
Lehighton Area School District 
1000 Union Street 

Lehighton, PA 18235 
Wednesday, May 22, 2024 at 6:30 PM 

FINANCE COMMITTEE MEETING - MINUTES
1. Opening Exercises 
A. Opening Exercises 
Opening exercises included the Pledge of Allegiance and a moment of silence. 

B. Call to Order 
Board President, Jeremy Glaush called the Finance Committee Meeting to order at 6:31 PM. 

C. Roll Call 
PR/AB

PR** Ms. Joy Beers PR Mr. Jeremy Glaush PR Ms. Heather Neff

AB Mr. Richard Beltz PR Mr. Sean Gleaves PR Mrs. Kerry Sittler

PR Ms. Barbara Bowes AB Mr. Zachary Hunter AB* Ms. April Walker

**J. Beers Present via Google Meet
*A. Walker Arrived at 6:47 PM

Also Present:  
Dr. Christina Fish, Superintendent
Mrs. Susan Famularo, Interim Business Administrator
Ms. Rebecca Karpowicz, Assistant Board Secretary

John Corby, Justin Smith, Aaron Sebelin, Mark McGalla, Steve Ebbert, Sue Howland, Sandra Michalik, Kenny Eck 

D. Public Comment 
None at the time.

2. Finance Committee 
A. 2024-2025 Proposed Final Budget Form 2028 
S. Famularo explained how she presented the proposed final budget for the 2024-2025 year, adhering to Act I 
guidelines, at the last meeting. She stated the budget included a 7.4% increase to 56.66 mills, resulting in a 3.947 
millage increase, with revenues of $48,423,573 and expenditures of $51,063,931, creating a deficit of $2,640,000. 
This budget was displayed publicly.  S. Famularo also presented the Board with options and new position requests. She 
was seeking guidance on the millage in preparation for the May 28 meeting, where the budget needed to be adopted.

B. New Positions Requested 
S. Famularo introduced the next agenda item on new position requests, with administrators available to discuss. B. 
Bowes inquired if the proposed budget included these positions, and S. Famularo confirmed it did. C. Fish outlined a 
district-wide position, proposing a role split between Access billing and Business Office secretary to support the 
Business Administrator and increase Access billing revenue. J. Glaush asked about potential revenue and salary, with 
C. Fish estimating $60,000-$80,000 annually from Access billing and noting that only 50% of the salary and benefits 
could be covered by Access funds. S. Famularo added that the business office traditionally had a confidential 
secretary,which was a position lost during financial difficulties. C. Fish noted that the Business Office was down two 
staff members. 

J. Smith proposed hiring three (3) full-time cleaners to address staffing shortages, explaining that full-time roles with 
benefits might attract more applicants and reduce the need for overtime. J. Beers confirmed that the new full-time 
roles would replace existing part-time positions. J. Smith detailed the flexible working hours for these roles, and C. 
Fish mentioned needing an MOU with the union. B. Bowes and S. Famularo discussed budget implications, noting 
potential compliance issues with the Affordable Care Act if part-time staff consistently worked overtime.
A. Sebelin discussed the need for classroom teacher positions at the elementary center, covering grades K-5. J. Beers 
confirmed that three positions in the handout matched those on the ESSER slide. A. Sebelin detailed current 
student-teacher ratios, emphasizing that maintaining these positions would prevent larger class sizes. C. Fish clarified 
that these positions, currently filled by long-term subs, would be transitioned into permanent roles. J. Beers expressed 
support for maintaining these positions. B. Bowes and C. Fish noted that long-term subs receive the same pay and 
benefits as regular teachers. S. Gleaves inquired about maximum class sizes, with A. Sebelin explaining that best 
practices favor smaller sizes and there is no official cap.



M. McGalla then addressed the need for more paraprofessionals, highlighting that current shortages hinder support for 
various educational programs. He noted difficulties in filling these roles but stressed their importance for student 
support. S. Gleaves asked about paraprofessional duties and was informed that they float between classrooms as 
needed.

