
Lehighton Area School District  
1000 Union Street  

Lehighton, PA 18235  
Monday, February 10, 2025 at 7:00 PM  

WORKSHOP MEETING - MINUTES  
 
 

1. Opening Exercises  
A. Opening Exercises  
Opening Exercises included the Pledge of Allegiance and a moment of silence. Landon, 
Nolan, (grade 2) and Eli (grade 4) Tirpak and Ava Frey (grade 5) led the group in the 
Pledge of Allegiance.  
 
B. Call to Order  
Board President, J. Beers called the Workshop Meeting to order at 7:07 PM 
 
C. Roll Call  
PR/AB 

PR Ms. Joy Beers  PR Mr. Duane Dellecker PR Ms. Heather Neff 

AB Mr. Richard Beltz  PR Mr. Jeremy Glaush PR Mrs. Kerry Sittler 

AB Ms. Barbara Bowes AB Mr. Sean Gleaves AB Ms. April Walker 

 
Also Present: 
Mr. Jason Moser, Superintendent 
Mrs. Mary Figura, Assistant to the Superintendent 
Ms. Janine Partenio, Recording Secretary 
Ava Frey & Family, Special Guests 
Landon, Nolan, & Eli Tirpak & Family, Special Guests 
 
Brian Shaner, Mike Lusch, Sandy Michalik, Gretchen Laviolette, Aaron Sebelin, and Sue Howland. 
 
D. Public Comment  
None at the time. 
 
 
2. Academic Affairs Committee  
A. Comprehensive Plan Update  
Comprehensive Plan  
Induction Plan  
Professional Development Plan  
Academic Standards and Assessment Requirements  
Gifted Education Plan  
Student Services Assurances  
 
M. Figura provided an overview of the comprehensive plan for the 2025-2028 school year. She explained how the plan 
included a mission, vision, educational values, and needed an assessment. She stated the new mission statement 
focused on educating students for lifelong success through challenging and relevant instruction and the vision 
statement aimed to foster a safe and respectful environment where all individuals could reach their potential. D. 
Dellecker questioned the use of "individuals" instead of "students" in the vision statement. M. Figura explained that it 
was due to the decision to include the entire community, not just the students. J. Glaush emphasized the importance 
of continuing education for staff. 
 
M. Figura explained that the needs assessment included data from the PA Future Ready Index, local data, and staff 
surveys.  She highlighted the District's strengths, including exceptional growth in ELA and Elementary math. She 
reviewed the improved mental health supports and strong community and district relationships. She also noted the 
four-year graduation rate exceeded the state average at almost 95%. She explained the challenges included the need 
to review the curriculum, core instruction, and professional development. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 



M. Figura showed how the District planned to use Act 80 days, in-service days, conferences, and workshops for 
professional development.  She reviewed that mentoring and instructional coaching models would  be implemented to 
build staff capacity and communication would be enhanced through the website, parent notifications, and Title I 
meetings. M. Figura asked if anyone in the group would like to share anything.  J. Beers noted how the meetings had 
been great and they had been making progress. She said it was a diverse group and even though they were not 
always thinking the same way, M. Figura had a good way of bringing things together. J. Moser Thanked M. Figura for 
leading the process. 
 
G. Laviolette discussed the induction plan for new professional staff, emphasizing the importance of mentorship and 
professional development.  She explained how this program was now a two-year requirement, with mentors assigned 
to new District staff.  She stated it would include three District sessions before the start of the school year and 
monthly check-ins.  She recommended peer observations and journaling as part of the program with the goal of 
developing teacher competency, increasing student learning, and expanding knowledge of professional ethics. G. 
Laviolette stated that the full plan would be attached to the Board Meeting agenda at the end of the month. 
 
B. 2025-2026 School Year Calendar  
J. Moser presented the tentative 2025-2026 school calendar for feedback. He said the calendar included one Act 80 
day and no early dismissal days except for the last day of school. J. Glaush questioned the last day of school being on 
a Monday, and J. Moser suggested it could be changed.  J. Moser, J. Glaush and S. Howland discussed concerns about 
snow makeup days and the impact of extended breaks on graduation and senior activities. They discussed FID days to 
be used if completely necessary, however, J. Moser believed the District was designed to deliver education in person as 
the best delivery model for an organization. J. Glaush and J. Beers agreed to stick with in-person education.  J. Moser 
reminded the Board about the new state guidelines (especially for seniors) stating students did not have to be there 
for 180 days, they had to be there for 990 hours. So, he mentioned the two-hour delays and early dismissals could 
actually hurt the District just as much as days off.  
 
C. Resolution for 1502 Days  
J. Moser reviewed the Resolution determining the Official Local School District Holidays (OLSDH) for the 2025-2026 
school year (1502 Days). He stated this was for locally designated District holidays, which was also attached to the 
school calendar. He said they would be designating December 1, December 22, December 23, December 29 and 
December 30, 2025 as School District local holidays. 
 
D. Emotional Support Classroom in Elementary Center  
S. Michalik explained the current outsourcing of the emotional support classroom to BHA which currently costs 
$180,000 annually and includes a teacher, paraprofessional, and RBT.  She recommended the District consider taking 
over the program in order to save costs and provide more consistent support. She reviewed the potential benefits 
which included cost savings, improved collaboration, and better staff involvement.  J. Moser brought up two points to 
follow-up on S. Michalik’s presentation:  1- It would essentially be a wash in terms of financial cost and 2-The 
consistency of services that are provided to our students because of keeping them in the District and not bouncing 
back in and out of programs. 
 
E. 2025-2026 High School Curriculum Guide/Program of Studies  
S. Howland presents the proposed 2025-2026 high school curriculum guide.  She mentioned that the guide included 
minor changes to the District mission and vision statements and updates to the graduation policy. She stated that the 
mission and vision would align with the comprehensive plan as it gets approved.  She introduced a new elective, 
hospitality and tourism, as well as an honor section of personal finance. She mentioned how the District was already in 
compliance with the state's requirement for a personal finance course, this would be an addition. D. Dellecker 
questioned if students were learning how to balance a checkbook.  S. Howland explained that it would be part of the 
Personal Finance course, as well as the Algebra for Everyday Living course. She stated the business department was 
pretty great, strong and vetted.  She mentioned how they also offered Accounting I or Accounting II as electives and 
Intro to Business. J. Glaush felt the High School had been ahead of that game for a long time, and was proud to say 
that they offered those courses. 

