Northwestern Lehigh School District
6493 RT. 309, New Tripoli PA 18066
SCHOOL BOARD MEETING
District Board Room
Thursday, May 19, 2016, 6:00 PM

1. Opening Procedures

1.01 Opening Exercises

The May 19, 2016 Special Board Meeting of the Northwestern Lehigh School District Board of Directors was called to order at 6:00 PM by President Willard
Dellicker.

1.02 Roll Call

PR/AB

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

AB Joseph Fatzinger PR Todd Leiser PR Phil Toll

Also Present:
Barry Brobst, Jim Keiffer, Elsa Kerschner, Arthur Oakes, Jennifer Holman, Mary Anne Wright and Janine Partenio.

1.03 Approval of Agenda
Moved: P. Toll Seconded: C. Rauscher Vote: 5 Aye, O Nay

1.04 Welcome

1.05 Courtesy of the Floor
None at this time

1.06 Purpose of Special Meeting
Discussion of 2017 Renovation Project, Architect contract, and construction manager.

2. Operations

2.01 Project Review

Dr. Wright reminded the Board that this had been a year long process of narrowing down options. A. Oakes reviewed recommended option 1 with
administration moved to the front with a nurses suite, 2 Large Group Instruction Rooms (LGI), additional classrooms and new lobby for the gym and
auditorium entrance. He stated there will be one exit and entrance for the public and locker rooms will be moved to the back of the building. He explained
that this will keep the teams in the athletic area and will aid in efficiency and security. A. Oakes and Dr. Wright reviewed the LGI functions. J. Holman added
that the LGI could be used for rentals with its functional and flexible set-up.

A. Oakes reviewed the heavy and regular renovations, as well as the addition, shown in red, green and blue on the blue print. He explained the the blue area
will not be moving walls or structures and the addition will become its own entity with a fire wall as per code. J. Keiffer explained that the addition must
show it is safer to code, when approaching the code office.



A. Oakes presented the sketch of the front of the building which included a new face of the building and new entrance into the lobby. J. Casciano asked if
students will be dropped off at the new entrance. A Oakes explained that decision would be up to Aileen Yadush since they are currently being dropped off at
many locations across the front of the building.

P. Toll questioned why the gym was so expensive to renovate. J. Keiffer explained the process includes: painting the ceiling, adding new flooring, adding
equipment and athletic components and adding mechanical and electrical finishes. He said many of these items can be expensive with gymnasiums. Dr.
Wright mentioned the Board can look at these items to be replaced, decide what can be addressed and refine them during the process. P. Toll explained that
he does not want to borrow extra for these items if it will not be used. Dr. Wright explained that borrowing will not take place until these plans are refined in
2017.

J. Casciano asked what the plans were for the auxiliary gym and storage since they were highlighted as a renovation. A. Oakes said they will be creating
referee rooms and a corridor will be redefining the area so these rooms will require paint and finishes.

Dr. Wright explained the positive part of the front of the new building is there will be a straight line of sight and there will not be any nooks for people to be
invisible to administration. She said the glass lobby entrance will aid in the view to the students in the parking lot as well. C. Rauscher asked if the lower
parking lot is going to be addressed with this project with drop-offs. A. Oakes said there will be no change for drop-offs. C. Rauscher believes the traffic
should be diverted from student drivers in the lower parking lot for safety purposes of students walking. Dr. Wright explained that safety might be a
supervision issue. She said the specifics would be discussed with A. Yadush. J. Holman said she could also check with security.

A. Oakes reviewed option 2. He explained that it does not solve efficiency and office space is still needed. He said the girls' locker room is in the front and
they will not have direct access to the athletic area. He said the LGl room is in the back of the building which is not easily accessed to the public. P. Toll said
the 1st Option doubles the Administration space and the 2nd option adds to it. He said this is a soft efficiency and cannot quantify value for the money
spent. He explained it is not ideal but it is $12M instead of $14M. He believes the administration and nurses area does not need 4,700 sq. ft. He said the
classroom in the front could be cut down in order to add space to the office. Dr. Wright explained that classrooms must be a minimum square footage
according to PDE. She said she will check on the size.