The discussion shifted to the data coordinator position, a stipend role crucial for managing educational data and 
supporting early interventions. S. Howland explained that these positions, previously funded by a grant, now require 
sustained funding. C. Fish emphasized the role's importance in early intervention and special education assessments. 
Administrators confirmed the benefit of these roles in improving student outcomes and reducing litigation risks. S. 
Gleaves sought teacher input on the data coordinators' effectiveness, and administrators assured regular review and 
reporting of data outcomes. C. Fish clarified that these stipend positions would be additional responsibilities for 
existing teachers.

S. Ebbert discussed the use of data to evaluate and improve the science curriculum, highlighting how it identified both 
gains and areas not meeting standards. He referenced CDT testing results that led to changing the curriculum series 
for the middle school to meet 2025 standards. S. Ebbert emphasized the importance of music in schools, citing 
research on its benefits, and highlighted the lack of general music classes at the Middle School. He noted the growing 
participation in band and chorus, demonstrating the need for more music program support, and requested the addition 
of a full-time music teacher to the Middle School budget to maintain and expand these programs. C. Fish noted that 
scheduling issues at the middle school, due to limited elective offerings, were impacting students' daily schedules. J. 
Corby and S. Howland discussed the transition of Middle School students to High School band, emphasizing the need 
for sufficient staffing to support both programs. They addressed current band and chorus participation numbers and 
the impact of insufficient music teachers. J. Glaush supported the sentiment that music programs provide essential 
opportunities for students not involved in sports.

S. Ebbert also presented data showing the need for additional paraprofessionals at the Middle School to handle 
disciplinary issues and support students with IEPs. He highlighted the role of paraprofessionals in preventing 
disruptions and providing necessary student support. S. Michalik supported the need for more paraprofessionals as a 
preventive measure to reduce future disciplinary problems, emphasizing their importance in building relationships with 
students and providing de-escalation support. B. Bowes and S. Michalik discussed how additional classroom support 
could reduce the need for placing students in external programs. C. Fish stressed the importance of students being on 
task and using coping strategies to engage in instruction and reduce frustrations.

Sue Howland reported on the significant growth in special education needs at the high school, emphasizing the 
necessity for an additional emotional support (ES) teacher. This position had been vacant since Mr. Kocsiolek left in 
2020, resulting in reallocated caseloads among the remaining teachers. With the reassignment of Mrs. Kistler, who 
now handles some ES duties, the high school is projected to have 33 ES students next year, up from 24. Howland also 
noted that the school is out of compliance for gifted education due to the high numbers of English Language Learners 
(ELL), preventing the gifted education teacher from servicing high school students. Currently, there are 12 gifted 
students at the high school.

Additionally, Howland mentioned that the District had historically implemented a Multi-Tiered System of Supports 
(MTSS) program, which had lapsed due to unfilled positions and COVID-19 gaps. There has been a spike in students 
identified for emotional support at the high school, with 15 students referred for evaluation this year alone. Six 
students were identified with emotional support needs, four referred to Behavioral Health Associates (BHA), and three 
placed through outside agencies. The high school, currently under an ATSI plan for six years due to insufficient 
improvement in special education, is seeking more specialized support to comply with requirements.

Howland highlighted the need for a behavioral interventionist, a position lacking at the high school but present in 
elementary and middle schools. This role would ensure continuity of social skills support across school levels. She also 
mentioned the CLIU Site's partial hospitalization program hosted at the high school, which could serve students with 
significant emotional support needs and bring in tuition from other districts.

S. Howland detailed the current staffing, including five paraprofessionals, with one assigned full-time to the library to 
assist with duties previously managed by the librarian, who also coordinates the district's Virtual Academy (LAVA) and 
career pathways. LAVA currently serves a total of 102 students, 18 of whom have IEPs and eight with 504 plans, 
requiring additional support from high school special education teachers.

J. Glaush raised a significant concern regarding the escalating costs associated with the Behavioral Health Academy 
(BHA), noting an increase of approximately $400,000 over the past year. He questioned whether these expenses could 
be mitigated by reallocating resources to handle behavioral and emotional support needs internally rather than relying 
heavily on external placements like BHA. This prompted a discussion about the effectiveness and necessity of the 
emotional support programs within the District.



S. Michalik, who had been closely monitoring the financial data and attending related meetings, provided insights into 
the District's efforts to manage these costs. She emphasized that the emotional support programs play a crucial role in 
preventing students from needing intensive external placements. S. Michalik highlighted that the District's proactive 
approach to emotional support not only supports student mental health but also potentially reduces long-term costs 
associated with BHA placements. She underscored the importance of these programs, especially in light of increased 
mental health challenges among students following the COVID-19 pandemic.

