
 
Lehighton Area School District  

1000 Union Street  
Lehighton, PA 18235  

Monday, March 10, 2025 at 7:00 PM  
WORKSHOP MEETING - MINUTES  

 
 
 

1. Opening Exercises  
A. Opening Exercises  
Opening Exercises were held at the Special Board Meeting prior. 
 
B. Election of Temporary President to Preside over Meeting 
D. Dellecker nominated J. Glaush to be the Temporary President. 
 
Since there were no other nominations, J. Glaush presided as Temporary President. 
 
C. Call to Order  
Temporary President, J. Gaush called the Special Board Meeting to order at 7:11 pm. 
 
D. Roll Call  
PR/AB 

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

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

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

 
Also Present: 
Mr. Jason Moser, Superintendent 
Ms. Janine Partenio, Recording Secretary 
 
Carrie Vail,  Roy James, Kelli Costenbader, Mary Jo Frehulfer, Students from Student Forum, Amy Herring, Kay Barry, 
William Howland, Christina Haupt, Mike Lusch, Dave Krause, Jarrad Hedes,  John Orsulak, Gretchen Laviolette, Kyle 
Spotts, Sandy Michalik, Steve Ebbert, Justin Smith, Sue Howland, Matt Lentz via Google Meet. 
 
D. Public Comment  
C. Vail reviewed the proposed policies and raised concerns about the "Partisan Political and Social Policy Advocacy 
Activities" policy, which is intended to replace the current "Political Advocacy Activities" policy. She pointed out that 
including social policy could be problematic, as it encompasses wellness topics such as discouraging drug, alcohol, and 
tobacco use, teen pregnancy programs, and bullying prevention. She felt that these could be seen as advocacy, and 
the policy as written could create issues unless exclusions or exceptions were made. She suggested either carving out 
exclusions or removing social policy from the proposal and creating a separate, clearer policy for these programs. 
Additionally, C. Vail questioned the technology policies for first reading, noting that it listed personal information like 
social security and driver's license numbers but excluded addresses and phone numbers, which could be used for 
doxing. She recommended adding those to the policy. J. Glaush acknowledged her points and agreed to consider 
them. 
 
R. James congratulated the new superintendent for introducing new ideas, particularly reallocating teachers to areas 
of greater need and creating pathways within the District. He reviewed the comprehensive plan, noting that while the 
District's proficiency levels were above the state average, some areas, such as fourth-grade mathematics, had low 
proficiency rates. He emphasized the importance of monitoring what was happening in classrooms, suggesting the 
installation of microphones to allow principals to observe teachers and ensure teaching was occurring. B. Bowes 
responded by explaining that new curriculum purchases had already led to improvements in scores and that further 
progress was expected as the curriculum was introduced to the middle school. She also pointed out that recording 
audio without permission was illegal in Pennsylvania, though R. James noted that it was being done in charter schools. 
B. Bowes reiterated that the issue was previously the lack of curriculum, and significant investments have now been 
made to improve teaching and learning. J. Glaush added that teachers were involved in selecting the new curriculum, 
and the District was focusing on improving the learning experience by managing class sizes. Duane Dellecker agreed, 
stating they needed to “concentrate on reading, writing, arithmetic, science, let's educate them and get rid of all this 
woke down sense going on out there.” J. Moser echoed the commitment to student performance and academics, 
expressing his appreciation for the focus on improvement within the District. 
 
 
 



Students from the Lehighton Area High School Student Forum presented a proposal for a safe driving initiative in 
coordination with the annual High School Prom. They explained that this event would be scheduled for May 1st, the 
day before prom, would be aimed at promoting safe driving and would involve a mock car accident staged in the field 
across from the Administration Building. They said the presentation would target 11th and 12th graders and will be 
conducted in collaboration with local police, ambulance services, medevac, and the fire company. The students 
planned on acting as individuals affected by the accident and would wear makeup to simulate injuries for the rest of 
the day in school to emphasize the emotional impact of losing a classmate. They proposed informing parents and 
guardians to provide support for any students who may be emotionally affected by the event. The initiative is modeled 
after similar events known as "Grim Reaper Day" held at other schools. The students thanked the Board for their time 
and noted that Dawn Benner from the Lehighton Ambulance Association planned on attending the next Board Meeting 
to answer any further questions. J. Glaush commended the students, recalling a similar impactful event from his own 
high school experience in 1993, and expressed his support for the initiative. 
 