 
F. Public Comment on Academic Affairs Committee  
M. Lusch raised a concern regarding staffing, referencing past practices where staff were shuffled to address specific 
needs, such as assigning Learning Support personnel to Emotional Support classrooms. He emphasized that while 
adjusting staffing levels might be appropriate, it was important to avoid creating gaps in one area when addressing 
needs in another. He urged careful consideration to prevent solving one problem at the expense of another. 
 
 
3. Policy Committee  
A. First Reading of Policies  
123 - Interscholastic Athletics  
216.2 - Student Records - Identification (New Policy)  
217 - Graduation Requirements  
321 - Partisan, Political, or Social Policy Advocacy Activities (to replace 321- Political 
Activities) 331 - Job Related Expenses  
707 - Use of School Facilities  
827 - Conflict of Interest  
 
 
 



J. Beers stated she was satisfied with the policies for first reading.  She asked if anyone had any questions or 
concerns.  K. Sittler stated that Policy 321 under Guidelines should state “Point of view” as opposed to “Pint.”  J. Moser 
acknowledged the change. 
 
B. Update on District Family Engagement Policy  
M. Figura informed the group that upcoming changes to policies 917 and 918 would be presented at the next Board 
Meeting. These policies, initially updated in July following a meeting with the Title I Advisory Council, required further 
revisions due to a forthcoming program audit and new state guidelines related to family engagement. She said the 
Elementary Center must now specify how it would meet those requirements, making the policy more detailed and 
building-specific. For instance, instead of a general parent meeting requirement, it must be clarified that there will be 
four parent meetings with specific activities.  M. Figura also noted that the District was considered low risk for the 
audit, meaning it would be conducted remotely by uploading documents by March, rather than through an in-person 
visit. J. Beers confirmed that these policy changes would be reviewed next month, and M. Figura reiterated that they 
were in the process of updating everything with the new information recently released. 
 
C. Review of Student Wellness Policy  
M. Figura updated the group on the Student Wellness Policy - Policy 246, noting that the business office was being 
audited for compliance with federal wellness and nutrition guidelines. Due to staffing changes, she had taken the lead 
on reviewing and updating the policy in preparation for the audit. She mentioned the policy revision would be on the 
February legislative agenda, primarily to ensure compliance, as it had not been reviewed since 2019. While there were 
not significant changes, updates were necessary to meet audit requirements. Additionally, she mentioned a public 
meeting to review compliance would be held on Tuesday, March 4, 2025 at 4 PM in the Boardroom, with staff, 
community members, and students invited to attend, as part of the audit process. 
 
D. Anti-Nepotism Policy Discussion  
Policy 304.1 - Anti-Nepotism  
D. Dellecker initiated the discussion on nepotism policies, emphasizing the importance of addressing the issue, as 
there had previously been no policy in place despite over 500 pages of other policies. He expressed a preference for 
the Palmerton policy due to its simplicity and straightforwardness. J. Glaush also supported both the Palmerton and 
Jim Thorpe policies for their clarity and simplicity, stating that either could have been adopted. J. Moser added that 
while both policies were effective, the Palmerton one avoided unnecessary complexity, noting that the primary goal 
was to prevent Administration or Board Members from selecting candidates with direct family ties. He also cautioned 
against overly strict policies that may limit employment opportunities in small towns. J. Moser ultimately 
recommended the Palmerton policy. J. Beers then proposed moving the Palmerton nepotism policy to a first reading at 
the voting meeting in two weeks, which was agreed upon by D. Dellecker, H. Neff, and J. Glaush. 
 
E. Notice of Litigation Policy Discussion  
J. Beers discussed the litigation policy, stating that she had reviewed it carefully and found it to be a good starting 
point. While she mentioned there were some aspects she may want to add later, she considered the policy acceptable 
for now. She asked J. Moser for his opinion, and he agreed that it was a good start but suggested drilling down more 
specifically on due processes, especially in terms of Special Education litigation. J. Moser highlighted the need to clarify 
when litigation truly begins, as due process complaints do not necessarily mean immediate litigation. J. Beers noted 
that the policy had been written by Fox Rothchild and asked if J. Moser could communicate his concerns to them to 
have those points addressed, which he agreed to do. When J. Beers opened the floor for other Board Members’ 
thoughts, J. Glaush stated he was fine with the policy as it stood and appreciated J. Moser’s input on areas needing 
improvement. J. Beers suggested coordinating with Atty Sultanik and moving the policy to a first reading, with the 
option to pass it in two weeks if no further changes were needed. 
 
F. Internal Investigations Policy Discussion  
J. Beers introduced the internal investigations policy, stating that she had reviewed it and considered it a good start. 
She noted that while she had some additional thoughts, she believed the policy could continue to be developed. She 
asked J. Moser for his input on implementing the policy, and J. Moser expressed no concerns. However, he suggested 
adding more precise language regarding departures, as while the current policy addressed this, further clarification 
would help in practice by setting clear expectations. J. Beers agreed and noted that the policy was also written by Fox 
Rothschild. J. Glaush commented on the irony of being told at one point that this policy could not be implemented, to 
which J. Beers acknowledged hearing the same rumor. J. Beers then asked J. Moser to work with Fox Rothschild to 
clarify the area in question and proposed moving the policy to a first reading for the Board Meeting. 
 