C. Fish elaborated on the district's comprehensive strategy, including the implementation of the Multi-Tiered System of 
Support (MTSS). This framework allows for tailored interventions that address both academic and behavioral needs 
across different tiers of support. The discussion touched upon data-driven decision-making, with references to tools 
like the SWIS program to analyze behavioral data and identify effective strategies for intervention and support.
Board members, including K. Sittler, S. Gleaves, B. Bowes, engaged in deliberations about budget priorities, 
expressing support for additional staffing positions such as teachers, paraprofessionals, and behavioral 
interventionists. They considered the impact of these positions on student outcomes and fiscal responsibility, with a 
consensus emerging on the importance of investing in resources that directly support student well-being and academic 
success.

J. Glaush started by emphasizing the specificity of certain budgetary numbers and sought consensus from the Board 
members regarding their assessment. He highlighted the importance of clarifying these figures to ensure transparency 
and accuracy in financial planning. The Board collectively acknowledged the significance of retaining positions for 
teachers, reaching a consensus that these roles were pivotal for the District's operational success and educational 
goals.

B. Bowes then brought attention to discrepancies within the budget documentation, particularly noting that the term 
"custodians" should be replaced with "cleaners" to accurately reflect the roles being discussed. Her attention to detail 
underscored the need for precise terminology in budgetary documents to avoid confusion and ensure alignment with 
operational needs.
 
C. Millage Rate Impact 
B. Bowes highlighted the impending need to finalize decisions by Tuesday, particularly focusing on the millage 
recommendation. This recommendation was crucial as it would directly impact the district's financial planning and 
potential adjustments to tax rates.  C. Fish contributed valuable insights into the potential impact of various millage 
rates on taxpayers, providing detailed calculations and projections. This information was aimed at informing the 
board's decision-making process with a clear understanding of the financial implications for the community.
Further discussions delved into projected revenue increases from state sources. B. Bowes expressed surprise at the 
anticipated amount, prompting a discussion on the historical conservatism in budgeting due to fluctuations in state 
funding. C. Fish explained that previous budgets had been cautiously planned based on historical data, with 
adjustments made in response to changes in state funding allocations.

B. Bowes also raised important inquiries about the timing of expected funds, such as ESSR funds and state grants. 
These inquiries highlighted ongoing financial considerations and the importance of monitoring incoming funds to 
support District operations effectively.

D. Section 440.1 PA School Code - Investment of School District Funds 
C. Fish initiated a discussion on the investment of school funds, directing S. Famularo to provide details on the 
restrictions governing these investments. S. Famularo explained that school funds are typically restricted to very safe 
investment options, such as United States Treasury bills, short-term debt of US government or agencies, and 
FDIC-insured deposits or time deposits. She emphasized additional collateral requirements for these investments and 
noted permissible investments in shares of investment companies that use safe underlying assets. S. Famularo also 
mentioned that the board had previously approved opening an account with the Pennsylvania Local Government 
Investment Trust (PLGIT) in December, although implementation had not yet occurred.

B. Bowes followed up, acknowledging the potential benefits of diversifying investments beyond current practices 
concentrated with PFM Asset Management. She queried S. Famularo on the inclusion of options like Certificates of 
Deposit (CDs) and shorter-term investments, noting their potential returns even on smaller investments. S. Famularo 
confirmed that while such investments could yield lower returns in the short term, they offered diversification benefits 
and higher returns in certain cases. B. Bowes inquired about the limits on investment durations, to which S. Famularo 
clarified that longer-term investments like 10-year CDs were not permissible under current regulations, aligning with 
prudent investment practices.

C. Fish interjected with an apology for the earlier interruption, allowing the discussion to continue smoothly. The 
exchange highlighted the Board's focus on responsibly managing financial resources through informed investment 
strategies that prioritize safety and potential returns within regulatory boundaries.

E. Payments to Fox Rothschild 
C. Fish shifted the topic to the total legal costs associated with Fox Rothschild over recent fiscal periods. S. Famularo 
provided the figures, stating that for the 2022-23 school year, the expenditure amounted to $162,274.69, with 
$136,976.25 spent so far in the current fiscal year. J. Beers acknowledged the reduction from previous years, noting it 
was a positive development to see costs beginning to stabilize.