 
2. Academic Affairs Committee (Jason Moser)  
A. ESY Presentation  
S. Michalik provided an overview of the District's Extended School Year (ESY) program, explaining that federal law 
mandates the program for eligible special education students. ESY is determined by each student's Individualized 
Education Program (IEP) team, and teachers have been trained to review eligibility criteria. She stated that ESY was 
not a summer school or recreational program but was designed to continue a special education student’s progress. 
She noted that eligibility was based on seven state-defined factors, including significant regression, recoupment 
issues, self-sufficiency, skill mastery, and others. 
 
S. Michalik outlined this year’s ESY program schedule, which would run from July 7 to July 24, Monday through 
Thursday, from 8 a.m. to 11 a.m. at Lehighton Area Elementary Center. She explained how this year, the start date 
was delayed until after July 4th in order to accommodate family vacations. She was requesting five special education 
teachers, a paraprofessional, and a behavioral interventionist based on student needs and class sizes, with 
approximately 35 students expected to participate. 
 
J. Glaush asked about the timeline for gathering teacher input, and S. Michalik explained that for low-incidence 
populations, decisions must be made by February 28th, which the District had followed to avoid any mistakes. K. 
Sittler inquired about the number of students participating, and Sandra confirmed there were around 35. J. Moser  
thanked S. Michalik for her early planning. D. Dellecker questioned if this was primarily for special education students.  
S. Michalik clarified that ESY was only for special education students with IEPs and not for general summer school 
programs. 
  
B. Comprehensive Plan Update  
Comprehensive Plan  
Induction Plan  
Professional Development Plan  
Academic Standards and Assessment Requirements  
Gifted Education Plan  
Student Services Assurances  
 
On Monday, February 10, 2025, the Lehighton Area School District Board of Directors were updated on the 
progress of the Plan. On February 24, 2025 , a 28-day public comment period began. Following this 28-day public 
comment period, District Administration will request formal Board approval of the Plan for submission to the State 
at the Regular Business Board Meeting on March 24, 2025.  
We ask the public to review the plan and provide feedback by March 24, 2025.  
https://www.lehighton.org/departments/curriculum-instruction/comprehensive-plan  
 
C. 2025-2026 School Year Calendar  
This was tabled at the January Board Meeting & Revised from January Workshop Meeting - 2025-2026 School Year 
Calendar. 
 
J. Moser expressed appreciation for the patience shown regarding adjustments to the school calendar, highlighting how 
multiple people had reviewed the document but an issue was only caught thanks to Mr. Brown. He pointed out that the 
biggest changes in the updated calendar include shifting the last day of school to Tuesday, June 9, due to five 
additional days that were originally showing in the month of February. Additionally, a professional development (PD) 
day was added on May 1st, and an extra induction day for new teachers at the beginning of the school year.  
 
D. CLIU Intergovernmental Agreement For Special Education Services and Notice of Adoption of 
Approved LEA Policies, Procedures and Use of Funds by School District  
J. Moser explained that they would be asking for approval of an agreement to utilize the Carbon Lehigh Intermediate 
Unit's (CLIU) special education services. He stated that these services were essential for students whose needs were 
not met in-house. He clarified that this was a standard annual renewal of the agreement between the two 
governmental agencies, with no changes from previous years. B. Bowes confirmed that it remains the same every 
year. 
 
 
 
 



 
E. Triennial Assessment  
For more information about the contents, updates and implementation of the School Wellness Policy (Policy 246); 
information about the most recent triennial assessment; information on how to participate in the development, 
implementation and periodic review and update of the School Wellness Policy; and how to be a part of the Wellness 
Committee, please check the District’s School Wellness Policy Triennial Assessment webpage. This page may be found 
under Departments - Food Service - School Wellness Policy Triennial Assessment.  
 
