Northwestern Lehigh School District
6493 Rt. 309, New Tripoli PA 18066
WORKSHOP MEETING
District Board Room
Wednesday, January 11, 2017, 6:30 PM

1. Opening Procedures
1.01 Call to Order

The January 11, 2017 Workshop Meeting of the Northwestern Lehigh School District Board of Directors
was called to order at 6:30 PM by President Willard Dellicker.

1.02 Opening Exercises included the Pledge of Allegiance and a moment of silence

1.03 Roll Call

PR/AB

AB  |[John Casciano PR Paul Fisher PR |Charlene D. Rauscher, Esq.
PR  Willard Dellicker PR  Todd Hernandez PR Darryl Schafer

AB  Joseph Fatzinger PR Todd Leiser AB  Phil Toll

Also Present:
Ron Morrison, Mary Horn, Ray Nemeth, Joseph Reiter, Andrea Edmonds, Jason Zimmerman, Luann
Matika, Leslie Frisbie, Jennifer Holman and Janine Partenio

1.04 Approval of Agenda
Moved: P. Fisher Seconded: T. Hernandez Vote: 6 Aye, O Nay
1.05 President welcomed guests

1.06 Courtesy of the Floor

R. Morrison wished everyone a Happy New Year. He asked about the changes to Policy 006. He
questioned if there was a change to School Code 903 and removing it from the references. He also
questioned the elimination and removal of the wording about the recordings of the meetings. He said
he believes the recordings should be retained. He questioned if the budget plans to implement
property tax elimination. He also questioned if the School Board plans on implementing a millage
base tax increase to pay for the Modernization Project that are not reimbursable from the state. If so,
he believes it should go to a referendum for voters to decide on.

2. Curriculum/Building Issues

2.01 Lacrosse Presentation for 2018-2019 School Year

J. Zimmerman gave the history regarding the request from the NYAA regarding Boys Lacrosse. He
explained requests are put through a rubric. He said in May of 2013, it did not score high enough to
support the sport. He stated changes had since occurred with consistent growth of the NYAA sport
with 12.7 Boys per grade enrolling into Lacrosse. He said NYAA also just began a girls Lacrosse
program to start up in Spring. He explained the trend in the community that girls tend to play the
sports offered by the school, where boys will go out and try a variety of sports.

J. Zimmerman explained in September a formal request was made for the 2018-2019 School Year. He
said the request was put through Policy 123.1’s rubric and was short by two points. He explained the
potential of the score to increase in the near future as the Colonial League will sponsor the sport if our
District and one other member school joins adding a point to the rubric. He also said the point value
assigned to the financial impact section of the rubric only considered the initial start-up costs and not
the subsequent maintenance costs, which will decrease and then add an additional point to the rubric.



J. Zimmerman recommended the addition of JV and Varsity Boys Lacrosse as well as JV and Varsity
Girls Lacrosse. He explained the reservations around the financial impact to the District, which
included start-up costs as well as the need for field prep and maintenance, but feels there is a big
aspiration by students and community for the sport in the District.

Atty. Rauscher asked about the policy’s need for two or more schools to join. J. Zimmerman
explained two schools were needed with one being Northwestern Lehigh School District. Atty.
Rauscher asked if J. Zimmerman knew of other districts looking to join. He said he knows there is
interest; however, the deadline to declare is May of 2017. W. Dellicker asked if the policy is internal.
J. Zimmerman said yes, it was designed to assist the District in competing with other similar districts.

Discussion continued about the sport’s start-up costs and how the implementation of Lacrosse may
affect other sports. J. Zimmerman explained he did not foresee an issue with sharing sports and there
was a $20,000 difference in Girls Lacrosse due to helmets. He explained that Boys and Girls Lacrosse
are very different and Girls Lacrosse compares to Field Hockey where helmets are not needed. He
said it is customary that girls do not wear helmets in Lacrosse. Atty. Rauscher asked if the District
could budget helmets for the girls as she has seen extensive concussions with the sport. J.
Zimmerman said he would look into it.

