes and fees, and 
will be paid from the district’s general fund budget.” 
 

According to the data available to Recall Petitioners on KSD Board Docs, for the period 

of time between July 13, 2022 and before the first known contract with the KSD (on March 7, 

2023), Dr. Nyland participated in multiple meetings or presentations to the Board, but there were 

no voucher submissions for Learning Unlimited during that time.  

For example, after a voucher payment was made to Learning Unlimited on July 7, 2022, 

Dr. Nyland shows up in Board Docs for meetings or presentations with the Board and/or District 

on the following dates: July 13, September 21, October 19 and November 2, 2022—and also 

January 18, 2023 (the KSD’s first contract with Dr. Nyland was entered into on March 7, 2023 

and was retroactive for all work completed for the 2022-2023 school year, in violation of 

contracting procedures for the district). 
 

4. March 7, 2023—Improper Retroactive Contract with Dr. Lawrence 
Nyland / Learning Unlimited for 2022-2023 School Year (up to 
$60,000 paid for from General Fund) 

Vouchers for KSD payments to Learning Unlimited were submitted as follows: 
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The Rileys grew concerned about the scope of the closed May 15 meeting and on July 30, 

2024 Joseph Riley made a public records request to the KSD for “all records related to the 

School Board’s executive session on May 15, 2024, including by not limited to any notices, 

meeting notes, materials distributed or presented at the meeting, and any communications to or 

from board members discussing or referring to the executive session (before or after May 15). 

The district initially claimed the records were wholly exempt from disclosure, but upon 

reconsideration, the district produced the materials to Mr. Riley without redactions on August 30, 

2024. Id. 

Upon information and belief, members of the KSD Board engaged in deliberations, 

discussions, considerations, reviews and/or evaluations of the following during a closed meeting 

of a majority of the KSD Board on May 15, 2024: 

1. Dr. Nyland’s PowerPoint (the topics in the presentation exceeded the permissible 
scope of an Executive Session under the OPMA); 

2. A blank “Summary Rating Sheet” to be used for evaluating Superintendent Vela 
(the rating sheet had blank spaces for the Board’s ratings and self-ratings); 

3. A 36-page blank rubric (discussing a blank rating sheet or blank rubric, rather 
than the scores to be filled in, is beyond the permissible scope of an Executive 
Session under the OPMA). 

In response to his public records request, Mr. Riley received a document entitled “2023-

2024 Superintendent Evaluation Timeline” which laid out District’s plans for a combination of 

closed and open meetings of the KSD Board on May 15, May 29, June 5, June 11 and June 26, 

2024.  

The OPMA does not authorize a preliminary discussion of an employee evaluation 

process to be held behind closed doors. A consultant’s instructions and process overview 

exceed the permissible scope of an executive session under the OPMA; the KSD Board was 

required to limit its May 15 closed meeting to a permissible purpose under RCW 42.30.110, 

but failed to do so. Id. (emphasis added). 

The public had a right to observe Dr. Nyland’s PowerPoint presentation to the KSD 

Board on May 15, 2024. There is no broad exception to the OPMA for talking about “personnel” 
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G. Violation of RCW 39.26.140 re Sole Source Contract—Apptegy (replacement 

of communication platform, including website). 

The District added to the April 24, 2022 Agenda of a regular meeting of the Board, the 

review and approval of a contract with Apptegy for the District’s replacement of its 

communication platform, including the District’s website.79 

The Apptegy contract is one example of an sole source contract being improperly 

procured by the District and approved by the Board. 

Kent School District Communication Platform Software Agreement with Apptegy 

AGENDA ITEM:   

To support communication systems coherence and improve the accessibility of 
information and services by communicating with families in their home language, a 
priority initiative was identified to evaluate and implement enhanced tools for unified 
communications.   

A team of twelve staff members representing Athletics & Activities, Communications, 
Customer Support Center, Data Services & Support, Information Technology, 
Interpretation & Translation Services, Principals, Public Records, Software Review 
Committee, and Teachers have met since November 2023 to actualize this priority 
initiative. Over twenty requirements were identified as necessary to improve family and 
staff engagement encompassing school and district websites, mobile app, social media, 
mass communications including “robo calls,” email, and text, school and classroom 
communications with two-way translation capabilities.   

The team researched tools and identified three companies for demonstrations. From the 
demonstrations, two companies were chosen for user testing conducted by district and 
school staff and parents. The recommendation from the team after user testing is 
Apptegy. This tool can be translated into 130 languages and means that our families will 
have one trusted source of communication, instead of checking multiple platforms. 
Apptegy also provides unlimited 1:1 training and support for the lifetime of the 
agreement.  

The implementation of this tool will impact communications across the district including 
translation services. The tool can create newsletters, forms, and surveys and translate into 
130 languages with the push of a button. Apptegy provides an advanced translation 
service to ensure quality translations. Over 4,000 school districts across the nation have 
implemented Apptegy including Spokane Public Schools in our state.  

BOARD GOALS:  

Goal 2: Expanding Student, Family, and Community Partnerships   

 
 

79 See Agenda at https://go.boarddocs.com/wa/ksdwa/Board.nsf/goto?open&id=D4EJQT4E152D. 

https://go.boarddocs.com/wa/ksdwa/Board.nsf/goto?open&id=D4EJQT4E152D
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BUDGET IMPLICATION:   

The recommended vendor has provided a service agreement to include Mobile App 
Development, Custom Web Development, Alerts, Publishing Platform with two-way 
messaging, and Training for a total of $63,500 under the 2023-24 Communications 
Budget for development and $159,650 from the 2024-25 Technology Subscription 
Budget for continuing use.   

Community member, Joseph Riley, submitted inquiries to the Communications 

Department and KSD Board and later exchanged emails with the KSD’s Public Records Officer 

and State Auditor’s office. The email exchanges and additional documentation regarding the sole 

source procurement of Apptegy are attached at EXHIBIT 35 (Joseph Riley Emails and 

Documentation Obtained via Public Records Request regarding Sole Source District Contract—

Apptegy). 

A majority of the Board, including the individual vote of Board Director Clark approved 

a contract that did not follow the proper bid and procurement process and District officials 

appear to skip internal review processes the ensure the appropriate vetting and competition of 

third party service providers and for determining which vendor is awarded the bid. Additional 

detail and context a t EXHIBIT 35. 

H. Superintendent Vela’s Evaluation Process Not Transparent; Contract Terms 
Not in the Community’s Best Interests. 

Recall Petitioner Michele Bettinger has long advocated for transparency in the process, 

and for the KSD to actually follow the processes that are currently in place, for the evaluation of 

the Superintendent and any related contract or extension.  See EXHIBIT 26 (Multiple Michele 

Bettinger Emails re Superintendent Evaluation and Contract—May 4, 2024; November 6, 2024; 

December 9, 2024; January 31, 2025). 

I. KSD’s Strategic Plan and the Measures for Evaluation of the 
Superintendent. 

The District’s Strategic plan lists out 39 measures for evaluating the Plan’s performance. 

Out of the 39 measures, Superintendent Vela only provided data for 17 of them. Over half of 

the measures had no data for the 23-24 school year. Out of the 17 measures with data provided 
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by the Superintendent: 7 moved in the right direction, 4 moved in the wrong direction, and 6 

stayed the same. So only 41% of the provided measures showed any progress toward the final 

target. However, this is a five-year plan with a clear target, which means each measure should 

have progressed 1/5 of the way towards their target. Out of the 7 measures that showed 

progress, only 4 are on track to meet the target. 

So, Superintendent Vela provided data on less than half the measures, less than half of 

those provided measures showed progress, and only 4 measures showed as on track for the 5-

year target. Yet the KSD Board decided to give him three proficient ratings, a raise, and 

a contract extension.  