G. 000 Policy Review  
000 - Board Policy/Procedure/Administrative Regulations  
001 - Name and Classification  
002 - Authority and Powers  
003 - Functions  
004 - Membership  
005 - Organization  
006 - Meetings  
006.1 - Attendance at Meetings Via Electronic Communications  
007 - Policy Manual Access  
009 - School Board Policy Process  
011 - Principles for Governance and Leadership  
 
 



J. Beers provided feedback, stating that the Board was not ready for the planned discussion due to a delay on the part 
of PSBA in accessing their policy templates. She mentioned the templates were received late on Friday, and J. Beers 
proposed that the administration create an exhibit for the Board, displaying the District’s policy side by side with the 
PSBA template, highlighting any differences. She suggested that this would allow for a more informed discussion at 
the March workshop. J. Moser acknowledged that J. Partenio had already started working on this and expected to have 
something prepared soon. J. Beers then asked for feedback from the Board members, and J. Glaush expressed his 
appreciation for the approach. He noted that he had reviewed the policies and made mental notes about potential 
changes, with some being straightforward and not requiring any. He planned to revisit those once the comparison 
exhibit was available. 
 
H. Public Comment on Policy Committee  
B. Shaner raised a few questions.  He asked M. Figura if the District was currently out of compliance with the Wellness 
Policy, to which M. Figura confirmed that they were not. He then inquired whether the anti-nepotism policy would 
affect any current District employees, asking if this had been considered. J. Moser responded that while he could not 
be certain, employees hired before the policy revision would be grandfathered in, ensuring there would be no impact 
on those in good standing. B. Shaner also asked whether other districts in the state had Policy 321, to which J. Beers 
mentioned that this information had been provided before but could not recall the specifics. J. Moser added that he 
could gather that information and confirmed that the District currently had a Policy 321, focused on political activities.  
He explained the policy had some revisions, though the core remained similar. B. Shaner asked if this policy had been 
modeled after Central Bucks’ policy.  J. Moser confirmed that. 
 
4. Finance Committee 
A. Budget Transfers  
Tabled at the January 27, 2025 Board Meeting.  
From:  
10-1110-762-000-30-800-000-080-0000 - 10,000.00  
10-2260-640-000-00-000-000-060-0000 - 7,134.64  
To:  
10-2250-610-000-30-800-000-000-0000 - 17,134.64  
For the purchase of High School Library/Media Center Furniture  
 
M. Figura took responsibility for a budget transfer issue regarding library furniture purchases, explaining that due to 
changes in the business manager position and M. Figura’s lack of awareness, she had approved the purchase without 
realizing a budget transfer was required. She mentioned that both her account and S. Howland's had funds available, 
which led to the approval without further oversight. J. Moser acknowledged the need to improve internal budgeting 
processes, stating that while mistakes were made, the focus should now be on rectifying them and ensuring sound 
practices were in place for future fiscal years. He emphasized that their goal was to clean up procedures while 
providing students with quality furniture for the library. 
 
K. Sittler questioned whether the old furniture could have been reupholstered, noting that older furniture tends to be 
sturdier. S. Howland responded that refurbishing would actually cost more than purchasing new furniture, and noted 
that local options for reupholstering no longer existed in the area. She also mentioned that the new furniture would 
have a vinyl surface, making it easier to clean, and that the current furniture, dating back to 1993, had sustained 
considerable wear. 
 
K. Sittler inquired about a warranty, and while S. Howland was not certain at the moment, she promised to verify the 
details. J. Glaush commented that photos did not do justice to how worn the furniture truly was, recalling how 
unstable some pieces appeared when he toured the building recently. He supported replacing the furniture.  S. 
Howland mentioned that the area was also used for meetings with families and students, enhancing the need for 
quality furnishings. 
 
J. Beers raised the issue of whether the board should approve the purchase, despite procedural missteps. She pointed 
out that the price had been verified as fair and suggested moving forward with the approval to avoid complications, 
asking the Board for any objections. J. Glaush expressed that as long as the new furniture lasted 30 years, it would be 
a good investment. J. Moser confirmed that the warranty information would be provided before the Board voted on the 
budget transfer at the next meeting. 
 
B. Budget Conversation  
1. EIT - J. Beers discussed how currently, the district collected 50% of the earned income tax, while the municipalities 
collected the other half. There was an opportunity for the District to increase the EIT through a referendum, and if 
implemented, the additional revenue would not need to be shared with the municipalities. However, concerns were 
raised about how the public might perceive this, given the current economic climate. J. Moser explained that raising 
the EIT required eliminating the occupational assessment tax, with no immediate increase in revenue in the first year 
but potential for growth over time as incomes rise. The Board Members, including K. Sittler and J. Glaush, expressed 
reluctance to pursue the increase this year due to the District’s current financial health and the burden it may place on 
the public. They agreed that it may be worth revisiting in the future if circumstances change. 
 
 
 
 
 
 



2. Grants - J. Beers touched upon the upcoming retirement of M. Figura and the District’s need to continue its 
grant-writing efforts. Several options were discussed, including having an internal grant writer, hiring an outside 
consultant, or adopting a hybrid model. J. Moser presented those possibilities, explaining that while most districts have 
an internal grant writer, some choose to work with consultants who earn a commission on competitive grants. J. 
Glaush suggested exploring all options, noting the potential benefits of outside perspectives in identifying new grant 
opportunities. M. Figura highlighted the time and effort required to maintain grants, emphasizing the need for 
someone with a deep understanding of the District’s needs. D. Dellecker advocated for giving current staff an 
opportunity to take on grant writing as part of their personal advancement. J. Moser committed to exploring all 
possibilities further and bringing them back to the Board. 
 
3. Investments - J. Beers questioned how to invest the District’s growing fund balance. J. Moser explained that the 
District’s current investments include PLGIT and local banks, which provided secure options within the legal and policy 
guidelines. However, the Board discussed exploring other investment strategies to generate more revenue through 
interest. D. Dellecker expressed concern about ensuring the District never faces a situation where a tax anticipation 
loan would be needed, emphasizing the importance of sound fiscal management. J. Moser agreed to continue 
discussions with Business Administrator, Matt Lentz,  about potential investment opportunities and to develop a 
responsible strategy moving forward. 