The Board was in agreement to the addition of Lacrosse. W. Dellicker asked if the recommendation
was for Boys Lacrosse or both Boys and Girls Lacrosse. J. Zimmerman explained, due to Title IX, the
District must offer equal opportunity to both boys and girls. He said if there is not enough interest in
the Girls Lacrosse the District may not field a team, but it must be offered as an equal opportunity.
The Board agreed to move this item to the January 18, 2017 Board Meeting pending Colonial League
sponsorship in order to satisfy the Districts current Policy 123.1.

2.02 Curriculum/Building Informational Updates Not Requiring Board Action
None at the time

3. Policy

3.01 Discussion of the following policies for First Reading:

006 — Board Meetings

J. Holman explained there was a request by P. Fisher at the last Board Meeting to address this policy’s
wording about deleting and destroying video and audio records of Board Meetings. She said P. Fisher
recommended removing “and should be destroyed once they have served their purpose” so the
District may retain the video and audio records for future use. She said the Policy was then submitted
to the solicitor for review and it was returned with some updated language. J. Holman explained there
were some changes made by the solicitor which she recommended retaining the original verbiage
already in the policy. This included the Order of Business of Regular and Special Meetings;
explanation and reference to Conflict of Interest; and information about and reference of Policy 903.

P. Fisher questioned the changes made by the solicitor on Page 2 recommending “Notice may, at the
Boards Discretion, also be given through the District website, parent handbooks, and District
newsletters.” He felt the addition of the word “may” and removal of “will” would be a reversal from
the District’s current practices. J. Holman stated the word “may” was utilized because it would be
difficult to make up to date changes to a parent handbook and past newsletters. She recommended
keeping “will” and removing “parent handbooks” and “District newsletters” and just include the District
website. The Board agreed to move this policy to the January 18, 2017 Board Meeting for First
Reading.

3.02 Second Reading and Final Approval
None at the time

3.03 Rescind Policies

Recommended Action: Rescind the following policies at the January 18, 2017 Board
Meeting:

010 — Board Governance Standards/Code of Conduct

J. Holman explained Policy 011 that was accepted regarding Principles of Governance would replace
Policy 010. The Board agreed to move this policy to the January 18, 2017 Board Meeting for action.



3.04 Policy Informational Updates Not Requiring Board Action
None at the time

4. Operations
4.01 Operational Informational Updates Not Requiring Board Action
None at the time

5. District Finances

5.01 Presentation of preliminary 2017-18 Budget and discussion on Resolution to stay
within the Index.

L. Frisbie reviewed the 2017-2018 preliminary budget with the Board. She explained the Act 1 index
and how the adjusted index for the District is 2.9% and 0.4629 mills equals approximately $738,000.
She recommended the Board adopts the Resolution to stay within the Act 1 index at the January 18,
2017 Board Meeting. She mentioned the Resolution to stay within the index does not mean the
District is going to raise taxes to the maximum index.

L. Frisbie reviewed the Act 1 budget timeline. She said the deadline to submit to PDE the Opt-out
resolution is January 26, 2017, so action must be taken on the Act 1 index at the January 18, 2017
Board Meeting. She explained budget discussions and presentations will continue through February
and April Workshop Meetings. The presentation of the Proposed Final Budget would occur at the May
3, 2017 Workshop Meeting for action to adopt the Proposed Final Budget at the May 17, 2017 Board
Meeting. She stated the June 7, 2017 Workshop Meeting would consist of a Final Budget presentation
and the Board would take action to adopt the Final Budget at the June 21, 2017 Board Meeting. She
said tax bills would then be mailed to the tax payers on July 15t

L. Frisbie reviewed the 2017-2018 Budget goals. Some consisted of implementing strategic planning
mission, vision and goals; continuing to support the Facilities Master Plan to address ongoing needs;
and develop a financing plan to fund the High School Modernization project. She asked the Board if

they are in agreement with the budgeting goals. They agreed.

L. Frisbie reviewed the 2017-2018 revenue assumptions from local municipalities as well as state and
federal governments. She stated that property tax elimination needs to be watched closely and the
District must watch the trends and look for changes. She reviewed the increases and decreases to
local revenue based on real estate taxes. She reviewed the increases due to PSERS reimbursement
and how Basic and Special Education were flat lined as well as rental/sinking payments. W. Dellicker
asked what the amount was of the rental/sinking payments. L. Frisbie said about $300,000-$350,000
per year for about 15 years. She then stated there was no change in the federal portion of the
budget.