How did the Board justify three proficient ratings in the evaluation? Why did the Board 

opt for a two-year contract instead of giving one more year to show progress? How could the 

Board possibly justify a 15% raise? See EXHIBIT 22 (Superintendent Vela’s Board Evaluations 

for 2022-2023, 2023-2024, and his Self-Evaluation) and EXHIBIT 28 (Joe Riley Emails re 

Strategic Plan, Superintendent Evaluation Contract Extension). See also EXHIBIT 18 (Joseph 

Riley and Allison Riley Amended Complaint re OPMA Violations Related to Superintendent 

Evaluation). 

During the September 11 regular meeting, the KSD voted on Superintendent Vela’s 

contract extension. A copy of Superintendent Vela’s original contract and its extension are 

attached at EXHIBIT 23 (Superintendent Vela’s Original Contract and Extension). See also 

EXHIBIT 31 (September 17, 2024 Kent Reporter Article re Superintendent Contract Extension). 

Superintendent received “Proficient” ratings, a $56k/year raise, and a two-year contract 

extension. Strategic plan measures only show 11 of 39 measures with positive growth, and only 

4 on track to their five-year target. 

The extension includes, but is not limited to the following terms that are not favorable to 

a community displeased with the lack of leadership skills (among other deficiencies) from 

Superintendent Vela. [see EXHIBIT 23 (Superintendent Contract and Extension)]: 
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1. A mediation process set up to benefit the District and Superintendent – it removes 

the ability for individual Board Members to petition the government for the 
redress of grievances; procedural roadblocks of an unfair mediation process, 
including a not very well defined selection process for the mediator (calendar 
days versus business days are not defined, and if a notice of a mediation is 
provided on a Friday, the joint mediator selection effort would have only 3 
business days of the next week for the parties to agree on the assignment of the 
mediator, who is not likely to have availability for a mediation on such a short 
notice), as identified in the extended contract. 

2. Section 3 (+$6,000). 

3. Section 4 (additional 10-day vacation time cash out available annually). 

4. Section 5 (provides +3 flex leave days and +2 on-call leave days). 

5. Bonus of over $23k to Tax Sheltered Annuity. 

J. Conflict of Interest with Legal Counsel for the District and Board—Who 
Does Curtis Leonard Represent if or when the Kent School District and its 
Board are in Dispute, and in Particular, if Any Litigation Resulted from the 
Superintendent Contract or Extension? 

If the District and Board is in dispute—will outside counsel Curtis Leonard represent the 

interests of the District or its Board? Curis Leonard and Board President Margel negotiated the 

contract terms for the extension. The extension terms are a bad faith attempt by Board President 

Margel (and Superintendent Vela) to further attempt to silence individual Board Members and 

the contract term diminish the authority of the Board over its one employee, the Superintendent. 

Mr. Leonard cannot, in good faith, advise both sides of the dispute. The KSD Board does not 

have independent legal counsel. 

K. Superintendent Contract Extension Violates RCW 28A.400.315—
Employment Contracts. 

Employment contracts entered into between an employer and a superintendent, or 

administrator as defined in RCW 28A.405.230, under RCW 28A.400.010, 28A.400.300, 

or 28A.405.210: 

(1) Shall end no later than June 30th of the calendar year that the contract expires except 
that , a contract entered into after June 30th of a given year may expire during that same 
calendar year; and 

(2) Shall not be revised or entered into retroactively. 
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The individual vote of Board Director Margel, Clark caused a KSD contract to be entered 

into that was in violation of law. The Superintendent’s Contract Extension was approved by a 

majority of the Board on September 11, 2024—but it was entered into retroactively, with an 

effective date of July 1, 2024, which is a violation of RCW 28A.400.315(2). 

L. Public Records Act Violations of the District; Joint Legislative Audit and 
Review Committee (JLARC). 

Each agency (school district) shall maintain a log of public records requests submitted to 

and processed by the agency, which shall include but not be limited to the following information 

for each request: The identity of the requestor if provided by the requestor, the date the request 

was received, the text of the original request, a description of the records produced in response to 

the request, a description of the records redacted or withheld and the reasons therefor, and the 

date of the final disposition of the request. The log must be retained by the agency in accordance 

with the relevant record retention schedule established under this chapter, and shall be a public 

record subject to disclosure under Chapter 42.56 RCW. See also RCW 40.14.026 re JLARC. 

If the agency adopts and diligently follows policies, trains its staff, and provides adequate 

funding for records management and records request processing, the court is likely to reduce the 

penalty amounts. On the other hand, if the agency does not have an effective system in place, the 

court is likely to increase penalty amounts. In a 2022 case, the Court of Appeals sent a case back 

to the trial court to reassess the penalties awarded (Cantu v. Yakima School District No. 7 

(2022)). The court said that the agency failed to train its personnel, provide adequate staffing, 

and prioritize public records requests despite having a budget surplus.  See MRSC: Knowing the 

Territory at p. 30. 

For many years, the Public Records Department at the District has been in chaos—the 

Department has not consistently followed processes and procedures, has made inadvertent 

disclosures, has provided arbitrary responses to records requests, and there has been no 

consistency when the District charges the Public for records and when it does not.  Due to the 

District’s size, it is required to report to JLARC (but wasn’t reporting for a period of time). The 
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public records log for the KSD has not been kept up to date and many entries are lacking full 

information for the request.  

Public Records Act violations are costly and expose the District to significant legal risk 

and expense. The District recently settled out of Court with community members Joseph and 

Allison Riley related to the district withholding records (Superintendent Vela’s evaluation and 

related materials). See Joseph Riley and Allison Riley v. Kent School District, KCSC Case No. 

24-2-07650-6 KNT. This PRA lawsuit was settled out of Court after the District produced the 

requested records, but it first objected to the release of the materials, causing the litigation as a 

result, and having to make a settlement payment—in addition to providing the materials that 

should have been provided in the first place. 

A former KSD employee, Tyler Inboden (former Public Records Officer), has been 

assisting the Kent School District with responding to Public Records Requests, but is not 

currently a District employee and has not been paid for that work. See EXHIBIT 17 (Paul 

Brachvogel Legal Update Memo, pp. 3 & 5).  

Recall Petitioners contend that Directors Margel and Clark have not acted upon this 

violation of labor and employment laws, despite having knowledge of this legal update memo 

and its contents, either from the District directly by Superintendent Vela or District counsel 

sharing it with them, or by a matter of Public record through community members sharing it via 

email with the Board. The act of a non-employee having access, is a breach of security of the 

District and its systems. The former employee has access to sensitive data of the District while 

not employed with the District. 

M. School Lunch Debt. 

The District had the ability to apply for funding for free lunches District-wide (but did 

not take the initiative to apply for it or complete the process to obtain), and allowed large 

amounts of student debt to be incurred by families without informing them.  

Recall Petitioner Lori Waight sent several emails to the KSD Board and to the State 

Auditor (Kim Nguyen SAO) to advocate for and learn what can be done to resolve the matter of 
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the District allowing substantial debt to be incurred by families of students within the District. 

From her perspective, the District and Superintendent Vela only fed the students they were 

legally required to; they didn’t take the effort to feed the students that were possible (at no cost to 

the students and their families). Ms. Nguyen indicated to Ms. Waight that families of students 

that have incurred lunch debt “will have to litigate it.” See EXHIBIT 20 (April 10, 2024 and 

June 14, 2024 Lori Waight Emails re Accountability Audit and Lunch Debt). 

Violation:  Per RCW 28A.235.270 states that you need to notify parents within 10 days 

if they have outstanding lunch debt with the District (by not doing so, the District was in 

violation of law). 

N. Lack of Respect for Board Members by District Administration. 

Watch any YouTube video recording of KSD Board meetings that included discussion of 

Resolution 1669 at any point in the meeting (between the Resolution’s enactment on February 

28, 2024 through its suspension on October 9, 2024), and you will find countless examples of 

disrespect by KSD Administration and District legal counsel for Directors Donald Cook and 

Andy Song when valid questions were asked (and went unanswered or were shut down by Board 

President Margel or the hostile majority of the Board). 