B. Bowes raised a query about negotiation costs specifically for the 2022-23 and 2023-24 periods, seeking a detailed 
breakdown which wasn't immediately available. This prompted further discussion on the breadth of legal services 
provided by Fox Rothschild, beyond just advisory roles, as highlighted by J. Corby.  C. Fish added that these figures 
did not encompass special education service costs, underscoring the broader financial implications beyond legal 
expenditures.

S. Gleaves then sought clarification on the fiscal year timeline, to which B. Bowes responded that it runs from July 1 to 
June 30 each year. This exchange illuminated the Board's scrutiny of legal expenditures and their awareness of 
broader financial impacts, emphasizing the need for comprehensive understanding and transparency in budgetary 
discussions.

F. Cost of Special Education 
C. Fish addressed the cost of special education for the 2022-23 school year, which amounted to $8,216,554.11, with 
$7,961,721.62 spent so far in the current year. This prompted B. Bowes to inquire about reimbursements related to 
these expenses. S. Famularo clarified that there is a subsidy specifically designated for special education, budgeted at 
approximately $2.1 million for the next fiscal year. B. Bowes acknowledged this subsidy but emphasized that it does 
not cover all mandated costs associated with special education services, highlighting ongoing financial considerations 
and the need for careful budget management in this area. The exchange underscored the board's awareness of both 
the significant costs and the financial supports allocated to special education services within the District.

G. BHA Payments 
C. Fish provided an update on the costs associated with Behavioral Health Associates (BHA), noting that for the 
2022-23 school year, the expenditure was $1,664,740.70, and year-to-date spending for the current year had reached 
$2,036,025.85. She mentioned a noticeable increase in costs, approximately 10%, attributed to the Consumer Price 
Index (CPI) adjustments.

J. Beers then inquired about the current enrollment numbers for students receiving services from BHA. S. Michalik, 
present at the meeting, provided the breakdown: five (5) students in the Journey program, eight (8) at Oak Ridge 
Academy, ten (10) at Mahoning Valley Academy, eight (8) at Pride Academy, and seven (7) at ISST Academy. J. Beers 
expressed appreciation for the information, highlighting the Board's interest in understanding the student 
demographics and corresponding service needs provided by BHA. This discussion underscored the significant financial 
commitment and logistical considerations associated with external service providers like BHA within the District's 
educational framework.

H. Earned Income Tax - Title 53 
C. Fish addressed a question from J. Beers regarding Earned Income Tax (EIT), noting that Ed had been working on it 
previously. S. Famularo then elaborated on the complexities involved. She explained that implementing an EIT for 
school districts requires a referendum and may involve forming a tax collection commission to study and make 
recommendations, a process that typically spans about a year for planning and execution. S. Famularo also mentioned 
the limitations and requirements related to any per capita tax levied, emphasizing the need for legal and possibly 
financial advisory support due to the intricate nature of tax collection and distribution.

B. Bowes raised a concern about the potential split of EIT revenue with townships if the tax rate were increased, 
seeking clarity on whether such a division was mandatory. S. Famularo admitted there was no clear directive on this 
matter in the information presented, affirming that currently, the townships receive a share of the EIT collected by the 
district. She reiterated the necessity for legal counsel and financial analysis to navigate these complexities effectively.
B. Bowes expressed agreement on the need for professional assistance and suggested compiling detailed questions to 
be addressed by legal experts at Fox Rothschild. J. Beers proposed coordinating the process to streamline queries and 
responses, suggesting that these discussions could be scheduled for a more opportune time, given the impending 
focus on budget deliberations and upcoming agenda releases.

I. Provident Energy - Natural Gas Consortium Purchase for 2025-2026 
History: 
The District first engaged Provident Energy in 2017. We have since negotiated the three ensuing natural gas contracts 
spanning the period Nov 2017-June 2025, working through the Carbon Lehigh Intermediate Unit. Provident Energy 
works with every school district in the CLIU for energy procurement, and serves over 140 PA school districts, IUs, and 
Tech Centers. The fee for services is $0.10/dth, which is embedded in the price and paid directly by the natural gas 
supplier. 