 
C. 2025-2026 Preliminary Staffing Costs  
J. Moser began his presentation by explaining that it would provide a detailed look at the District's preliminary 
anticipated staffing costs for the 2025-26 school year. He highlighted that staffing typically accounts for 60-70% of 
total expenditures in public schools. The first slide compared the actual staffing costs for the 2023-24 school year, the 
budgeted amount for 2024-25, and the anticipated budget for 2025-26. He pointed out that the current year's staffing 
budget was set at $31,591,401, which represented an 8.2% increase from the previous year. For 2025-26, despite 
accounting for raises and maintaining the same number of positions, the budget showed a 2.52% decrease. J. Moser 
and M. Lentz had analyzed these figures multiple times and found that the District was overbudgeted by 
approximately $1.2 million for the current school year. J. Moser explained that personnel budgets typically do not 
decrease unless there was significant staff attrition or a large number of retirements. He expressed that the current 
year's budget might have been overestimated. 
 
J. Moser also noted that final staffing numbers and insurance renewals were not yet confirmed, but they expected to 
see a slight improvement in medical costs compared to the 9% increase initially forecasted. He added that while there 
were planned new hires, such as an emotional support teacher for the Elementary Center, other changes would come 
from reallocating existing resources rather than adding new positions. The staffing plan was still in development, but J. 
Moser was confident that the district was currently understaffed at the Elementary Center. 
 
D. Dellecker commended the numbers but questioned how the District had made such a significant overestimation in 
this year’s budget. He also asked whether the District should consider returning some of the surplus to taxpayers. J. 
Moser admitted that the overestimation was puzzling and suggested that the temporary business administrator may 
have been overly cautious. J. Glaush supported this theory, speculating that the caution could have stemmed from the 
administrator's temporary status. 

 
D. Statewide Tax Recovery  
A Resolution required to be completed for Statewide Tax Recovery for Lehighton to comply with the Local Tax 
Enabling Act requiring the maintenance of confidential information Statewide Tax Recovery transmits. J. Moser 
stated that the District would be asking for approval at the upcoming voting meeting. He clarified that this was a 
standard agreement used to collect delinquent taxes, something that has been done historically in the District, with 
no new changes to the process. 
 
E. Tax Collector's Reports  
Annual Tax Collector’s Reports for Mahoning Township, Franklin Township, Parryville Borough, Lehighton Borough, 
Weissport Borough and East Penn Township were discussed with the Board.  
 
F. TBX Employee Benefits Asset Purchase Agreement  
J. Moser mentioned that the District would be asking for approval at an upcoming voting meeting regarding a matter 
with no significant impact on the District. He explained that the site hosting the employee benefit navigation is being 
purchased by another company. He stated that Atty. Sultanik from Fox Rothschild reviewed the agreement and 
confirmed there were no concerns. For the transition to proceed, all users of the site must sign off and acknowledge 
the change. 
 
G. Public Comment on Finance Committee  
B. Shaner raised a couple of questions regarding the furniture purchase process and the budgeting for asset 
maintenance. He inquired about whether the capital budget process should have accounted for the damage, especially 
since it likely did not occur within just the last six months. J. Moser responded by agreeing that ideally, this should 
have been a planned project, though not necessarily under capital projects but perhaps under supplies, maintenance, 
or new equipment. He provided the example of a fitness center, where treadmills on their way out should be planned 
for replacement in the next budget cycle. 
 
B. Shaner also asked whether any research was conducted on the new company involved in the asset purchase, 
specifically referring to TBX. J. Moser clarified that it was a boilerplate agreement and the new company was 
essentially assuming the existing agreement. He admitted that he did not know much about the new company but 
reassured that the District's solicitor reviewed the agreement and confirmed that nothing was changing. 



 
 
5. Athletics Committee  
A. Candidates for Athletic Coaching/Manager or Extracurricular Activities  
2025 Track Workers  
Current LASD Staff - Deb Lindh, Yvette Sharrow, Justin Leininger, Nick Miller, Tim Sharrow, Renee 
Marciante, Rhonda Rupell, Grace Kern, Jennifer Kunkel, Andrew Hozza, Anthony Pagotto, and 
Glenn Whiteman.  
Non LASD Staff - Chloe Moyer, Laura Moyer, Ryan Strohl, Jenni Peiffer, Travis Steigerwalt and Alex Schwab.  
 
J. Beers informed the group that she and J. Moser had previously discussed the attendance of the full administration at 
meetings. They concluded that not everyone needed to be present at all meetings, and in this case, J. Moser had 
selected specific administrators to present key agenda items. J. Moser added that he had asked those with more 
pressing or detailed topics, like the high school principal discussing the curriculum, to attend. He also mentioned that 
K. Spotts actually planned on coming but had a sick child at home. 
 
B. Public Comment on Athletics Committee  
None at the time. 
 
 
6. Buildings & Grounds Committee (Justin Smith)  
A. Disposal of Surplus Property  
J. Beers introduced the disposal of surplus property. J. Moser explained that it was standard practice to present a list 
of surplus items to the Board for approval to recoup some revenue. He noted that while some items were trivial, they 
wanted to be thorough with the list. He then asked if anyone had questions regarding the process or the items on the 
list. He also proposed the idea of using municipal bidding for larger items in the future through Municibid. This online 
platform would allow districts to post items for auction, set reserve prices if needed, and avoid the costs associated 
with traditional methods like advertising and bid collection. He said the platform would take a small percentage of 
sales from the buyer, and the responsibility for collecting purchased items falls on the buyer. J. Glaush expressed 
interest in this option. 
 
B. Public Comment on Building & Grounds Committee  
None at the time. 
 
 
7. Personnel Committee 
A. PIMS Coordinator Job Description Revisions  
J. Moser noted that he had mentioned the topic at several prior meetings and now presented both the marked-up 
original and the clean draft of the revised PIMS Coordinator Job Description for review. He stated that they would be 
asking for approval and invited any questions or concerns from the group regarding the revisions.  There were none. 
 