W. Dellicker questioned what the IPC room is in Option 1 that is being converted to storage space in Option 2. J. Keiffer said it is an instructional planning
center and copy/mail room. W. Dellicker said there is no space for it in option 2. He asked if the bathroom in the nurses suite in option 2 is ADA compliant
since it is smaller. J. Keiffer said yes. A. Oakes explained the downfall is that the functionality is lost when faculty comes to that area. J. Keiffer added that
it is not ideal.

A. Oakes reviewed the heavy and regular renovations, as well as the lobby addition, shown in red, green and blue on the blue print. T. Leiser asked if new
windows will be added. J. Keiffer said yes but that would be it.

A. Oakes reviewed option 3 with the LGl Room in the front and girls locker room moved to the athletic area. He said the administration/nurses suite and
classroom remain in the existing footprint. P. Toll asked if the storage area in the corner is used. A. Oakes said it is used heavily. J. Holman explained time
clocks and computers are in that area for support staff. She explained that the existing administration area in the Middle School is 29 feet. She said this
plan would make the High School Administration area 6 feet shorter than that. J. Keiffer said option 3 is used to accommodate for option 2's unfunctional
design with the girl's locker room and LGl room. J. Holman explained that option 2 does not have an additional classroom. P. Toll recommended changing
the "meeting room" into an additional classroom.

A. Oakes explained that this project will be setting the building up for success over the next 30-50 years. Dr. Wright explained that there is no way to
determine what the student and staff functionality needs would be in 15 years from now, so she recommends doing what is best for the needs in

existence. Dr. Wright mentioned that if the board tells us that if option 3 is what it prefers, then allow us the license to move things around. If you tell us the
price tag is $12M, | would prefer to work with the design team to figure out the best use of space but we may have to give up something. She recommended
setting a price and working with the design team to get the most efficiencies for the cost as opposed to accepting option 3 due to a price tag because she is
concerned about functionality issues. She believes option 1 has the best functionality.



W. Dellicker said he cannot support option 2 because it does not address the girl's locker room and the LGl room. He cannot see the team going through
with cleats and equipment on the new flooring. He believes it makes more sense to have 2 side by side locker rooms in the athletic area where there is
supervision. He said he believes the band and choral rooms are in the right space with option 1 and it facilitates the needs of the public with traffic and
customer service. He said he thinks the administration and nurses suite is too small in option 2 and 3. He explained the District should be utilizing the
expertise of the architects in order to maximize the space of the building for the next 50 years. He supported option 1.

P. Toll said he managed a 2M sq ft Bank and he cannot justify the extra cost for a larger office space.

A. Oakes reviewed the finance sheets for option 1, Option 2 and Option 3. He discussed the construction costs, soft costs and contingency costs. He
explained that the Board will continually define and adjust the project. J. Keiffer explained that they are keeping figures conservative since the goal is to
come in less and not higher as the project is defined. J. Casciano questioned the professional fee of $727,000. J. Keiffer stated that negotiations brought the
number down substantially from the original cost. J. Casciano asked about the construction manager fee at 3%. J. Keiffer explained this person is a separate
engineer and the figure would be defined by how much service involvement is needed. He said this will be discussed later. W. Dellicker said these numbers
are still estimates without actual bids. J. Keiffer said the construction manager could help define costs and help maximize the space with the best solution
available.

Dr. Wright explained option 1 including alternates included for Middle School Drainage and High School Driveway. She said $3.3M out of General fund and a
Bond issue of $8M in 2016/2017. She explained another bond issue would come in 2017/2018 in the amount of $4M. She explained at this time the District
millage would be increased by 0.1687 mills. She stated on an average assessment of $198,967 this would amount to $33.57 annually. Year two would then
be increased by $24.06 per average assessed value and year three would have an additional $3.34 to the property taxes. She explained this is a wraparound
debt and not a 15 or 20 year since this would be unaffordable if it needs to be raised after year three. P. Toll asked if the District will be using New Tripoli
Bank. Dr. Wright explained that she was using numbers from Scott Shearer at PFM. She explained that the District could hold off on borrowing until there
are better estimates and the second borrowing will allow for adjustments.