The District has two natural gas rate classes that are priced differently for natural gas Basis (transportation) costs: 
UGI Rate N (classified as Low Volume) and UGI Rate DS (classified as High Volume). Basis refers to the interstate 
pipeline transportation costs of the purchased NYMEX natural gas from where it is purchased to the UGI Utility’s 
distribution network. Because the Basis is competitive, we shop for the schools in the aggregation to drive competition 
amongst suppliers. NYMEX refers to the physical natural gas commodity publicly traded on the New York Mercantile 
Exchange market. Because the NYMEX commodity is a publicly traded commodity there is no cost advantage between 
suppliers. Locking the NYMEX fulfills the commodity portion of the contract; it occurs separate from the basis and does 
not require an additional signature or contract execution. 



The current Natural Gas Basis contract with UGI Energy Services (UGI Rates DS) and Direct Energy/NRG (UGI Rate N) 
expire in June 2025. As such, Provident Energy is releasing a package for pricing containing the accounts for 21+ 
educational entities in the UGI service territory to numerous licensed Natural Gas Suppliers.  They are asking for 12, 
24, 36-month pricing, as well as 0%, 10%, and 100% tolerance levels for the Basis component only.

Approval of Natural Gas Purchase: 
The District is requesting the Board to accept and approve basis pricing (Capacity/Transportation) of natural gas not to 
exceed MINUS $0.150/DTH for Rate DS and $2.50 for Rate N, and approve the timely locking of the NYMEX natural 
gas commodity based on market conditions.
 
Timeline: 
May 31, 2024:   Initial Pricing Returned 
June 11, 2024:   Final Pricing and Recommendation 
June 12-13, 2024: Contracts Signed and Returned 

C. Fish and S. Famularo gave an update on the Natural Gas Consortium. S. Famularo explained that Provident Energy 
manages the purchase of natural gas for the District through a consortium with other schools in the area, facilitated by 
the Carbon Lehigh Intermediate Unit. They recommended exploring the market for potential savings beyond the 
current fixed contract, which extends to June 30, 2025. S. Famularo noted that the consortium would seek bids for 
one, two, or three-year terms, with the Board needing to vote on this recommendation at the upcoming Tuesday 
meeting.

B. Bowes recalled significant savings achieved through the consortium in recent years, emphasizing the clear benefits. 
S. Famularo confirmed the item would be included on the agenda for the next meeting under the Consent Agenda. J. 
Glaush chimed in, expressing confidence in consortiums for energy procurement based on his experience with 
electricity at his company. A. Walker sought clarification on whether the rates remain fixed once locked in, to which S. 
Famularo explained the process of selecting suppliers and the various lock-in options available based on market 
conditions.

J. Glaush added his perspective on energy procurement strategies, highlighting the effectiveness of consortiums in 
securing competitive rates. A. Walker shared concerns based on her personal experience with electricity providers, 
prompting J. Glaush to reassure her that all questions are valid in such discussions.

Extensive discussions centered around the upcoming fiscal year's budget and staffing decisions. J. Beers advocated for 
a preliminary budget without a tax increase, focusing primarily on new positions that garnered majority board support. 
The Board deliberated over various roles such as teachers, paraprofessionals, behavioral interventionists, data 
coordinators, and custodians/cleaners, with varying levels of support noted across different schools. There was also 
consideration of a potential tax increase, with S. Gleaves seeking clarification on its legality based on the district's fund 
balance percentage. S. Famularo and B. Bowes provided detailed insights into the District's fund balances, outlining 
allocations for specific purposes and emphasizing fiscal prudence amidst potential tax adjustments. Public comments 
from attendees underscored support for additional positions based on operational needs within the schools. J. Glaush 
facilitated the discussion, ensuring all Board Members had a chance to voice their perspectives. The meeting concluded 
with a consensus to draft a preliminary budget reflecting the Board's decisions, subject to further refinement and 
public input before final approval.

3. Communications 
A. Public Comment 
There was none at the time

B. Adjournment 
MOTION by H. Neff, SECONDED by S. Gleaves, to adjourn the Meeting.

The May 22, 2024 Finance Committee Meeting adjourned at 8:32 PM.
 

Respectfully Submitted,

    Rebecca Karpowicz, Assistant Board Secretary