G. Laviolette explained that the District recently completed a triennial assessment of the school wellness policy, which 
evaluates how well their wellness policy aligns with actual practices. A committee of various stakeholders, including 
administrators, teachers, students, and community members, conducted the assessment. She noted while the District 
met most of the recommended criteria, a few areas stood out for improvement. She said those include increasing 
collaboration between the food service provider and nutrition education classes, integrating nutrition education into all 
subjects, providing professional development for nutrition educators, and encouraging more student activity 
throughout the day. 
 
G. Laviolette noted some ideas that emerged during discussions, such as having agriculture classes grow produce that 
could be used in the cafeteria. Additionally, while the District's wellness policy was solid, they did add some 
recommendations for further improvements, which was reflected in the first reading of the policy. The assessment was 
submitted to the Pennsylvania Department of Education (PDE) as part of an ongoing food service review. 
 
D. Dellecker asked about an unchecked item regarding reinforcing lifelong lifestyle balance through nutrition and 
physical activity. G. Laviolette acknowledged that it was an oversight and promised to address it. 
 
F. Public Comment on Academic Affairs Committee  
None at the time. 
 
 
3. Policy Committee (Jason Moser)  
A. Review of 000 Policies  

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  
011 - Principles for Governance and Leadership  
 

J. Glaush initiated the discussion of the review of the 000 policies, which he believed to have been tabled in February 
due to attendance issues. He asked if the group wanted to go through it, as it remained pending. B. Bowes clarified 
that the delay was not due to attendance but actually the lack of time to review the documentation, since J. Moser 
received the policies late Friday from PSBA.  B. Bowes stated this added 175 more pages to read. J. Moser explained 
that although PSBA was delayed in providing the 000 policies, he acknowledged J. Partenio's efforts in thoroughly 
reviewing them. He explained the color coding used in the document for Board members: green for additions from the 
PSBA template, red strikeout for items in the District policy but not in PSBA’s template, and yellow for blanks to be 
completed from PSBA. B. Bowes added that the District was able to customize the policies to their needs, and she 
mentioned her prior email concerning the 000 policy, where a change in the order of items led to a discussion about 
the significance of placing adherence to the Constitution first, especially in light of recent national news. J. Glaush 
noted much of the content consisted of cleaning up unnecessary verbiage.  
 
B. Bowes then raised a potential revision to Policy 006, regarding accepting the agenda as it was, suggesting it only 
apply if there were directors' concerns, as regular meetings could handle tabling items. J. Glaush fully supported the 
idea. K. Sittler proposed reverting to "provide guidance" in the phrase regarding Robert's Rules of Order, as it better 
reflected their approach and avoided strict adherence. Jeremy and Barbara agreed, noting that strict enforcement 
often led to public disputes. J. Moser confirmed that any proposed revisions would be up for first reading in April, 
allowing the Board a month to review and discuss changes. J. Partenio noted that "provide guidance" was already in 
the District policy, though it appeared confusing due to the current template showing a combined policy.  
 
B. First Reading of Policies  

246 - Student Wellness  
830 - Security of Computerized Personal Information/Breach Notification (For Annual Review)  
830.1 - Data Governance - Storage/Security (For Annual Review)  

 
J. Moser discussed Policy 246 on student wellness, stating that it mainly involved minor language clean-up and 
reflected changes from the triennial assessment that G. Laviolette had previously mentioned. He said the updates 
aimed to align the policy with recommendations from that assessment. J. Glaush added that if there was any way to 
include phone numbers and addresses in the 830 policies, it would be a great suggestion, noting concerns about 
people being doxed due to the availability of such information.  
 



C. Second Reading and Final Approval of Policies  
123 - Interscholastic Athletics  
216.2 - Student Records - Identification (New Policy)  
217 - Graduation Requirements  
304.1 - Nepotism (New Policy)  
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  
831 - Internal Investigations (New Policy)  
832 - Notices of Litigation (New Policy)  