L. Frisbie reviewed the 2017-2018 expenditure assumptions. These included: Changes based on
need with Building/Department budgets; 3.8% increase for professional salaries and 3% increase for
support/administration salaries; 3% decrease in dental benefits; 3% increase to Life and Long Term
Disability benefits and an 8.5% increase in PSERS benefits. She stated the PSERS rate is slightly
higher than was projected but the rate was certified for next year. She is also anticipating a
healthcare reduction through the consortium. She reviewed districtwide expenditures which included
specific identification debt (LCTI,LCCC and Cyber/Charter), new debt service for the High School
Modernization Project and strategic planning initiatives.

L. Frisbie reviewed a snapshot of assumptions for 2017-2018 saying total building and departments
were about $3 Million, total salaries about $18.7 Million, total benefits about $11.4 Million and
districtwide/grants about $10.6 Million. She said total expenditures equaled about $43.8 Million and
total revenue was about $41.3 Million. She said the estimated shortfall before fund balance was about
$2.5 Million. She explained that the provided scenario did not include a tax increase and is the most
conservative budget. W. Dellicker asked about the shortfall shown in the 2015-2016 final budget in
the amount of almost $4 Million. L. Frisbie said $2.85 Million of Fund balance was used toward the
ESCO Project. P. Fisher said the budget only used about $1 Million from fund balance and transferred
$650,000 from Capital reserves and the ESCO Project. L. Frisbie said yes.



L. Frisbie reviewed some outstanding items from revenues and expenditures and gave a snapshot of a
five-year budget assumption with no tax increase. She explained the significant shortfalls are the best

guess as of today without a tax increase.

Description

Building & Department Budgets
Total Salaries

Total Benefits

Total District Wide

Estimated Total Expenditures
Estimated Total Revenue

Excess/(Shortfall)

L. Frisbie then showed a snapshot of a five-year budget assumption with an annual tax increase to the

index:

Description

Building & Department Budgets
Total Salaries

Total Benefits

Total District Wide

Estimated Total Expenditures
Estimated Total Revenue

Excess/(Shortfall)

Final Estimated Estimated Estimated Estimated Estimated Estimated
Budget Budget Budget Budget Budget Budget Budget

16-17 17-18 18-19 19-20 20-21 21-22 2223

2 957 672 3,059,326 3,089,919 3,120,818 3,152,027 3,183 547 3,215,382
18,062,222 | 18,700,783 19,300,627 19,934,073 20,468,061 21,016,788 21,580,671
10,696,301 | 11,416,480 12,140,405 12,856,199 13,363,324 13,897,039 14,355,098
10,289,081 | 10,592,253 11,071,414 11,202,149 11,306,297 11,416,544 11,530,641
42,005276 [ 43,768,842 45,602,365 47,113,239 48,289,709 49513918 50,681,792
40,632,695 | 41,314,077 41,785,095 42,314 667 42 738,336 43,173 543 43,568,968

@,dﬁd,?ﬁﬁ (3,817.270) {4,798,572) (5,551,373) {6,340,3?@

Final Estimated Estimated Estimated Estimated Estimated Estimated
Budget Budget Budget Budget Budget Budget Budget

16-17 17-18 18-19 19-20 20-21 212 223

2,957 672 3,059,326 3,089,919 3,120,818 3,152,027 3,183 547 3,215,382
18,062,222 | 18,700,783 19,300,627 19,934,073 20,468,061 21,016,788 21,580,671
10,696,301 | 11,416,480 12,140 405 12,856,199 13,363,324 13,897,039 14,355,008
10,289,081 10,592,253 11,071,414 11,202,149 11,308,297 11,416,544 11,530,641
42005276 | 43,768,842 45 602, 365 47,113,239 43,289,709 49 513,918 50,681,792
40,632,695 | 41314077 42 476,735 43,732 039 44 916,939 46,150,342 47 382 450
(1,372 581)]  (2,454,765) (3,125,630) (3,381,199) (3,372, 769) [3,3635(?73?99@}\

__________,_-/

P. Fisher asked if this model has the index of 2.9% straight across. L. Frisbie said yes. P. Fisher
asked if the 2017-2018 budget included the High School Modernization Project. L. Frisbie said it did
not include a tax increase in 2017-2018.