B. Candidates for the Substitute List  
Makenna Storch - Substitute Teacher  
Grace Kern - Substitute Cleaner  
Susan Gillian - Substitute Cleaner  
Beverly Gillis - Substitute Cleaner  
 
C. Acknowledgment of FMLA Leave  
Employee #299 FMLA Leave effective March 26, 2025.  
Employee #29 FMLA Leave effective January 1, 2025 through February 7, 2025.  
 
D. Professional Development  
Employee #1119 (revised from Employee #656) to attend the PETE&C Conference in Hershey, PA on 
February 10-12. Amount not to exceed $1,200.00, paid from Title II funds.  
Employee #656 (revised from Employee #1795) to attend the PDE Data Summit in Hershey, PA on March 
24-26, 2025. Amount not to exceed $1,200.00.  
Employee #459 & Employee #1463 to attend the PA Pre-K Counts Grantee Meeting in Pocono Manor PA on 
April 30-May 1, 2025. Amount not to exceed $500.00, per person, paid from Pre-K Grant Funds.  
Employee #930, Employee #1229, Employee #1431, Employee #1699, Employee #1733, Employee 
#1767 & Employee #1816 to attend the CLIU #21 - Heart of the School: Elevating and Empowering 
Administrative Assistants on March 20, 2025 in Schnecksville, PA. Amount not to exceed $1,000.00.  
 
E. Public Comment on Personnel Committee  
None at the time. 
 
 
 
 
 
 



8. Technology Committee  
A. Harris - Verkada Cameras  
G. Laviolette discussed the continuation of implementing Verkada cameras across the District. She explained that a 
number of these cameras had already been installed last summer at the Middle and High Schools, and now they aimed 
to further transition to this platform. M. Figura worked diligently on submitting another PCCD grant, and pending its 
approval, the plan was to purchase 17 cameras for the High School (with one already available for installation) and 12 
for the Middle School, which would complete the interior setup of both schools on the Verkada platform. Additionally, 
the plan includes installing three cameras at the Elementary Center: one to replace a basement camera and two 
exterior cameras to monitor the driveway from Mahoning Street. 
 
G. Laviolette mentioned that her long-term goal was to fully outfit the Elementary Center with cameras, especially 
given the building's use for sporting events. She also hoped to eventually install more cameras on the exterior of all 
District buildings, but this may take up to two years unless additional PCCD grants are received. She explained the 
process of selecting vendors involved receiving three quotes, with Verkada being the platform they aim to continue 
using due to its safety features, including intruder tracking capabilities. The proposal included three years of licensing 
for the platform. 
 
G. Laviolette noted that this project would not be on the upcoming voting meeting agenda, as the grant approval was 
still pending. However, she wanted to inform the Board so that once the grant is approved, the voting process can 
proceed smoothly. M. Figura confirmed that she had approval to move forward and would update the Board as needed. 
J. Beers acknowledged the information and expressed thanks. 
 
B. CDW Government LLC  
G. Laviolette discussed an upcoming project related to expanding the District's 10-gigabyte bandwidth system. 
She explained that while they had already upgraded to 10-gigabyte bandwidth several months ago, they now 
needed to complete the process by purchasing 42 Small Form-factor Pluggable (SFP) transceivers. These 
transceivers connect network switches to fiber optic cables, allowing for high-speed data transmission across the 
district. G. Laviolette noted that they had already purchased one SFP to get the system started, and now they 
were looking to buy the additional units.  She mentioned the project would be partially funded through the federal 
E-Rate program, where the District was responsible for 15% of the total cost, and the federal government 
covered the remaining 85%. G. Laviolette explained that they had conducted an RFP process and received five 
proposals. CDW was selected because it offered the two different types of SFPs needed, at a total cost of $4,400. 
She stated the District's portion of the cost was $660, which would be included in the technology budget for the 
next fiscal year, with the purchase planned for July. However, they needed to sign contracts for the E-Rate process 
between this month and next month. J. Glaush confirmed that the price for the 10-gig lasers was reasonable and 
asked if the SFPs were Cisco-compatible. G. Laviolette appreciated his feedback and said she would double-check 
the compatibility, acknowledging the help of his technical expertise. 

 
C. Streaming Update  
J. Beers introduced the topic of streaming meetings, mentioning that while Board Members had previously found the 
current setup acceptable, there had been some follow-up discussions. She referenced an experiment G. Laviolette 
conducted with the Owl device during the last meeting, where some Board Members had watched the stream and 
provided feedback. She mentioned that B. Bowes had suggested streaming to YouTube instead of using the District's 
own page, and asked if there were any thoughts or ideas about it.  J. Glaush supported the idea of streaming to 
YouTube, provided that the commenting section could be turned off. He also mentioned that Google Meet could be an 
option, depending on what worked best with the technology team.  G. Laviolette explained that the current streaming 
experiment setup with the Owl device used both Google Meet and YouTube in tandem. The meetings were streamed to 
YouTube but are kept unsearchable, with the link being shared directly. She noted that a colleague watching from 
home had provided feedback that the regular meeting stream had better sound than the YouTube stream.  
 
G. Laviolette clarified that in order to use the Owl device, Google Meet was required, and for live streaming, they used 
YouTube.  She suggested that one potential solution to improve the system would be using the "My VR Spot" platform, 
which could combine both Google Meet and YouTube. The annual subscription for My VR Spot would cost $995, but 
with the Google Meet setup, they would only need an upgrade to the Google license at a cost of approximately 
$42–$40, offering a potential savings of about $950. 
 
J. Partenio raised a concern about the microphones potentially causing interference with the Owl device. G. Laviolette 
confirmed this, mentioning that they were still working on minimizing the echo issues in the room. They had 
purchased sound boards and were planning to update the room's paint, with the possibility of using maroon colors and 
hanging sound boards to help reduce the echo. If successful, they may no longer need to rely on the microphones, as 
the Owl could pick up the volume adequately. 
 