J. Moser discussed Policy 321, which was scheduled for a second reading and final approval during the March voting 
session. He addressed feedback the Board had received about the term “social policy” and asked for direction on how 
to proceed—whether to clarify, modify, or even remove the term. He explained that there were several ways the Board 
could handle the feedback but wanted input from the members before revising the policy for the second reading.  J. 
Glaush provided his perspective, suggesting that social issues discussed in history or social studies classrooms were 
distinct from advocacy posters hung around the school promoting social causes. He recommended better defining the 
term “social policy” to ensure that it’s clearly understood in the context of the policy and classroom activities. J. Moser 
added context by citing examples like anti-drug or anti-smoking campaigns, which would fall under social wellness or 
safety procedures, rather than political or controversial social issues. He agreed that the term needed to be clarified in 
the policy so there would be no ambiguity about its intent and how it would apply to activities in the school. D. 
Dellecker expressed his concerns about political involvement in schools, recalling a personal incident during a previous 
election. D. Dellecker stated that he caught high school students tampering with political signs on his property and 
when he nailed one of them to the wall, he learned that a teacher had instructed them to remove the signs. He 
emphasized that teachers should not engage in political activities during school hours and reaffirmed his support for 
revising the policy to ensure this would not happen again. 

C. Vail contributed by noting that “social policy” could be a broad term that potentially encompassed many aspects of 
wellness, safety, and other social concerns. She expressed caution over including such a sweeping term without 
providing more specific definitions. However, before the conversation could continue, D. Dellecker interjected and 
mentioned that the Superintendent had made a strong point on the issue earlier. He reiterated his support for the 
policy change and suggested relying on J. Moser to refine the language without engaging in further debate at the 
meeting. 

The discussion then shifted to procedural questions, with J. Glaush asking J. Moser about the process of revising 
policies between the first and second readings. J. Glaush inquired whether any changes made between readings would 
reset the process, sending the policy back to a first reading. J. Moser responded by saying that, in his understanding, 
minor revisions that did not substantially change the intent of the policy would not require starting over. He clarified 
that if the revisions only sought to define terms or clarify language, the policy could still proceed to the second reading 
and final approval. J. Moser promised to seek official confirmation on this procedural point to ensure compliance with 
standard practices. 

Barbara Bowes raised concerns about 304.1 - nepotism and the information she had previously shared via email. J. 
Moser assured Bowes that her concerns had been addressed.  

The Board moved on to Policy 707. J. Moser explained that any group not in Group A seeking approval to use school 
facilities must go directly to the Board. The Board and Superintendent would oversee approvals, and groups could no 
longer seek approval indirectly through Group A members. B. Bowes then raised a concern about the timing of 
approvals for facility use, particularly with events involving outside groups. She noted a timeline inconsistency, 
questioning whether the form provided sufficient time for the Board to review requests before they were approved. K. 
Spotts stepped in to clarify that the timeline for Sunday usage requests was the key issue. As the policy stood, any 
group seeking to use school facilities on a Sunday must submit a request 30 days in advance for the Board’s approval. 
K. Spotts acknowledged that certain events may require facility use on short notice, especially when teams advance to 
higher-level competitions unexpectedly. S. Ebbert provided an example that when some competitions qualify for the 
next round of an event, the need to practice or prepare for that event often arises with less than 30 days of notice. He 
explained that the Board implemented a 14-day approval window for these urgent cases, allowing principals or 
administrators to approve facility usage for teams in situations that couldn’t meet the 30-day requirement. B. Bowes 
asked about the use of facilities for wrestling tournaments, which she thought might extend into Sundays. K. Spotts 
responded that wrestling tournaments typically ran on Fridays and Saturdays, but in rare instances they have 
extended into Sundays, due to weather.  

D. Dellecker brought up the distinction between Group A and non-Group A events. He pointed out that Group A 
events—those directly associated with the school, such as school teams and internal organizations—do not require 
Board approval since they go through the school principal. He emphasized that the timeline for approval applied more 
to outside organizations.  J. Moser confirmed this, explaining that Group A events are typically handled internally, 
while outside groups require board approval for facility use, especially on Sundays. B. Bowes expressed concern that 
certain outside groups might try to bypass these requirements, but J. Moser reassured her that the policy revisions 
addressed this issue. He emphasized that no external groups could gain approval indirectly through Group A.  All 
outside organizations would have to come before the Board for approval. 



J. Glaush highlighting the importance of applying policies consistently. He remarked that the Board had learned 
valuable lessons in ensuring fairness and adherence to established policies. J. Moser agreed and noted that these 
policy changes, especially those related to facility use, were part of a broader effort to clarify and reinforce the rules, 
ensuring consistency and accountability for all groups involved. 