 

Two other examples (obtained through Public Records Requests):  

 

November 30, 2024 Email from then-Board President Joseph Bento to Superintendent 

Vela and Deputy Assistant Barringer describing his frustrations (Superintendent Vela was 

side-stepping then-Board President Joe Bento and preferred to instead work with new 

Board Director Meghin Margel—Director Bento had provided Notice to the Board and 

District of stepping down from his Board position at this point): 
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October 10, 2023 Email from Daman Hunter to other KSD Administrators regarding 

“Board Members Who Won’t Stay in Their Lane,” and Dr. Barringer’s response: 
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O. Abuse of Authority / Improper Individual Actions—Board President is not 

allowed to take individual, discretionary action on behalf of the Board, 
without the explicit and specific delegation of that authority provided by the 
full Board to her, and Director Clark Did Not Object to Director Margel’s 
Discretionary Acts in the Name of the Board that Occurred without 
Approval. 

By her own admission, Board President Margel individually negotiated Superintendent 

Vela’s contract extension with Superintendent Vela’s counsel and external counsel for the 

District, Curtis Leonard of Pacifica. No Board setting of parameters occurred; no discussion of 

the application of the Superintendent’s evaluation results in regards to the contract terms; the 

strategy of negotiations were not discussed with the full Board; and there was no reporting back 

by Margel to the full Board regarding the negotiation terms or offers during the process. See BP 

1220. 

Board President Margel’s fellow Board Directors learned of the individual negotiation 

steps she had taken upon herself to handle in the name of the KSD Board at the September 11, 

2024 regular meeting—the day of the KSD Board voted on the Superintendent’s contract 

extension.80 Director Clark took no action to object to this overstep of authority by the Board 

President and is complicit in Board President Margel’s improper actions. 

Board President Margel and Superintendent Vela have a reciprocal interest in each other 

continuing to be in their respective positions—Margel and Vela are both individually named 

parties in the Resolution 1669 litigation pending in the Court of Appeals, Division I on behalf of 

Director Cook. Through information and belief, Board President Margel did not report to the full 

Board the settlement offer provided by Lara Hruska to P. Stephen DiJulio on August 9, 2024 

(despite DiJulio informing Hruska that his clients “were advised”). See EXHIBIT 15 (email 

between Hruska and DiJulio).  

 
80 See YouTube link for September 11, 2024 meeting: https://www.youtube.com/watch?v=CvD-YsK_Sj4 at the 
following timestamps (Director Cook brings up Nyland’s contract):  
5:38:19 Margel negotiated contract; 5:33:30 Curtis Leonard states president is generally the point person, but then 
later removes that qualifier and says the Board President is always the point person; 5:44:37 Curtis Leonard later 
says he decided what to bring to the board “based on our conversations with Margel;” 7:15:18 Cook mentions 
mentorship; 7:15:56 Margel says she has no idea what he’s talking about; 7:16:10 Cook says we paid Nyland 
$50,000. See also EXHIBIT 24 (Lori Waight Email re Larry Nyland Contract and Superintendent). 

https://www.youtube.com/watch?v=CvD-YsK_Sj4
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under the heading of “supports geared towards specific groups (ex. refugees),” the sources of 

funding (including federal funds), and a description of services. 

The following screenshots are from the October 27, 2021 presentation to the Board 

regarding Living Well Kent’s services and mission: 

 
Living Well Kent is actively involved in refugee student(s) progress, with programming 
designed to prioritize and provide academic and social-emotional support. 
 

 
 
Trusted Afghani and East African Community Navigators introduce services to youth under 
refugee status within the Kent School District. LWK has frequent communication with 
students to determine needs, and update families about programming and their student’s 
progress.85 
 

Later, in that same meeting, the KSD Board voted on a motion for the funding of 

“School’s Out Washington Refugee School Impact Grant Award to Kent School District,” which 

passed.86 

 
85 It is unknown if Awale Farah is the “math tutor” listed on this slide. 
86 See October 27, 2021 agenda at https://go.boarddocs.com/wa/ksdwa/Board.nsf/goto?open&id=C7WKVZ528247. 

https://go.boarddocs.com/wa/ksdwa/Board.nsf/goto?open&id=C7WKVZ528247
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C. Just a Few Weeks After the October 27, 2021 Meeting (and the first Living 

Well Contract with the KSD), Director Farah was Elected to the KSD Board. 

After the November 2021 election results were certified by King County Elections, 

Awale Farah became a member of the KSD Board. He was sworn in on December 8, 2021 at a 

regular meeting of the Board, along with Tim Clark. 

D. March 9, 2022 Meeting—New Contract for Additional Funding for Living 
Well Kent Presented to the Board. 

Several months later, at a regular meeting of the KSD Board on March 9, 2022,87 the 

Board, including Director Farah, voted on a contract88 to approve an additional $287,000 for 

Living Well Kent and other community-based organizations. Director Farah did not disclose to 

the Public (or to his fellow Board members) about his known marital conflict of interest in the 

contract Living Well Contract prior to the vote. He also failed to recuse himself from voting on a 

contract in which he was beneficially interested through his marital community. 

Did Director Farah influence, or attempt to influence, his fellow Board members and the 

Public on the vote of the contract by not disclosing his spousal conflict of interest between 

Living Well Kent and the Kent School District before the vote? Director Farah had a duty to 

disclose his interest and to recuse himself from the vote on the contract. See RCW 42.23.040. 

The failure of a duty of a Public officer is a misdemeanor. RCW 42.20.100. 

After the March 29 meeting (and after learning of the beneficial conflict of interest of 

Director Farah regarding Living Well Kent), former Board Director Michele Bettinger became 

very concerned and investigated further by sending emails, submitting public records requests, 

and eventually a submitting a PDC complaint regarding Director Farah and his beneficial 

conflict of interest regarding a contracting party of the KSD as a sitting Board Director.89 90 

 
87 See March 9, 2022 YouTube Link at https://www.youtube.com/watch?v=Jsz7WnHBN1w and the Agenda for the 
meeting is at: https://go.boarddocs.com/wa/ksdwa/Board.nsf/goto?open&id=CBQ4CE0ABACE.  
88 See contract for “School’s Out Washington Refugee School Impact Grant Additional Award to Kent School 
District” (re Living Well Kent) on the March 9, 2022 Agenda at: 
https://go.boarddocs.com/wa/ksdwa/Board.nsf/goto?open&id=CBQ4CE0ABACE.  
89 See EXHIBIT 1 (PDC Complaint Against Awale Farah; Michele Bettinger Emails and Records Requests re 
Living Well Kent). 
90 Ms. Bettinger voted to approve the March 9 LWK contract when the conflict with Director Farah was not publicly 
known and not disclosed to her—but she had stepped down from her Board position the day prior to the June 22, 
2022 regular meeting so did not vote on the contract’s ratification.  

https://www.youtube.com/watch?v=Jsz7WnHBN1w
https://go.boarddocs.com/wa/ksdwa/Board.nsf/goto?open&id=CBQ4CE0ABACE
https://go.boarddocs.com/wa/ksdwa/Board.nsf/goto?open&id=CBQ4CE0ABACE
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E. June 29, 2022 Meeting—Re-Vote and Ratification of Living Well Kent 

Contract. 

At the June 29, 2022 regular meeting of the Board,91 then-Board President Leslie 

Hamada introduced the agenda item “Ratification of School’s Out Washington Refugee School 

Impact Grant Award to Kent School District; and, Authorization of Staff to Enter Into 

Arrangements with Community Based Organizations,” Director Farah leaves the room, and then-

General Counsel Paul Brachvogel discusses the reason for the matter coming before the Board a 

second time.  

 
 

 

 

 

Mr. Brachvogel allowed the re-vote on and ratification of the March 9, 2022 Living Well 

Kent CBO contract (despite current law, as well as case law, stating that a contract in which a 

Board Member is beneficially interested, either directly or indirectly, is void). City of Northport 

v. Northport Town Site Co., 27 Wash. 543 (1902); RCW 42.20.100, 42.23.050. See also AGO 

1954 No. 317. 

The recommendation listed on the June 29, 2022 agenda item for approval of the re-vote 

and ratification of the March 9, 2022 contract states: 

“That the Board ratify the March 9, 2022 authorization of the contract in order to remove 
any ambiguity concerning that vote; and, to avoid risk that the March 9, 2022 was 
void ab initio. Staff recommends that a board member with an interest, either remote or 
direct, (1) disclose the nature of the such interest; and, then, (2) announce his or her 
recusal from the vote, (3) leave the dais and board room during the motion, discussion 
and vote of that item.” 