D. Public Comment on Technology Committee  
M. Lusch asked if there had been any further discussion about purchasing the environmental detectors that were 
piloted at the High School. G. Laviolette confirmed that the discussion was about vape detectors and environmental 
sensors. She shared that after the pilot program last year, they didn’t see significant benefits, and the initiative 
essentially ended there. She mentioned that she hadn't included it in her current budget and wasn't sure which budget 
category it would fall under, as it touched on safety, health and wellness, and concerns at both the high school and 
middle school levels. While she hoped the issue hadn’t been forgotten, she acknowledged that it hadn’t been a topic of 
recent discussion. J. Beers suggested that J. Moser should add it to the list, review the previous experiment, and 
evaluate whether it would be worthwhile for the District to pursue further. 
 



 
9. Old Business  
A. LERTA Update  
J. Moser outlined some necessary adjustments to move forward with passing the LERTA (Local Economic Revitalization 
Tax Assistance) program, based on feedback from the solicitor at Fox Rothschild. He highlighted key issues with the 
borough's current ordinance that would need to be addressed. 
 
First, a sunset provision was suggested, which would clarify what happened if the designated property was sold. This 
would include whether the agreement continued with the new owner or expired after a set period (e.g., 10 years). 
 
Second, the properties eligible for LERTA needed to be clearly defined through a resolution, as there was a need to 
identify which properties were considered designated. 
 
Third, the Borough’s ordinance included a threshold for qualifying expenses, but the solicitor noted that the state 
statute did not require a threshold. Therefore, this part of the ordinance may need to be removed. 
 
Additionally, the solicitor pointed out that the exemption language in the Borough's ordinance allowed for exemption 
requests by applicants, but this was not supported by the state statute, so it needed to be revised. 
 
Lastly, the Borough’s ordinance prohibited reassessment appeals, which conflicted with the state statute. The new 
language should allow for such appeals, as prohibiting them was not in line with state law. 
 
J. Moser mentioned that, although he wasn’t an expert in this area, he had thoroughly reviewed the issues, pulling 
information from various sources, including an email from J. Glaush. He also noted that the Board was likely to wait 
for a larger majority to be present before proceeding.  J. Beers suggested revisiting the issue at the next voting 
meeting and determining whether to move forward with having J. Moser and Fox Rothschild draft the necessary 
revisions. 
 
B. Traffic Light Update  
J. Moser provided an update on the status of the traffic light installation at Ninth and Bridge. He shared that he spoke 
with the District’s solicitor, who was still waiting for communication from PennDOT regarding the approval process for 
the design plan. Unfortunately, the plan had not moved forward and was still sitting with PennDOT, awaiting approval. 
J. Moser mentioned that the solicitor had sent another follow-up message but had not yet received a response. 
 
J. Moser also met with Mr. DeWire from the Borough, who acknowledged that there had been some progress in the 
discussions surrounding the traffic light. Mr. DeWire expressed concern and asked for a formal letter detailing the 
steps that the District had taken in recent weeks to move the process along. J. Moser assured him that the District 
was not holding up the project and that the delay was out of their hands. The letter would be shared with the Borough 
council to communicate the District's position. 
 
In the letter, J. Moser planned to outline the steps taken thus far and set forth the ideal timeline for the project. He 
noted that the goal would be to start the project by mid-June and complete it by early August to avoid any disruption 
to the school calendar. However, J. Moser clarified that the timeline was contingent upon both PennDOT’s approval and 
the availability of companies to begin the work once approved. He acknowledged that this was a reasonable request 
from Mr. DeWire, given the ongoing communications between the District and the Borough. 
 
C. Surveys Update  
J. Beers introduced the Board visioning meeting and the surveys being assembled by J. Moser to gather information 
for the discussion. She asked if J. Moser could show the Board the survey questions, and she mentioned that the 
public would also have access to them. J. Beers then asked if anyone had any comments or questions regarding the 
questions. 
 
K. Sittler inquired about how the surveys would be implemented. J. Moser explained that they would likely be 
proctored using a platform like Qualtrics or SurveyMonkey. Additionally, he mentioned that J. Partenio had found a way 
to anonymously proctor surveys using Google Forms, which would be cost-effective since it was already included in 
District licensing. J. Moser emphasized the importance of maintaining anonymity while collecting and sharing the data. 
The surveys would be sent via the school messenger system and posted on the school website for external 
stakeholders to participate. K. Sittler then raised a concern about the possibility of someone repeatedly submitting the 
survey to skew the results. J. Glaush acknowledged that this had been an issue in the past, referring to an earlier 
experience when a survey was used to gather input. J. Beers responded by emphasizing the need for controls to 
prevent multiple submissions, but J. Moser acknowledged that ensuring full control of this might be challenging with 
Google Forms. 
 
J. Glaush shared his experience with the difficulty of limiting survey responses based on IP addresses, noting that 
individuals could easily log in from different devices and locations. J. Beers thanked everyone for their input, 
acknowledging that while the survey might not be perfectly accurate in terms of limiting responses, they would do 
their best to control the process. J. Glaush then recalled an earlier instance when a community survey was used 
during the superintendent search process. He explained that the results were largely unrelated to the intended 
purpose of the survey and were instead used as a platform for grievances. J. Beers clarified that the survey had been 
focused on gathering community input about the desired attributes for a superintendent, but many responses did not 
align with the survey's objectives. 
 



 
10. Miscellaneous  
A. Crossing Guards  
J. Moser shared that the District had been in discussions with Mayor Saunders regarding crossing guards.  One of the 
discussions was regarding transportation for all the students in the Borough. He was inquiring into the costs associated 
with providing transportation, which could potentially eliminate the need for crossing guards. J. Moser clarified that 
they were not necessarily recommending this option but were exploring it to ensure the Board has a full range of 
options to consider when making a decision. 

 
B. Student Cell Phone Use  
J. Moser explained that Policy 237 already broadly prohibited the use of electronic devices by students during school 
hours, but it also allowed some flexibility, particularly for educational purposes under the supervision of a teacher. He 
noted that the policy was inconsistently enforced across the District and raised the question of whether the Board 
wanted to tighten the policy further or leave it up to individual schools to make decisions. He emphasized the need for 
clear direction from the Board on whether to ban cell phone use completely or allow them with restrictions. 
 