D. Public Comment on Policy Committee  
M. Lusch responded to D. Dellecker's earlier comments regarding an incident where high school students were 
allegedly instructed by a teacher to remove political signs. M. Lusch acknowledged the concern but emphasized that all 
teachers were well aware of their responsibilities in the classroom, especially in relation to remaining neutral on 
political matters. He expressed his hope that if such a situation were to occur, the School District would be contacted 
to investigate the matter and determine whether the incident was true from the student’s perspective. If it were found 
that a teacher had crossed a line, the situation would be addressed through disciplinary measures by the 
administration. J. Moser and J. Glaush agreed with M. Lusch. 
 
D. Dellecker then made a remark, saying, "Next time, I'll get out the duct tape," about managing students' mischief. 
M. Lusch responded by cautioning that students sometimes say whatever they think will help them avoid trouble. D. 
Dellecker added that the student involved in the incident did not provide the teacher’s name when asked, which led M. 
Lusch to suggest that it may not have even been a teacher involved. 
 
 
4. Finance Committee (Jason Moser)  
A. PCCD Grant  
2024-2025 PCCD (Pennsylvania Commission on Crime and Delinquency) School Safety & Mental Health Grant #44839 
in the amount of $143,573.00.  
 
J. Moser took a moment to acknowledge Amanda Citro and Mary Figura for their hard work in finalizing the PCCD 
Grant that allowed the District to move forward with allocating funds for planned initiatives. J. Moser expressed 
gratitude for their diligence, noting that the matter was now ready for approval.  J. Glaush echoed the appreciation, 
thanking both A. Citro and M. Figura. J. Moser then mentioned that M. Figura had officially retired but was still 
available for consulting as needed. J. Glaush asked J. Moser to pass along the Board's gratitude. 
 
B. Harris - Verkada Cameras  
Purchase and installation of 17 Verkada cameras for the High School, installation of 1 Verkada camera at the High 
School that we already own, the purchase and installation of 12 Verkada cameras at the Middle School, and the 
purchase and installation of 3 Verkada cameras at the Elementary Center; several mounting kits also included and 
3 years of licensing; cost of $84,314.34 to be paid out of upcoming PCCD grant should it be approved.  
 
G. Laviolette presented a plan to the Board regarding the acceptance and allocation of the PCCD grant funds, 
specifically for updating the District's security systems, including the continued implementation of the Verkada 
platform for improved security camera systems. G. Laviolette explained that the funds would allow for the installation 
of cameras at the middle and high schools and briefly discussed two exterior cameras at the Elementary Center that 
would monitor the driveway coming in from Mahoning Street.  B. Bowes raised a question about the zoom capabilities 
of the outdoor cameras, to which G. Laviolette confirmed that they do have zoom functionality. B. Bowes also asked 
about plans for replacing outdoor cameras at other District buildings, and G. Laviolette responded that the goal was to 
complete upgrades District-wide within two years, contingent upon available funding from additional PCCD grants. 
 
B. Bowes inquired about a prior issue with upgrading the alarm system, and J. Smith clarified that a quote had been 
received and incorporated into this year's budget. B. Bowes then suggested that leftover PCCD grant money might be 
used for these upgrades; however, J. Moser explained that the grant funds are already specifically allocated, though 
revisions could be requested through an approval process, if necessary. 
 
J. Glaush asked about the inclusion of training with the system, to which G. Laviolette responded that while training 
was not explicitly written into the current quote, the District had already received training from Verkada, and ongoing 
support was available at no additional cost. J. Glaush then asked about the inclusion of audio recording, which G. 
Laviolette confirmed was not included. A brief discussion followed about the legalities of audio recording in public 
places, with J. Glaush clarifying that he was not advocating for audio but simply wanted to confirm whether it was part 
of the system. 
 
C. Audit of Financial Statements  
Report on the Audit of the District Financial Statements as of and for the year ending June 30, 2024  
 
M. Lentz provided an overview of the District’s audited financial statements, explaining the audit process. He clarified 
that the statements were not his own but were compiled based on the District's activities throughout the year and 
were subject to rigorous auditing standards. He said the auditors review data from the business office, performing 
various analytics and reviewing the general ledger and every transaction detail. M. Lentz explained the audit presented 
for approval was deemed successful, with no findings or issues, and the District was identified as low-risk based on 
internal controls and satisfactory testing, particularly concerning federal programs. 
 