 
91 See June 29, 2022 YouTube Link at 25:09:  https://www.youtube.com/watch?v=MkFffO1BQNI. 
Meeting Agenda:  https://go.boarddocs.com/wa/ksdwa/Board.nsf/goto?open&id=CFPJ9N4C1EB8; and Minutes:  
https://go.boarddocs.com/wa/ksdwa/Board.nsf/files/CJTR2M6BE368/$file/Board%20Special%20Meeting%20Minu
tes%20062922.pdf.  

https://www.youtube.com/watch?v=MkFffO1BQNI
https://go.boarddocs.com/wa/ksdwa/Board.nsf/goto?open&id=CFPJ9N4C1EB8
https://go.boarddocs.com/wa/ksdwa/Board.nsf/files/CJTR2M6BE368/$file/Board%20Special%20Meeting%20Minu
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The fact that the interested public officer does not participate in any official action on the 

contract is also immaterial; the existence of the interest, rather than participation or its absence, 

is controlling as to the validity of the contract. See AGO 53-55 No. 317. A contract where a 

Board member has an interest in the ownership of a corporation is invalid. Id.  

Several months later, on June 29, 2022, the Board conducted a re-vote and ratification of 

the March 9 contract after the spousal conflict of interest in contract came to light. Director 

Farah recused himself from voting for the ratification, and the contract was approved (again)—

with legal guidance provided at the meeting by the KSD’s then-General Counsel Paul 

Brachvogel.  

At the June 29 meeting, the District (through Mr. Brachvogel) described Ms. Isaak as a 

salaried “employee” (which is not true—Ms. Isaak is salaried “officer” of Living Well Kent, and 

only non-salaried officers would have an exception that applies regarding beneficial conflicts of 

interest). Mr. Brachvogel further described Director Farah’s interest as a “remote interest” in 

contract, but that does not appear to be the case. See AGO 53-55 No. 317 (“… but courts find 

the requisite interest where the officer owns shares in the corporation” [regarding City of 

Northport, coincidentally cited within Resolution 1669]). Emphasis added.  

A spousal interest in ownership of a corporation is a beneficial conflict of interest in 

contract and not a remote interest at all. A vote on a contract without the disclosure of the 

conflict is a failure of a duty of a public officer—which is a misdemeanor in Washington State. 

See RCW 42.20.100.  

Contrary to Mr. Brachvogel’s statement to the KSD Board and Public that “the Board 

Director’s spouse is a salaried employee of the CBO”—Director Farah’s spouse is actually a 

salaried officer of the Living Well Kent’s Board, in addition to being its Founder and 

Executive Director—which means Director Farah does not have a remote conflict of interest 

and in fact he actually has a beneficial conflict of interest in contract. Director Farah’s sole 

source of income, other than his Board position stipend, is his spouse’s income. The “remote 

interest” exception in Washington law only applies to non-salaried officers of the Board or 
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employees that are paid entirely by fixed wages or salary, or a holder of less than one percent of 

the shares of a corporation or cooperative which is a contracting party. See Exhibit 29 (Living 

Well Kent’s Current Leadership and Officers of the Board). 

Recall Petitioners contend that Director Farah has more than a one percent interest in 

Living Well Kent through his marital community, given his spouse’s status as founder, 

salaried officer, and current Executive Director. 

“A municipal officer is not interested in a contract, within the meaning of RCW 

42.23.030, if the officer has only a remote interest in the contract and the extent of the interest 

is disclosed to the governing body of the municipality of which the officer is an officer and 

noted in the official minutes or similar records of the municipality prior to the formation of the 

contract, and thereafter the governing body authorizes, approves, or ratifies the contract in good 

faith by a vote of its membership sufficient for the purpose without counting the vote or votes of 

the officer having the remote interest. None of the provisions of this section are applicable to any 

officer interested in a contract, even if the officer’s interest is only remote, if the officer 

influences or attempts to influence any other officer of the municipality of which he or she is an 

officer to enter into the contract. RCW 42.23.040. Emphasis added. 

Both direct and indirect financial interests are prohibited and the law also prohibits an 

officer from receiving financial benefits from anyone else having a contract with the 

municipality. 

F. December 14, 2022 Meeting: Tim Clark Becomes Board President; Director 
Farah’s Recusal from Vote on Contract; Directors Clark and Margel Vote to 
Approve Contract; Director Farah’s Outburst During Board Report. 

At the December 14, 2022 regular meeting of the Board—the leadership was re-

organized and Tim Clark was voted in as Board President92, with Director Farah voted in as Vice 

President. Then-Board President Tim Clark presided over the remainder of the December 14 

 
92 In March of 2023, Tim Clark stepped down as Board President after he made an insensitive comment. See Seattle 
Times article at: https://www.seattletimes.com/seattle-news/kent-school-board-president-resigns-after-insensitive-
comment/ (“…in referencing a group of Somali families living in an unspecified housing project, he used the phrase 
“a colony of Somalis.”).  

https://www.seattletimes.com/seattle-news/kent-school-board-president-resigns-after-insensitive-comment/(%E2%80%9C%E2%80%A6in
https://www.seattletimes.com/seattle-news/kent-school-board-president-resigns-after-insensitive-comment/(%E2%80%9C%E2%80%A6in
https://www.seattletimes.com/seattle-news/kent-school-board-president-resigns-after-insensitive-comment/(%E2%80%9C%E2%80%A6in
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meeting after the Board’s leadership re-organization. Later in the meeting, a third contract (in 

which Living Well Kent was a partial recipient) was brought before the KSD Board for review 

and approval.93 Director Farah recused himself from the agenda item. Later in the meeting during 

his board report, Director Farah had an outburst and declared that being required to recuse 

himself from vote on the Living Well Kent contract was a personal attack—giving the 

impression that he does not actually understand the duties, responsibilities, and ethical 

requirements of public officials, despite having received various training and legal guidance in 

the past regarding conflicts of interest and the requirements to disclose them, and in particular 

those in which he is beneficially interested. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

G. Known Beneficial Conflict of Interest in Contract Between Sitting Board 
Director and Contracting Party of the KSD (Living Well Kent). 

As a result of the restructuring of the KSD Board during the December 14, 2022 regular 

meeting, Director Tim Clark was voted in as President of the Board. Director Clark presided 

over the vote of a contract involving a known conflict of interest of a fellow Board Director 

(Awale Farah). Then-Board President Clark made a motion to approve item 9.04 (Office of 

 
93 See YouTube link of December 14, 2022 meeting at https://www.youtube.com/watch?v=vorCNC2I3E8 at 
timestamp 3:45:00 (consent agenda begins); Director Farah pulls consent agenda item 9.04 at 4:14:55; Director 
Farah recuses himself at 4:31:38 – 4:40:15; Director Farah has an outburst during his Board Report at 4:34:47.  

https://www.youtube.com/watch?v=vorCNC2I3E8
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Refugee and Immigrant Support Assistance Grant Application), which was seconded by Director 

Margel; Director Farah recused himself during the discussion and vote on the agenda item.94  

Then-Board President Clark and Director Margel voted to approve a contract with Living 

Well Kent on December 14, 2022, despite the known beneficial interest in Living Well Kent of 

their fellow Board Director, Awale Farah. The vote to approve an improper contract was a 

failure of a fiduciary duty to the Public.95 

 

 

 

 

 

H. Financial Disclosure; Removal of Spousal Interest. 

Director Farah knowingly removed his spouse from his F-1 report, after conflicts of 

interest were revealed in Board meetings in June and December of 2022. Recall Petitioner 

Michele Bettinger filed a citizen complaint with the PDC that resulted in a finding that Director 

Farah had violated the law—he was required to revise his F-1 report and also received a warning 

from the PDC. See EXHIBIT 1 (PDC Complaint Against Awale Farah). 
 