C. Rauscher wanted to notify the community by mail. T. Leiser and W. Dellicker agreed to notify the community in order to keep full transparency. Dr.
Wright said she will draft a flyer with the tax impact; have it printed and mailed to the public. P. Toll recommended having an email for the public to notify
the District with any comments or questions. T. Leiser asked how many households there are and what the cost would be. Dr. Wright said she believes the
mailing was around $700. J. Holman said there are 5,442 households.

J. Keiffer explained the next step is to start the design and the financial commitment would be down the road a year from now. A. Oakes stated KCBA
Architects would need to be approved as the architect in order to move forward with a design. He said the Board could move forward with the intention of
option 1 for development, not the final cost. Dr. Wright explained the administration is not looking to spend $15M but rather use the design of option 1 and
make the most efficiencies within the design. She recommended bringing option 1 to the June Board meeting for approval. P. Toll said he cannot support
option 1. W. Dellicker supported option 1. T. Leiser supported option 1. C. Rauscher does not support anything until the public is notified. J. Casciano
supported option 1. Consensus of 3 out of 5 will bring option 1 to the Board for approval.

Barry Brobst introduced himself saying he moved to this area in 1970 and designed and built his own home. He said he is a retired architect and living on a
fixed income. He explained he has done many school building projects since the 1970's. He gave his input saying in option 1 the addition and renovation
areas will be taking a lot of abuse. He explained that many of these areas are heavy use areas as well as areas for the general public. He urged the board
not to cut things short because this will cause rebuilding and additional costs. He said it is better to do it right the first time. He explained that if the project
is done to cut corners, community members coming to the building will question where their money went. He stated the difference of $2M over a 20 year
bond issue is nominal.

C. Rauscher thanked Dr. Wright, W. Dellicker, A. Oakes, A. Yadush and J. Zimmerman for all of their time and input. She said this is not about the credibility
but about public notification. Dr. Wright explained this is for the concept of the project and members can vote on it at the meeting.



P. Toll asked if it could be broken into phases. J. Keiffer said no, the project is a complicated puzzle and issues are interrelated when moving students around
in order to keep functionality. He said this would cause the project to cost more money.

2.02 KCBA

A. Oakes explained the KCBA contract is in legal review with the District Solicitor. He said the 6% fee is based on the cost of the project. He asked if the
board would like to move this directly to the Board meeting for approval or discuss it at the June 1st Workshop meeting. Dr. Wright recommended moving it
to the Workshop Meeting in order to include all Board Members in the discussion. Consensus was in agreement to move this to the June 1, 2016 Workshop
Meeting for discussion.

2.03 Construction Manager

A. Oakes explained this is a recommendation to proceed with development of a request for proposal for a construction management firm. He said this is
separate from the construction since this will be a small group chosen from the RFP process who will be onsite daily and work between the school and the
contractors. He explained that he cannot do this himself because of his daily duties already required. He explained if there are any issues the District has a
contact point who represents them. He explained the firm will also work on plans, cost estimates and schematics. He said the firm will also analyze the
building, prepare cost analysis on extras and maintain a current price. Dr. Wright believes this is value engineering from the beginning and would ensure a
liaison for the High School Administration and the District. She explained the Board could choose how much management would be involved and the cost.
She said approval would be for June for the RFP then the Board should implement a Building Development Committee then the proposal would go out.

T. Leiser asked if this is an individual or a firm. A. Oakes said the firm would be approved and an individual would work on the design. He said the District
would review the proposals and the Board would select a firm. W. Dellicker said the Building Development Committee would determine roles. Consensus
was to move this item to the June 15th Board Meeting for approval.

3. Communications
3.01 Courtesy of the Floor
B. Brobst said if the Board is interested in information about construction managers, he could offer his advice. W. Dellicker thanked him for his offer.

4. Adjournment
Upon motion by T. Leiser, seconded by C. Rauscher, the meeting was adjourned at 8:14 PM.

Respectfully submitted,

Todd Hernandez, Secretary
By J. Partenio, Recording Secretary