W. Dellicker asked if the PSERS projected rate increases had been put through the spreadsheet in
order to plan out the payments with fund balance. L. Frisbie said yes, there was a spike and it was
enough to sustain into the 2021-2022. W. Dellicker asked about healthcare costs and what the
consortium strategy is with changes that are coming. L. Frisbie explained right now the discussion has
been about what will happen with $2.5 Million in taxes associated with the Affordable Care Act. She
said if something happens at the federal level prior to March 15% then Highmark can reduce rates, if
anything happens after March 15% then the rate would already be set. She said there has been no
commitment to change anything yet.

5.02 Act 1 Resolution

L. Frisbie recommended the approval of the Act 1 Resolution certifying 2017-2018 school year tax
increase will be less than or equal to the 2.9% index (approximately $738,000) calculated by the
Pennsylvania Department of Education. The Board agreed to move forward with the Act 1 Resolution
at the January 18, 2017 Board Meeting.

5.03 New Debt & Millage Phasing

L. Frisbie explained the Board would need to take action at the January 18, 2017 Board Meeting in
order for the Financing Team to move forward with preparing documents. She explained the Board
would then need to take action at the February 15, 2017 Board Meeting on the Parameters Resolution
which includes the structure of the new debt. She reviewed the following options for structures of new
debt financing:

SCENARIO 1
Option 1 Level Structure Phased in over three years with Fund Balance 2017-18 2018-19 2019-20
Millage Increase | 0.1410 0.1974 0.1974
Additional Cost to Average Taxpayer (Assumes 5199,000 avg assessment) 5 2805 5§ 39.27 § 39.27
Millage Increase (§) g 224680 § 314,521 § 314,521
Use of Commited Fund Balance-Millage Rate Stabilization 5 - 5 314,543 5 -
5 224708 S 629,103 S 314,560
Remaining Allowable Millage Increase for other expenditures 5 513,101 S 444,656 5 466,672
SCENARIO 2
Option 1 Level Structure 2017-18 2018-19 2019-20
Millage Increase | 0.1410 0.3947 -
Additional Cost to Average Taxpayer (Assumes 5199,000 avg assessment) 5 2805 5§ 7855 § -
Millage Increase (5) 5 224680 S 629,064 S -
Use of Commited Fund Balance-Millage Rate Stabilization 5 - S - 5 -
5 224708 5§ 629,143 5 -
Remaining Allowable Millage Increase for other expenditures 5 513,101 5§ 130,112 5 781,192
SCENARIO 3
Option 2 Wrap Structure Phased 2017-18 2018-19 2019-20
Millage Increase | 0.1567 0.1072 0.0145
Additional Cost to Average Taxpayer (Assumes 5199,000 avg assessment) 5 3119 5§ 2132 § 2.89
Millage Increase ($) 5 249,789 S 170,782 5 23,176
Use of Commited Fund Balance-Millage Rate Stabilization 5 - S - 5 -
5 249,820 S 170,803 S 23,179
Remaining Allowable Millage Increase for other expenditures 5 487992 § 588,394 5§ 758,016

ADMINISTRATIVE RECOMMENDATION: Scenario 3 because it provides a three year phase in of new millage without use of fund balance and
provides the greatest flexibility in potential millage increases to cover other future district budgetary needs.




L. Frisbie explained how traditionally the District has utilized a wrapped structure in order to minimize
the debt from year to year. She said she tried to incorporate millage throughout the process and
assuming new millage with new debt. D. Schafer asked why $199,000 was assumed as the
assessment. L. Frisbie said that amount was used because that is the District's average assessment.