I. Director Clark’s Admission of Prior Knowledge of Director Farah’s Conflict 
of Interest Regarding Living Well Kent; Failure of a Duty to Act. 

Director Clark voted “yea” in a 2/1 vote on June 29, 2022, during the re-vote and 

ratification of the March 9, 2022 contract for the distribution of funds to Living Well Kent, and 

made comments revealing that he had known of the association between Director Farah and 

Living Well Kent’s Executive Director, Shamso Isaak, and therefore had prior knowledge of 

Director Farah’s conflict of interest in the contract (before the March 9 vote and the June 29 re-

vote and ratification). Director Clark took no action on his knowledge that Director Farah had a 
 

94 See Board Meeting Minutes for the December 14, 2022 meeting at YouTube link: 
https://go.boarddocs.com/wa/ksdwa/Board.nsf/files/CMSVNQ819779/$file/Board%20Minutes%20121422.pdf  
95 See Agenda at https://go.boarddocs.com/wa/ksdwa/Board.nsf/goto?open&id=CLM2K3027EE5.  

https://go.boarddocs.com/wa/ksdwa/Board.nsf/files/CMSVNQ819779/$file/Board%20Minutes%20121422.pdf
https://go.boarddocs.com/wa/ksdwa/Board.nsf/goto?open&id=CLM2K3027EE5
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XV. INDEX OF KEY EVENTS 

This Timeline or Index of Key Events was AI-generated and edited to correct errors 

where found and to add missing detail: 

August 2, 2021 

 Event: Israel Vela appointed as Interim Superintendent of Kent School District (KSD), 
effective this date, with approval at the August 4, 2021 Board meeting (following Dr. 
Watts’ resignation on August 1). 

 Cite: Charge Five (Timeline re Consultant Dr. Lawrence Nyland & Superintendent 
Contract). 

October 13, 2021 

 Event: KSD engages Dr. Larry Nyland as a human resources consultant for up to 
$75,000, paid from the General Fund, listed as an “Information” agenda item at the 
regular Board meeting. No contract is provided or approved by the Board. 

 Cite: Charge Five (October 13, 2021—“Information” Agenda item for Consultant Dr. 
Larry Nyland). 

October 27, 2021 

 Event: KSD Board approves a $105,000 contract with community-based organizations 
(CBOs), including Living Well Kent (LWK), via the “School’s Out Washington Refugee 
School Impact Grant Award” at a regular meeting. This occurs just before Awale Farah’s 
election to the Board. 

 Cite: Charge Six (October 27, 2021 Meeting—Contract Benefiting Living Well Kent). 

November 2021 (Exact Date Not Specified) 

 Event: Awale Farah is elected to the KSD Board in the November 2021 General Election 
(results certified by King County Elections post-election). 

 Cite: Charge Six (Just a Few Weeks After the October 27, 2021 Meeting). 

November 24, 2021 

 Event: First voucher payment of $8,784 to Learning Unlimited (Dr. Nyland’s company) 
from the General Fund, marking the start of payments without a contract. 

 Cite: Charge Five (Vouchers for KSD payments to Learning Unlimited after October 13, 
2021). 

December 8, 2021 

 Event: Awale Farah and Tim Clark are sworn in as KSD Board Directors at a regular 
meeting following certification of the November 2021 election results. 
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 Cite: Charge Six (Just a Few Weeks After the October 27, 2021 Meeting). 

January 6, 2022 

 Event: Voucher payment of $8,718 to Learning Unlimited from the General Fund. 

 Cite: Charge Five (Vouchers for KSD payments to Learning Unlimited after October 13, 
2021). 

February 3, 2022 

 Event: Voucher payment of $4,898 to Learning Unlimited from the General Fund. 

 Cite: Charge Five (Vouchers for KSD payments to Learning Unlimited after October 13, 
2021). 

March 9, 2022 

 Event: KSD Board, including Director Farah, approves a $287,000 contract for LWK 
and other CBOs at a regular meeting. Farah does not disclose his spousal conflict of 
interest or recuse himself from the vote. 

 Cite: Charge Six (March 9, 2022 Meeting—New Contract for Additional Funding for 
Living Well Kent). 

March 10, 2022 

 Event: Voucher payment of $8,755 to Learning Unlimited from the General Fund. 

 Cite: Charge Five (Vouchers for KSD payments to Learning Unlimited after October 13, 
2021). 

March 24, 2022 

 Event: Voucher payment of $7,968 to Learning Unlimited from the General Fund. 

 Cite: Charge Five (Vouchers for KSD payments to Learning Unlimited after October 13, 
2021). 

June 8, 2022 

 Event: KSD Board reviews the 2021-22 Moss Adams Report on HR practices at a 
regular meeting ($68,000 budget implication), related to Dr. Nyland’s later consulting 
work. 

 Cite: Charge Five (Timeline re Consultant Dr. Lawrence Nyland & Superintendent 
Contract, June 8, 2022). 

June 21, 2022 

 Event: Michele Bettinger submits her resignation from the KSD Board, citing unethical 
behavior and lack of transparency in Superintendent Vela’s contract process (to be voted 
on June 22) among other reasons for her resignation. 
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 Cite: Charge Five (Timeline re Consultant Dr. Lawrence Nyland & Superintendent 
Contract, June 21, 2022). 

June 22, 2022 

 Event: Superintendent Vela’s original contract is approved by the KSD Board, signed by 
then-Board President Leslie Hamada, effective this date. 

 Cite: Charge Five (Timeline re Consultant Dr. Lawrence Nyland & Superintendent 
Contract, June 22, 2022). 

June 29, 2022 

 Event: KSD Board re-votes and ratifies the March 9, 2022 LWK contract at a regular 
meeting. Director Farah recuses himself following discovery of his conflict of interest. 

 Cite: Charge Six (June 29, 2022 Meeting—Re-Vote and Ratification of Living Well Kent 
Contract). 

June 30, 2022 

 Event: Voucher payment of $21,635 to Learning Unlimited from the General Fund. 

 Cite: Charge Five (Vouchers for KSD payments to Learning Unlimited after October 13, 
2021). 

July 7, 2022 

 Event: Voucher payment of $14,342 to Learning Unlimited from the General Fund, 
reaching a running total of $75,100 since November 2021. 

 Cite: Charge Five (Vouchers for KSD payments to Learning Unlimited after October 13, 
2021). 

July 13, 2022 

 Event: Dr. Nyland participates in a meeting or presentation with the KSD Board (no 
voucher payment during this period until March 2023). 

 Cite: Charge Five (August 24, 2022—Informational Agenda item for Consultant). 

August 24, 2022 

 Event: KSD engages Dr. Nyland for strategic leadership consulting (up to $75,000, 
General Fund) at a regular meeting, listed as an “Information” item, with no contract or 
Board approval provided. 

 Cite: Charge Five (August 24, 2022—Informational Agenda item for Consultant). 

September 14, 2022 

 Event: Meghin Margel is appointed to fill a KSD Board vacancy (District 2) and sworn 
in at a regular meeting. 
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 Cite: Meghin Margel’s Oath of Office. 

September 21, 2022 

 Event: Dr. Nyland presents a “Superintendent Evaluation / Goal Planning Framework for 
2022/23” to the KSD Board. 

 Cite: Charge Five (Timeline re Consultant Dr. Lawrence Nyland & Superintendent 
Contract, September 21, 2022). 

September 28, 2022 

 Event: Dr. Nyland participates in a meeting or presentation with the KSD Board. 

 Cite: Charge Five (August 24, 2022—Informational Agenda item for Consultant). 

October 12, 2022 

 Event: Dr. Nyland participates in a meeting or presentation with the KSD Board. 

 Cite: Charge Five (August 24, 2022—Informational Agenda item for Consultant). 