K. Sittler questioned whether smartwatches would be included in the policy, pointing out the challenge of 
distinguishing between devices used for timekeeping and those used for other functions. J. Glaush added that he 
would like to hear more feedback from teachers, as they are the ones who deal with cell phone use daily. He 
suggested gathering input from teachers through a survey or a meeting. M. Lusch offered to help gather feedback 
from teachers during their upcoming quarterly meetings. J. Glaush agreed that it would be helpful to hear directly 
from the teachers before making any decisions, as they are able to see how technology affects students' behavior and 
learning. 
 
K. Sittler also raised the point that adults frequently use their phones for similar reasons as students—calculators, 
taking pictures, and quick internet searches—and questioned whether the Board was leading by example. J. Beers 
shared her concern about the negative impact of cell phones on students, citing issues like bullying and distraction. 
She expressed support for limiting phone use in schools. J. Glaush acknowledged that while limiting phone use could 
be beneficial, it was important to hear from the teachers about their experiences. D. Dellecker voiced concerns about 
the overuse of technology in general, advocating for more traditional learning methods. He shared that he limits his 
granddaughter’s screen time to educational purposes, reflecting his belief that technology can hinder more than help. 
 
J. Beers responded by highlighting the difficulty of controlling technology use outside of a parent’s purview when 
students are at school, while J. Glaush pointed out that parents could set limits on devices. K. Sittler agreed, but also 
emphasized the importance of phones as a safety tool, especially for tracking students, or students tracking parents.  
The conversation ended with a consensus that the next step should be to gather input from teachers before making 
any changes to the policy. 

 
C. Faculty/Staff Dress  
J. Beers opened the discussion by recalling previous conversations dating back to when Jack Corby was still part of the 
team, regarding concerns about staff attire. She noted that there had been complaints from parents about male 
teachers wearing T-shirts and blue jeans, and about female staff wearing very short skirts and tall heels. She pointed 
out that these issues had been ongoing for several years, and the question now was whether the Board was interested 
in revisiting the current staff dress policy. She suggested that the Board could take a more detailed approach, similar 
to the discussion about the cell phone policy, and look at revising the existing dress code to make it more specific and 
professional. She proposed that J. Moser could be asked to review and potentially revise the policy to give clearer 
direction. 
 
J. Glaush shared his perspective, emphasizing the importance of maintaining a distinction between students and 
teachers, as well as between authority figures and peers. He expressed a firm belief that a clear and professional 
dress code helps establish this distinction. He shared that, in his experience, principals always dressed in suits and 
ties, or business-like attire, which helped them be perceived as authority figures. He did not advocate for teachers to 
wear suits all the time but believed that business casual attire was appropriate and that occasional dress-down days 
should be allowed. J. Glaush explained that he supported the idea of teachers having some flexibility, such as wearing 
casual attire on certain days, but still believed that maintaining a professional appearance was essential for students 
to respect and trust their authority. 
 
D. Dellecker expressed mixed feelings about dress codes, sharing that after spending 20 years in an office wearing a 
jacket and tie, he vowed never to do so again after retirement. He mentioned that he now wears casual, comfortable 
clothing, such as flannel shirts and black jeans. D. Dellecker acknowledged that while he didn’t believe in overly strict 
dress codes, he did feel that high heels and short dresses were inappropriate in a school setting, particularly for 
younger children. He stated that he was comfortable with business casual attire but not with extremes in either 
direction. 
 
K. Sittler agreed with the need for some professional attire but also expressed that occasional dress-down days were 
important for fostering a connection between teachers and students. She mentioned events like Hawaiian Day or the 
Race for Brilliance, where teachers might wear more casual clothing, such as Hawaiian shirts or shorts, in appropriate 
settings. K. Sittler emphasized that these occasional dress-down days allowed students to see their teachers as 
people, not just authority figures, and helped create a balance between respect for authority and personal connection. 
She expressed that she did not believe every day should be dress-down day, but certain special occasions could allow 
for it. 

 



 
J. Beers pointed out that while they were discussing the balance between casual and professional attire, they were 
primarily focused on the typical school day attire rather than special themed days. K. Sittler agreed and clarified that 
while she was supportive of dress-down days in specific contexts, the everyday attire should still be appropriate and 
professional. 
 
H. Neff brought up the safety concern regarding high heels. She explained that her main concern was that high heels 
could pose a safety risk, particularly in emergency situations where teachers may need to move quickly. H. Neff 
clarified that she was not opposed to occasional casual attire but felt that high heels, in particular, should be avoided 
due to the potential danger they posed. She pointed out that certain professional examples, stating S. Howland’s attire 
was both modest and professional, showing that it was possible to maintain professionalism without extreme attire. 
 
K. Sittler questioned whether students were allowed to wear high heels, to which S. Howland clarified that student 
dress codes did not allow heels for safety reasons, especially for younger children. She also explained that students 
were required to wear shoes with backs to prevent safety hazards, and the same standards should be applied to staff. 
K. Sittler argued that if students weren’t allowed to wear high heels for safety reasons, teachers should also follow the 
same guidelines. S. Howland added that it was important for staff to be able to move quickly and effectively in 
emergency situations, emphasizing that safety was a top priority. 
 
J. Beers summarized the discussion, noting that the general consensus seemed to be that the Board wanted to raise 
the bar for staff professionalism without completely eliminating casual dress days. She acknowledged that the aim was 
to strike a balance between professionalism and the occasional opportunity for staff to dress down. She stressed that 
the goal was not to make the staff look overly formal, as if they were working in a high-pressure environment like Wall 
Street, but to maintain a professional standard. 
 
G. Laviolette briefly spoke up, mentioning that the District-wide casual Fridays program was an important fundraising 
initiative, where staff could pay a fee to dress down. The money raised from this program was used to support 
Educare and provide scholarships for families in need. She asked the Board to keep this in mind as they discussed the 
dress code, as the funds raised were an important part of the District’s efforts to support students and families. 
 