P. Fisher said Scenario 3 did not say how much is required out of fund balance. L. Frisbie said that
would be a different discussion as to what the Board would like to utilize as the cash contribution for
the project. She said the debt repayment schedule would be $40,000 less/more for each $1 Million
used. P. Fisher said the wraparound is a 17 year debt and asked if it had been looked at beyond the
next five years. L. Frisbie said she had not but did include the wrap structure debt in Scenario 3 in
order to include something as a basis without assuming the greatest impact in the short term through
the projections. She said the impact of the level or the continuation of the wrap structure can be
looked at. She explained typically the further you go forward the more difficult it becomes to make
assumptions. P. Fisher asked L. Frisbie to straight line the rest since the first scenario had been done.
P. Fisher stated, after PSERS, the fund balance does not take into consideration any additional cost
increases that may occur. He said a decision is being based on increasing the District’s debt load for
17 or 20 years, without seeing what impact it has. L. Frisbie said she can carry out the assumptions
to the 2022-2023 years with the different scenarios presented by Scott Shearer at PFM.

P. Fisher explained the Act 1 index with the aid ratio adjustment. He asked L. Frisbie if she had
researched the aid ratio to see where the District would no longer get the adjusted index, since the
trend for the District’s aid ratio has been decreasing. She said she has not since she did not have that
data available. P. Fisher said he had some Market Value/Personal Aid ratio data from 2002 through
2017 that he shared with the Board. He said it included the aid ratios; however they are running one
year in arrears. He stated the 2017-2018 year would go to the 2016-2017 aid ratio and the market
value and personal income are running two years behind. He said the downward trend is significant
and believes the District would be through the threshold within the next two years. He said if that is
the case, it would have a significant impact on the District to tax. He encouraged L. Frisbie to run the
calculations and have the Board look at it next week, before anything is approved. L. Frisbie
explained she can recalculate assumptions based on the index of 2.5%. She said a 2.5% index
generates $654,000 for 2017-2018; 2018-2019 would be $671,000; and 2020-2021 would be
$688,000. She said it does have an impact to the remaining allowable millage dollars but would still
generate sufficient millage increase to cover the new debt service. She explained that the tax
increases compound into the base for the next year and with those increases it would increase the
available amount incrementally over the years. W. Dellicker asked if the magnitude was $100,000-
120,000 without the adjusted index increase. L. Frisbie said yes. W. Dellicker said he believes there
has been a decade of stagnation and is hopeful that wages and the economy will improve. P. Fisher
explained that the impact would also be on the available money outside of that additional debt for use
in the budget. He believes if there would be an increase in costs, like there had been with PSERS, it
would be an economic IED to the District’s fund balance. W. Dellicker said that was doom and gloom.
J. Holman said it was not a rosy picture when it was Act 1 and it looked exactly, if not worse, five
years ago. Atty. Rauscher feels PSERS is very speculative in the future and is going to get worse.
She felt it should be considered before the District goes down the road to borrowing.

W. Dellicker spoke about research he did on debt service benchmarking. He compared the District to
other districts in similar situations. He explained in the data from the PDE website from 2015,
Northwestern Lehigh School District’s percentage of debt service to total budget expenditures was
8.4%. He stated when compared to the other nine schools in Lehigh County, the District is well below
the average of 9.7%. The state average is 8.1% and schools in PA with similar budgets would be
8.3%. He felt the percentage shows that the District’s debt service is where it should be across the
state.

P. Fisher asked about the budgetary estimated shortfall in the amount of $2.2 Million on the financing
paperwork versus the $2.4 Million listed in the budget. L. Frisbie said the 2017-2018 preliminary
budget included $250,000 which was the new debt, the $2.2 Million was the assumed shortfall if there
was no new debt.



L. Frisbie asked if there was any additional information that would helpful for next week for the Board
to decide on moving forward with the financing team. W. Dellicker asked how much was spent
already on the Project. L. Frisbie said about $450,000 to date and that did not include services
performed which were not billed yet. J. Holman said there will be a discussion next week and
February 15t at the Workshop Meeting, where consensus is needed for the paperwork on February 15,
2017 for the Parameters Resolution.