October 13, 2022 

 Event: Lori Waight submits a Public Records Request for Dr. Nyland’s contract(s), 
related to the August 24, 2022 agenda item. 

 Cite: Charge Five (Timeline re Consultant Dr. Lawrence Nyland & Superintendent 
Contract, October 13, 2022). 

October 25, 2022 

 Event: KSD Public Records Officer Tyler Inboden responds to Waight’s request, stating 
no contract exists for Dr. Nyland’s services, providing only a link to the August 24 
agenda. 

 Cite: Charge Five (Timeline re Consultant Dr. Lawrence Nyland & Superintendent 
Contract, October 25, 2022). 

October 26, 2022 

 Event: Dr. Nyland participates in a meeting or presentation with the KSD Board. 

 Cite: Charge Five (August 24, 2022—Informational Agenda item for Consultant). 

November 2, 2022 

 Event: Lori Waight emails Daman Hunter (KSD HR) for clarification on HR contracting 
procedures; Hunter declines to provide details. 

 Cite: Charge Five (Timeline re Consultant Dr. Lawrence Nyland & Superintendent 
Contract, November 2, 2022). 
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November 3, 2022 

 Event: Waight forwards her email exchange with Hunter to the Washington State 
Auditor’s Office after a call with Shirley Christiansen. 

 Cite: Charge Five (Timeline re Consultant Dr. Lawrence Nyland & Superintendent 
Contract, November 3, 2022). 

November 9, 2022 

 Event: Dr. Nyland participates in a meeting or presentation with the KSD Board. 

 Cite: Charge Five (August 24, 2022—Informational Agenda item for Consultant). 

December 14, 2022 

 Event: KSD Board reorganizes leadership at a regular meeting: Tim Clark becomes 
Board President, Awale Farah becomes Vice President. Later, the Board approves a third 
LWK contract (Office of Refugee and Immigrant Support Assistance Grant); Farah 
recuses himself, then has an outburst during his board report. 

 Cite: Charge Six (December 14, 2022 Meeting: Tim Clark Becomes Board President). 

January 24, 2023 

 Event: Dr. Nyland participates in a meeting or presentation with the KSD Board, prior to 
the first contract being signed. 

 Cite: Charge Five (August 24, 2022—Informational Agenda item for Consultant). 

March 7, 2023 

 Event: KSD enters into a retroactive contract (SO230301P) with Dr. Nyland/Learning 
Unlimited for the 2022-2023 school year (up to $60,000, General Fund), signed by 
Superintendent Vela, with no Board approval. 

 Cite: Charge Five (March 7, 2023—Contract with Dr. Lawrence Nyland / Learning 
Unlimited). 

March 16, 2023 

 Event: Voucher payment of $34,083 to Learning Unlimited from the General Fund. 

 Cite: Charge Five (Vouchers for KSD payments to Learning Unlimited, March 7, 2023). 

April 5, 2023 

 Event: Special Board meeting with a legal update from General Counsel Paul Brachvogel 
and “special guests” P. Stephen DiJulio (Foster Garvey) and Kris Lawrence (Propel 
Insurance). Margel is absent; Vice President Awale Farah presides. Topics include 
conflicts of interest and insurance coverage limits (no coverage for 
misfeasance/malfeasance). 

 Cite: April 5, 2023 Special Meeting—Legal Update from Paul Brachvogel. 
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April 26, 2023 

 Event: Resolution 1641 (Revised Protocol Guidelines) signed by Board President 
Margel, Tim Clark, and Awale Farah, outlining Board conduct and responsibilities. 

 Cite: Charge One (Authority or Exhibit: Resolution 1641). 

June 15, 2023 

 Event: Voucher payment of $11,218 to Learning Unlimited from the General Fund. 

 Cite: Charge Five (Vouchers for KSD payments to Learning Unlimited, March 7, 2023). 

August 3, 2023 

 Event: Voucher payment of $17,674 to Learning Unlimited from the General Fund. 

 Cite: Charge Five (Vouchers for KSD payments to Learning Unlimited, March 7, 2023). 

October 10, 2023 

 Event: Email from Daman Hunter to KSD administrators re “Board Members Who 
Won’t Stay in Their Lane,” with a response from Deputy Superintendent Wade 
Barringer. 

 Cite: Charge Five (Lack of Respect for Board Members by District Administration). 

October 23, 2023 

 Event: State Auditor determines KSD is not a low-risk auditee per 2 C.F.R. § 200.520, 
affecting procurement thresholds. 

 Cite: Charge Five (Purchases of Services When Using Federal Funds). 

November 2023 (Exact Date Not Specified) 

 Event: Donald Cook and Meghin Margel elected to the KSD Board in the November 
2023 General Election. 

 Cite: Director Cook’s Campaign and Election; Meghin Margel’s Oath of Office. 

November 2023 (Exact Date Not Specified) 

 Event: PDC complaint filed against KSD for violating RCW 42.17A.555 by using public 
facilities to promote ballot propositions in the 2023 General Election. 

 Cite: Charge Seven (2023 PDC Complaint). 

December 13, 2023 

 Event: Donald Cook and Director Margel sworn in at a regular Board meeting following 
their November 2023 election. 

 Cite: Director Cook’s Campaign and Election; Meghin Margel’s Oath of Office. 
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December 14, 2023 

 Event: Voucher payment of $1,375 to Learning Unlimited from the General Fund. 

 Cite: Charge Five (Vouchers for KSD payments to Learning Unlimited, March 7, 2023). 

January 10, 2024 

 Event: Private meeting between Board President Margel, Superintendent Vela, General 
Counsel Paul Brachvogel, and Director Cook, where Margel asks if Cook’s wife will step 
down from her KEA union role (deemed an unfair labor practice under RCW 41.56.140). 

 Cite: Facts Related to Charges One Through Four (January 10, 2024 Meeting at KSD). 

January 24, 2024 

 Event: Improperly noticed Executive Session of the KSD Board to discuss the first 
version of the Foster Garvey Memo regarding excluding Director Cook from labor-
related closed sessions. Cook demands a public hearing, which is denied. 

 Cite: Facts Related to Charges One Through Four (Improperly Noticed Executive 
Session); Charge Two (Foster Garvey Memo used for Board Deliberation). 

January 30, 2024 

 Event: Paul Brachvogel emails the second version of the Foster Garvey Memo to the 
KSD Board (a public record). 

 Cite: Facts Related to Charges One Through Four (Disclosure of Foster Garvey Memo). 

February 7, 2024 

 Event: Improperly noticed Executive Session of the KSD Board to further discuss the 
Foster Garvey Memo and Resolution 1669 development. 

 Cite: Facts Related to Charges One Through Four (Improperly Noticed Executive 
Session). 

February 14, 2024 

 Event: Improperly noticed Executive Session of the KSD Board to discuss Resolution 
1669 and adverse action against Director Cook. 

 Cite: Facts Related to Charges One Through Four (Improperly Noticed Executive 
Session). 

February 14, 2024 

 Event: At a regular meeting, Director Cook makes a privileged motion (seconded by 
Director Song) for reimbursement of legal fees related to recent issues, alluding to 
OPMA violations; the motion fails. 

 Cite: Summary / Timeline of Events Related to Resolution 1669 (February 14, 2024). 
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February 24, 2024 

 Event: Agenda for the February 28, 2024 regular meeting, including Resolution 1669, is 
posted publicly by Board President Margel and Superintendent Vela on the District’s 
website. 

 Cite: Summary / Timeline of Events Related to Resolution 1669 (February 24, 2024). 

February 24, 2024 

 Event: Director Cook posts the Foster Garvey Memo on Facebook, prompting Greta 
Nelson to attend her first Board meeting. 

 Cite: Facts Related to Charges One Through Four (Disclosure of Foster Garvey Memo); 
Summary / Timeline of Events Related to Resolution 1669 (February 24, 2024). 

February 27-28, 2024 

 Event: Michele Bettinger exchanges emails with WSSDA regarding Resolution 1669 
concerns. 