D. Dellecker asked G. Laviolette whether staff were still required to wear a badge or ID as this was a safety measure 
to help students identify staff members. G. Laviolette explained that many staff members either wore their ID badges 
or carried them with them for practical purposes, such as using the copier, even though they may not always be visibly 
wearing them. 
 
J. Moser weighed in on the conversation, stressing that staff should always wear their identification badges as a safety 
precaution. He explained that even as a new member of the District, he had learned the importance of wearing 
identification so that students could easily recognize who was authorized to be in the building. He agreed that 
occasional dress-down days were fine but cautioned that there should still be a professional standard. J. Moser noted 
that certain roles, like emotional support teachers and PE instructors, required different attire due to the nature of 
their work, and these considerations should be taken into account when determining appropriate dress codes for staff. 
He concluded by emphasizing that a common-sense approach should be applied to each role and that the goal was not 
to impose overly strict dress codes but to maintain a professional atmosphere. J. Moser believed that a balanced, 
reasonable approach could help improve staff appearance while still being mindful of the different needs and duties 
within the school system. 
 
J. Beers closed the discussion by proposing that J. Moser take the lead on reviewing and revising the staff dress policy 
to raise the level of professionalism. She suggested that he provide recommendations and bring them back to the 
Board for further discussion.  
 
D. Response to Pandemics - Held for Later Discussion  
J. Beers mentioned that this item was brought up by an absent Board Member and would be postponed and brought 
back for discussion at a future meeting when that member could attend. 
 
E. State Legislative Advocacy  
J. Moser introduced a potential opportunity to meet with Senator Lynda Schlegel Culver, the new chairperson of the 
State Senate Committee on Education, who represents the district where he resides. He expressed the value of having 
such proximity to the committee chair and proposed arranging a meeting with her to advocate on behalf of the 
District. Before reaching out, J. Moser sought input from the Board on specific topics they wanted him to address. He 
emphasized that he did not want to act prematurely and wanted to ensure the Board’s priorities were represented 
during the meeting. 
 
J. Beers shared her thoughts, emphasizing two key issues she wanted J. Moser to raise with Senator Schlegel Culver. 
First, she strongly believed that local property taxes, particularly in economically disadvantaged areas, should not be 
the primary source of school funding. She advocated for funding to come directly from the state level to ensure more 
equitable distribution. Second, she expressed frustration with ongoing attacks on charter schools. She felt that 
resources were being wasted on opposing school choice and that the focus should be on making traditional public 
schools the best option so that families would naturally choose them over alternatives. J. Beers was in favor of 
promoting school excellence rather than battling school choice. 
 
 
 



 
 
J. Glaush agreed with J. Beer’s stance, particularly regarding school choice, noting that he had raised similar concerns 
during the previous year’s school choice discussions. D. Dellecker also expressed full support for J. Beer’s view on 
making their District the best it could be, suggesting that only through excellence would parents choose their school 
over others. He believed that accepting mediocrity would only lead to a decline in enrollment. J. Moser reassured the 
Board that there was time to formulate their concerns and priorities before reaching out to Senator Schlegel Culver. He 
emphasized the importance of making sure the topics for discussion were clear and concise, ensuring the meeting 
would be productive. 
 
D. Dellecker mentioned that the governor’s proposed budget could affect charter schools, particularly with a proposal 
to cut funding per student and cap the amount at around $8,500. J. Moser noted that while the proposal had been 
introduced the previous year, it seemed unlikely to pass. Still, D. Dellecker pointed out that the proposal reflected the 
governor’s stance on charter schools, highlighting the need to address this issue in the meeting with Senator Schlegel 
Culver. J. Moser acknowledged D. Dellecker’s point, confirming that the proposal was part of the ongoing budget 
discussions. 
 
 
11. Communications  
A. Public Comment  
B. Shaner began by expressing his appreciation for the new format of allowing audience members to hear the Board's 
discussion before providing public comment. He noted that this approach was informative and helpful in understanding 
the Board’s perspective. B. Shaner then asked about the current policy regarding faculty and staff dress code, 
inquiring whether it was a matter of updating or simply enforcing the existing policy. J. Beers explained that the 
current policy was very generic, essentially advising staff to "be professional," but it lacked specific guidelines. 
 
B. Shaner also asked how many teachers were absent that day, citing the tradition of absences after the Super Bowl. 
J. Moser responded, noting that not all absences might be Super Bowl-related, as the game had ended early in the 
evening. J. Beers added that the District had experienced significant absenteeism in the past, referencing a previous 
year when there were 35 absences. M. Lusch also pointed out that in previous years, the District had scheduled 
in-service days following the Super Bowl, and noted that even some High School students appeared tired that 
morning. He suggested that if the Board decided to create a list of criteria for staff dress, it could be discussed at their 
quarterly meeting. J. Beers agreed, acknowledging that it made sense to discuss staff dress at that meeting. J. Moser 
mentioned that he had noted the need for support from the professional ranks if they were to move forward with a 
dress code policy.  
 
S. Howland provided an update on a graduation-related matter, sharing that the parade route for the senior graduation 
had been approved by the borough council at their last meeting. The parade would take place on Monday, June 2, 
2025 and Leon George would be providing buses for the event. 
 
Lastly, J. Beers asked M. Figura to share the number of absences with B. Shaner for that day, to which M. Figura 
replied there were 15 absences across the District, many of which were pre-approved personal days. B. Shaner 
expressed surprise and approval at the relatively low number of absences. 

 
B. Adjournment  
MOTION by D. Dellecker, SECONDED by K. Sittler, to adjourn the Meeting.  
 
VOTE:  YES -     5          NO -    0         ABSENT -     4     ABSTENTIONS -    0    
 
The February 10, 2025 Workshop Meeting was adjourned at 9:49 PM.​
 

Respectfully Submitted, 
 
 
​
 
Rebecca Karpowicz, Assistant Board Secretary 
By Janine Partenio, Recording Secretary 