W. Dellicker asked about the SP rating and what it does, besides for new debt borrowing. L. Frisbie
said it aids in refinancing and the District has two possible refinancings coming up. One in March of
2018 and one in February of 2019. She also said the two Emmaus Bond Pool rates can be refinanced
at any time. She said there are many variables to the rating not just fund balance. T. Hernandez said
he would rather the rating not decrease but it was premature to decide on negative impacts. He said
favorable ratings had been issued in the past with two bond ratings. L. Frisbie stated the decisions
have not been made based on the bond rating in the past and how much fund balance to be used
should not be dictated by the rating. W. Dellicker asked L. Frisbie to review the scenarios again with
the full Board next week. She asked if anyone would like any additional information included or
anything presented differently. There was no request for additional information from the Board.

5.04 Tax Collector Compensation

L. Frisbie explained the District sets compensation rates for tax collectors by February 15". She said
it was recommended to have a formal Board Resolution and to align the compensation with the
calendar year. She said the structure is similar to past practice. She had a meeting with four tax
collectors, gathered data and came up with a recommendation. She stated the prior schedule had
95% collection which was increased to 98% which is where the District is at. She explained that
compensation is all over the board in Lehigh County and ranges from 0.07% - 0.33%. She said the
tax collectors requested an increase due to required continuing education classes and supplies. She
said there were 2% increases prior and before that there were holds. She mentioned a 3% increase is
about $800.00 per year.

L. Frisbie introduced Jeff Strauss, who was in the audience, as a tax collector for the Weisenberg area.
J. Strauss stated he had been a tax collector for the area for the last 24 years and it has been more
work in the last few years than it had been in the past.

P. Fisher asked why 98% was used in the tax collectors’ compensation and only 96% was used in the
budget. L. Frisbie explained that 96% is actually skewed from gaming revenues and TIF remittance
and refers to tax collections compared to the 98% of the number of the bills the tax collectors process.

L. Frisbie said the District has been very fortunate with the tax collectors’ customer service and had
not received many telephone calls from property owners with questions. She recommended the Tax
Collector compensation for the term January 1, 2018 through December 31, 2021. The Board was in
agreement to move this item to the January 18, 2017 Board Meeting for action.

5.05 Food Service Procurement Specialist Contract

L. Frisbie recommended approving the participation with the Le-Nor-Co Cooperative Purchasing Group
for bidding purposes for Food Service purchasing. She explained the Le-Nor-Co Cooperative
Purchasing Group is recommending each District approve a Procurement Specialist Agreement with
K12 Services, Inc. to perform consulting services associated with the bid process and compliance with
the Uniform Grant Guidance (UGG) applicable to the National School Lunch Program. She said the
agreement will commence on February 1, 2017 with first quarterly billing starting July 1, 2017.

L. Frisbie explained there are not many consulting firms that offer these services, two responses were
received and she believed K12 Services has the best fit. She said Atty. Enters from Sultanik’s firm
drafted the agreement and Atty. Young from King Spry reviewed the agreement, which has a 90-day
out clause. She explained the agreement contains a performance bond in the first year and the
percent cost is based off of total meals served (about $2,600 for the first year). She said with full
participation of the consortium, there would be a reduction in price annually.



P. Fisher asked if the agreement was generated by Le-Nor-Co and if changes could be made. L.
Frisbie said changes could not be made because it was generated through the consortium. P. Fisher
asked about the insurance language. L. Frisbie explained the contract waives the right to completed
product coverage. She said K12 carried that coverage but excludes any type of consulting services.
She said it was then agreed upon to remove that language. She said the other insurances listed in the
contract were recommended by the District’s insurance broker and are standard for contracts with
consulting services. She explained to the Board if they wish to not move forward with this then the
District has the option to move forward on their own bid but with cost savings and time savings, the
consortium contract would be beneficial. The Board agreed to move this item to the January 18, 2017
Board Meeting for action.

5.06 Reports

1. Budget Report

2. Revenues Report

3. Treasurer’s Report
Fund 10 General Fund with a beginning balance of $34,075,671.27, receipts of
$2,027,620.12, and disbursements of $3,315,310.80, leaving a balance of $32,787,980.59.
Fund 22 Capital Reserve Fund with a beginning balance of $1,881,982.41, receipts of
$831.52, disbursements of $75,834.52, leaving a balance of $1,806,979.41.
Fund 50 Food Service Fund with a beginning balance of -$2,127.85, receipts of $78,161.11,
disbursements of $77,431.87, leaving a balance of -$1,398.61.