 Cite: Facts Related to Charges One Through Four (Former KSD Board Director Michele 
Bettinger’s Public Comment on February 28, 2024). 

February 28, 2024 

 Event: KSD Board enacts Resolution 1669 at a regular meeting, creating the Labor 
Policy Committee and excluding Director Cook from labor-related closed sessions. 
Directors Margel, Farah, and Clark exhibit hostility toward Directors Cook and Song; 
public comments oppose the resolution. 

 Cite: Facts Related to Charges One Through Four (Background and Events Leading to 
the Adoption); Charge One (Lack of Decorum and Civility); Charge Two (Public Hearing 
Requested by Director Cook). 

March 7, 2024 

 Event: Paul Brachvogel drafts a memo to Superintendent Vela regarding censuring 
Director Cook, related to Resolution 1669. 

 Cite: Summary / Timeline of Events Related to Resolution 1669 (March 7, 2024). 

March 7, 2024 

 Event: Greta Nelson emails the KSD Board demanding suspension of Resolution 1669. 

 Cite: Summary / Timeline of Events Related to Resolution 1669 (March 7, 2024). 

March 11, 2024 

 Event: Brachvogel emails his March 7 memo to a student, cc’ing Public Records Officer 
Dawn Marie Boster. 

 Cite: Summary / Timeline of Events Related to Resolution 1669 (March 11, 2024). 
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March 13, 2024 

 Event: Greta Nelson provides public comment at a regular meeting, criticizing 
Resolution 1669; no suspension action is taken. 

 Cite: Summary / Timeline of Events Related to Resolution 1669 (March 13, 2024). 

March 14, 2024 

 Event: Brachvogel sends a legal update memo to Boster, intended for Vela, discussing 
Resolution 1669 and other issues. 

 Cite: Summary / Timeline of Events Related to Resolution 1669 (March 14, 2024). 

March 19, 2024 

 Event: Greta Nelson emails the Board again, requesting suspension of Resolution 1669 
and proposing “Resolution X” for independent legal counsel; she shares this publicly on 
Facebook. 

 Cite: Summary / Timeline of Events Related to Resolution 1669 (March 19, 2024). 

March 23, 2024 

 Event: Director Cook emails all Board members, requesting Margel add suspension of 
Resolution 1669 and “Resolution X” to the next agenda. 

 Cite: Summary / Timeline of Events Related to Resolution 1669 (March 23, 2024). 

March 27, 2024 

 Event: At a regular meeting, Greta Nelson provides public comment and a records 
preservation notice re Resolution 1669; a motion to reopen the vote on Resolution 1669 
fails (Margel, Clark, Farah oppose). 

 Cite: Summary / Timeline of Events Related to Resolution 1669 (March 27, 2024). 

March 28, 2024 

 Event: Greta Nelson posts on Facebook about the Board’s inaction on Resolution 1669, 
decrying misuse of taxpayer funds. 

 Cite: Summary / Timeline of Events Related to Resolution 1669 (March 28, 2024). 

March 28, 2024 

 Event: Michele Bettinger signs a declaration in the Resolution 1669 litigation, detailing 
her Board experience. 

 Cite: Summary / Timeline of Events Related to Resolution 1669 (March 28, 2024). 
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March 29, 2024 

 Event: Greta Nelson and Director Cook file separate Notices of Appeal of Resolution 
1669 with King County Superior Court (later consolidated under Case No. 24-2-06877-5 
KNT), slightly missing the 30-day deadline for Board Secretary notice. 

 Cite: Summary / Timeline of Events Related to Resolution 1669 (March 29, 2024). 

March 30, 2024 

 Event: Nelson and Cook correct their filing error by emailing formal notice to the Board 
Secretary. 

 Cite: Summary / Timeline of Events Related to Resolution 1669 (March 30, 2024). 

April 10, 2024 

 Event: Lori Waight emails the KSD Board and State Auditor regarding student lunch 
debt accountability. 

 Cite: Charge Five (School Lunch Debt). 

April 24, 2024 

 Event: KSD Board approves a sole-source contract with Apptegy for a communication 
platform ($63,500 setup, $159,650 annual subscription) at a regular meeting, allegedly 
bypassing proper bid processes. 

 Cite: Charge Five (Violation of RCW 39.26.140 re Sole Source Contract—Apptegy). 

May 4, 2024 

 Event: Michele Bettinger emails about transparency in Superintendent Vela’s evaluation 
process. 

 Cite: Charge Five (Superintendent Vela’s Evaluation Process Not Transparent). 

May 8, 2024 

 Event: Kent Labor Alliance (KLA) representatives comment at a regular meeting, 
refuting KSD claims of union opposition to Director Cook’s participation in bargaining. 

 Cite: Summary / Timeline of Events Related to Resolution 1669 (May 8, 2024). 

May 15, 2024 

 Event: Improper Executive Session with Dr. Nyland to discuss Superintendent Vela’s 
evaluation materials (subject of an OPMA lawsuit by Joseph and Allison Riley). 

 Cite: Charge Five (May 15, 2024—Improper Executive Session with Dr. Nyland). 
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May 22, 2024 

 Event: KSD enters a contract (SO240501P) with Dr. Nyland/Learning Unlimited for 
2023-2024 (up to $50,000, General Fund), signed by Vela, with no Board approval. 

 Cite: Charge Five (May 22, 2024—Contract with Dr. Lawrence Nyland / Learning 
Unlimited). 

May 22, 2024 

 Event: Kent Labor Alliance (KLA) is made up of multiple unions that bargain with the 
KSD—the group delivers a vote of no confidence in Margel and Vela at a regular 
meeting, citing Resolution 1669 as one of the enumerated concerns and requesting their 
voluntary resignations from leadership positions with the KSD. 

 Cite: Summary / Timeline of Events Related to Resolution 1669 (May 22, 2024). 

May 28, 2024 

 Event: Contract with Dr. Nyland for 2023-2024 signed (effective May 22 per timeline, 
but noted as signed May 28 per Waight’s email response). 

 Cite: Charge Five (June 12, 2024 Lori Waight Email re Nyland Contract). 

May 29, 2024 

 Event: KSD Board meeting as part of the Superintendent evaluation timeline 
(combination of closed and open meetings). 

 Cite: Charge Five (May 15, 2024—Improper Executive Session with Dr. Nyland). 

June 5, 2024 

 Event: KSD Board meeting as part of the Superintendent evaluation timeline. 

 Cite: Charge Five (May 15, 2024—Improper Executive Session with Dr. Nyland). 

June 11, 2024 

 Event: KSD Board meeting as part of the Superintendent evaluation timeline. 

 Cite: Charge Five (May 15, 2024—Improper Executive Session with Dr. Nyland). 

Early June 2024 (Approx.) 

 Event: KSD suggests to WEA Uniserv Rep Christie Padilla that Resolution 1669 would 
be repealed if KEA settles its contract by June 14, 2024. 

 Cite: Summary / Timeline of Events Related to Resolution 1669 (Early June 2024). 

June 12, 2024 

 Event: Lori Waight emails Margel and Board members about Dr. Nyland’s contract; 
Cook forwards it with concerns about lack of Board approval for expenses over $50,000. 
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 Cite: Charge Five (June 12, 2024 Lori Waight Email re Nyland Contract; June 12, 2024 
Donald Cook Forward). 

June 13, 2024 

 Event: Ex Parte hearing for a Temporary Restraining Order (TRO) to restrain 
enforcement of Resolution 1669; TRO denied, but a June 27 hearing on a preliminary 
injunction is allowed. 

 Cite: Summary / Timeline of Events Related to Resolution 1669 (June 13, 2024). 

June 14, 2024 

 Event: Lori Waight emails the KSD Board and State Auditor again re lunch debt. 

 Cite: Charge Five (School Lunch Debt). 

June 17, 2024 

 Event: Tentative Agreement reached between KEA and KSD for a 2024-2027 CBA; 
Teamsters also reach a tentative agreement around this time. 

 Cite: Summary / Timeline of Events Related to Resolution 1669 (June 17, 2024). 

June 21, 2024 

 Event: Superintendent Vela signs a Statement of Understanding with the PDC, 
acknowledging a 2023 violation of RCW 42.17A.555 for using KSD facilities to promote 
ballot propositions. 

 Cite: Charge Seven (2023 PDC Complaint). 

June 26, 2024 

 Event: KSD Board votes to approve KEA and Teamsters CBAs for 2024-2027 at a 
regular meeting; Cook is excluded from the related closed sessions of the Board 
discussing or deliberating collective bargaining matters as related to the CBAs leading up 
to this vote. 

 Cite: Summary / Timeline of Events Related to Resolution 1669 (June 26, 2024). 

June 27, 2024 

 Event: Hearing on a preliminary injunction against Resolution 1669; Judge Straley 
denies the injunction. 

 Cite: Summary / Timeline of Events Related to Resolution 1669 (June 27, 2024). 

July 11, 2024 

 Event: Voucher payment of $27,037 to Learning Unlimited from the General Fund. 

 Cite: Charge Five (Vouchers for KSD payments to Learning Unlimited, May 22, 2024). 
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July 30, 2024 

 Event: Joseph Riley submits a public records request for records of the May 15, 2024 
Executive Session. 

 Cite: Charge Five (May 15, 2024—Improper Executive Session with Dr. Nyland). 

August 2, 2024 

 Event: P. Stephen DiJulio sends a letter to Nelson and Cook, demanding voluntary 
dismissal of the Resolution 1669 litigation. 

 Cite: Summary / Timeline of Events Related to Resolution 1669 (August 2, 2024). 

August 8, 2024 

 Event: Lara Hruska (counsel for Nelson and Cook) informally appears to DiJulio via 
email in the Resolution 1669 litigation. 

 Cite: Summary / Timeline of Events Related to Resolution 1669 (August 8, 2024). 

August 9, 2024 

 Event: Email exchange between Hruska and DiJulio re a potential stay and mediation in 
the Resolution 1669 litigation; KSD files a Motion to Dismiss. 

 Cite: Summary / Timeline of Events Related to Resolution 1669 (August 9, 2024). 

August 12-14, 2024 

 Event: Process service attempts on Margel, KSD, and Vela for the Resolution 1669 
litigation; successful service on Margel (August 12), KSD (August 13) and Vela (August 
14 at a Board meeting). 

 Cite: Summary / Timeline of Events Related to Resolution 1669 (August 12-14, 2024). 

August 30, 2024 

 Event: KSD produces unredacted May 15, 2024 Executive Session records to Joseph 
Riley after initially claiming exemptions. 

 Cite: Charge Five (May 15, 2024—Improper Executive Session with Dr. Nyland). 

September 3, 2024 

 Event: Christie Padilla submits a declaration re Resolution 1669, noting KSD’s 
suggestion to repeal it if KEA settled its contract with the KSD by June 14, 2024. 

 Cite: Summary / Timeline of Events Related to Resolution 1669 (September 3, 2024). 

September 6, 2024 

 Event: Hearing on KSD’s Motion to Dismiss the Resolution 1669 litigation. 
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 Cite: Summary / Timeline of Events Related to Resolution 1669 (September 6, 2024). 

September 11-12, 2024 

 Event: KSD Board approves Superintendent Vela’s contract extension at a regular 
meeting (6:30 p.m. September 11 to 2:00 a.m. September 12), with Margel negotiating 
terms individually, despite opposition from Cook, Song, and the public. Vela receives a 
$56,000 raise through additional benefits and other compensation and retroactive terms 
(effective July 1, 2024), violating RCW 28A.400.315. 

 Cite: Charge Five (September 11, 2024 Regular Meeting of the Board—Superintendent 
Contract Extension). 

September 25, 2024 

 Event: At a regular meeting, public commenters support the November 2024 levy, 
violating RCW 42.17A.555; Margel fails to stop them, leading to a PDC complaint by 
Joseph Riley. 

 Cite: Charge Seven (2024 PDC Complaint). 

September 26, 2024 

 Event: Joseph Riley files a PDC complaint re the September 25 levy comments; PDC 
later issues a warning to the KSD Board. 

 Cite: Charge Seven (2024 PDC Complaint). 

October 2, 2024 

 Event: Judge Straley dismisses Nelson’s and Cook’s Resolution 1669 cases with 
prejudice on procedural grounds. 

 Cite: Summary / Timeline of Events Related to Resolution 1669 (October 2, 2024). 

October 3, 2024 

 Event: Voucher payment of $1,911 to Learning Unlimited from the General Fund. 

 Cite: Charge Five (Vouchers for KSD payments to Learning Unlimited, May 22, 2024). 

October 8, 2024 

 Event: Greta Nelson receives an email from “Kent Parents for Change” with links to 
Brachvogel’s March 7 and 14, 2024 memos via MuckRock.com (later withdrawn). 

 Cite: Facts Related to Charges One Through Four (Paul Brachvogel Memos). 

October 9, 2024 

 Event: KSD Board suspends Resolution 1669 at a regular meeting without prior notice, 
violating OPMA and Board policies; Margel and Clark vote yes, Cook abstains. 
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 Cite: Summary / Timeline of Events Related to Resolution 1669 (October 9, 2024); 
Charge Four (Non-Compliance with Board Policy for Suspension). 

October 11, 2024 

 Event: Motion for Reconsideration filed in the Resolution 1669 litigation. 

 Cite: Summary / Timeline of Events Related to Resolution 1669 (October 11, 2024). 

October 30, 2024 

 Event: Judge Straley denies the Motion for Reconsideration in the Resolution 1669 
litigation. 

 Cite: Summary / Timeline of Events Related to Resolution 1669 (October 30, 2024). 

November 1, 2024 

 Event: Notice of Appeal filed with the Court of Appeals, Division I, for Cook’s 
Resolution 1669 case (Case No. 874811). 

 Cite: Summary / Timeline of Events Related to Resolution 1669 (November 1, 2024). 

November 6, 2024 

 Event: Michele Bettinger emails re transparency in Superintendent Vela’s evaluation and 
contract. 

 Cite: Charge Five (Superintendent Vela’s Evaluation Process Not Transparent). 

November 30, 2024 

 Event: Then-Board President Joseph Bento emails Vela and Barringer expressing 
frustration over being sidelined, with Vela favoring Margel. 

 Cite: Charge Five (Lack of Respect for Board Members by District Administration). 

December 9, 2024 

 Event: Michele Bettinger emails re transparency in Superintendent Vela’s evaluation and 
contract. 

 Cite: Charge Five (Superintendent Vela’s Evaluation Process Not Transparent). 

December 11, 2024 

 Event: Greta Nelson provides public comment at a regular meeting, followed by an email 
sent to the Board on December 12, 2024 (with the portions of the full comment that were 
cut off by the time limit for public comments) highlighting the improper suspension of 
Resolution 1669. 

 Cite: Summary / Timeline of Events Related to Resolution 1669 (December 11, 2024). 
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January 31, 2025 

 Event: Michele Bettinger emails re transparency in Superintendent Vela’s evaluation and 
contract. 

 Cite: Charge Five (Superintendent Vela’s Evaluation Process Not Transparent). 

February 12, 2025 

 Event: During a Board meeting and work session discussing BP 5050, Director Clark 
asks about consultant contract approval thresholds; Margel moves on without 
clarification. 

 Cite: Charge Five (February 12, 2025). 

February 25, 2025 

 Event: Recall petition submitted to King County Superior Court by petitioners Greta 
Nelson, Michele Bettinger, and Lori Waight. 

 Cite: Conclusion (Respectfully Submitted this 25th day of February, 2025). 

March 17, 2025 (Anticipated) 

 Event: Opening Brief due in Director Cook’s Court of Appeals, Division I case re 
Resolution 1669 (Case No. 874811). 

 Cite: Charge One (Director Cook’s Court of Appeals, Division I Case is Pending). 

 

 

 
 
 