4. EIT Report

5. Activity Fund Report

6. Comparison of Prior Year to Current Year Budget to Actual Expenditures by Object Report

L. Frisbie said the reports were standard with revenues coming in strong. She said there was a receipt
of $297,000 in rental/sinking payments for the 2015/2016 reimbursement. She explained
expenditures were higher than normal this month since November is the first stipend payments for
coaches and activities. T. Leiser asked what the $43,000 amount was for the Student Activity Fund.

L. Frisbie said the students had a Pink-Out for Lehigh Valley Hospital’s Pediatric Cancer. She
recommended receiving the Reports for November at the January 18, 2017 Board Meeting. The Board
agreed to move this item to the January 18, 2017 Board Meeting for receipt.

5.07 Audited Financial Statements as of June 30, 2016

L. Frisbie stated Gorman would not be attending the January 18™ Board Meeting to review the Audit
report so she would review it for the Board. She said P. Fisher’'s recommendation about the
investment footnote had been changed due to a policy procedure that is currently in place. She
explained there were five management comments addressed in the audit report and gave explanations
for each comment. She mentioned in the future she could contact Gorman with any questions and
discuss how to comply with their processes. She reviewed the recommendations given by Gorman and
Associates for Student Activity Clubs and General Fund — Cash. She said processes have not changed
but have become stricter.

She said P. Toll had questions that he planned on addressing this evening, but in his absence she will
reach out to him to see what they were. P. Fisher asked about the provisions outlining the District’s
bonds, saying the bond numbers in the financial report differ from the bond numbers that were
received by Scott Shearer at PFM. L. Frisbie said she would look into it. W. Dellicker asked how long
the team from Gorman and Associates were at the District. L. Frisbie said they were quick, about five
days. J. Holman commended L. Frisbie and her staff for working with Gorman so well. J. Holman said
no one is happy when seeing a recommendation but L. Frisbie, her team, and Gorman are doing their
best to audit all of the District’s funds.

L. Frisbie recommended receiving the Audited Financial Statements as of June 30, 2016. The Board
agreed to move the item to the January 18, 2017 Board Meeting for receipt.



5.08 Financial Informational Updates Not Requiring Board Action

1. EIT Report Update

L. Frisbie said P. Fisher requested additional information from Berkheimer on the EIT. She stated it
was just received and will be able to share it with P. Fisher and put it on the February Workshop
Agenda for discussion.

2. Jonas Snowstorm- PA Emergency Management Agency Reimbursement for expenditures
$10.672.10

L. Frisbie explained the District submitted expenses for reimbursement after the Jonas Snowstorm.
J. Holman said they were labor expenses, rentals and salt and only $14,229 was qualified expenses
with 75% being reimbursed.

3. LCTI/LCCC/IU budget presentation- formal board presentation?

L. Frisbie asked if the Board would like the institutions to come and give a formal Board Presentation.
The Board agreed to have the Board Representatives present the budgets for their respective
organizations.

6. Old Business
None at the time

7. New Business

7.01 Policy 006.1

P. Fisher proposed a new draft of a new policy which addresses attendance at meetings via electronic
communications. He stated this would allow Board Members to attend remotely and felt this was
necessary to put into place. He said J. Holman already has a similar policy to present and would like
to discuss this at the February Workshop Meeting.

8. Communications

8.01 Courtesy of the Floor

R. Nemeth said the debt would go from $44 Million to $52 Million with new debt included. He said this
is an 18% increase and would lead the percentage of debt near 10%. He stated, according to
Gorman, there is $106 Million of liability, $55 Million of that is pensions. He said the whole thing
would be 270% of revenue. He explained that half is usually reimbursable from the state. He said if
$27 Million is taken off, it still is at over 200% revenue, which is a lot of debt. He stated there is $94
Million in assets for the District properties, so $114 Million would be a negative net worth. He said if
$27 Million is taken off, then it would be a slight positive new worth.

9. Adjournment
Upon motion by P. Fisher, seconded by T. Leiser, the meeting was adjourned at 9:13 PM

Respectfully submitted,

Todd Hernandez, Secretary
By J. Partenio, Recording Secretary