B. Bowes asked whether the audit focused primarily on federal programs. M. Lentz clarified that while the audit 
covered the entire budget, there was a specific component called a "single audit" that focused on federal programs in 
detail, ensuring compliance with cost reporting requirements. He gave an example, explaining that the audit ensured 
federal funds were being appropriately used to support positions funded by the federal government. 



M. Lentz directed the Board and the public to a key section of the audited financial statements. He suggested starting 
on page five of the document, where there was a two-year summary and comparison of the District's financial 
condition. He mentioned that this section provided a high-level overview in an easy-to-understand format and covered 
the next six pages. M. Lentz mentioned that it served as a great starting point for those interested in understanding 
the District's financial performance and the accounting standards they follow.  B. Bowes informed the Board and 
community that the audited financial statement document was word-searchable. She explained that if anyone wanted 
to look up specific information, like “fund balance,” they could simply search the term and navigate through the 
document easily. J. Glaush then asked if the overall message of the audit was that the District was financially healthy, 
to which M. Lentz confirmed that it was, adding that the audit reflects a fair and compliant presentation of the 
District’s financial information. B. Bowes also noted that there were no recommendations for internal control 
improvements, which she highlighted as important. 
 
D. Plancon J Audit  
The PlanCon Part J for the previous bond issue has been completed. The final step is for the auditors to audit 
it. Steven Kutsuflakis from Barbacane Thornton & Company quoted the District a fee of $5,500.00. If that 
quote is acceptable, they will prepare an engagement letter for approval at the March Board Meeting.  
 
M. Lentz shared that the District had completed the accounting for the most recent bond issuance and construction 
project, which involved submitting eligible costs for state reimbursement. He acknowledged Amanda Kilroy's work in 
the business office and mentioned that the District had engaged an external firm to assist with the PlanCon process, a 
state-required audit for reimbursement. B. Bowes clarified that the bonds in question were refunded in 2023, changing 
the bond's name from 2015 A to 2023 bonds. The reimbursement was tied to bond payments rather than 
expenditures, with the state reimbursing a percentage of those payments. D. Dellecker inquired about the District's 
total debt for the building projects. M. Lentz provided the exact figure: the District's total liabilities were approximately 
$47.1 million, including bonds, notes, and premiums, down from the anticipated $52 million.  
 
E. Public Comment on Finance Committee  
None at the time 
 
 
5. Athletics Committee (Kyle Spotts)  
A. Candidates for Athletic Coaching/Manager or Extracurricular Activities  
Todd Koehler - Track Worker  
Bron Leupold - Volunteer Middle School Soccer Coach  
Jenna Dubosky - Volunteer Volleyball Coach  
 
Extracurricular Activities  
Douglas Bowman - Spring Weight Training Advisor  
Guy Potts - Spring Weight Training Advisor  
 
K. Spotts announced that spring sports were starting and it was 70 degrees that day. 
 
B. Public Comment on Athletics Committee  
None at the time 
 
 
6. Buildings & Grounds Committee (Justin Smith)  
A. Eastern Lawn & Turf Company  
Estimate for 4 rounds of fertilization and weed spraying at Lehighton Area School District. Pricing has not increased.  
 
J. Smith explained that he was looking to follow the same process as last year, where Eastern Lawn & Turf would be 
hired to maintain the playing surfaces and fields, including handling pesticides and fertilizers. He noted that this 
approach was used in the past because no one in the District was certified to handle these tasks. He said the company 
would handle everything, including sending post notices for signing, spreading the materials, and ensuring 
compliance. B. Bowes commented that the service was very reasonable. J. Glaush mentioned that the pricing had not 
increased, and he was satisfied with that. However, J. Smith clarified that there was an actual increase for this year, 
but only due to starting the service earlier, which would cost an additional $200.00. J. Glaush acknowledged the early 
start. 
 
B. Schindler Elevator Corporation  
The High School has a lift chair elevator that is due for load testing. The testing is required every 5 years. The 
attached proposal from Schindler Elevator Corporation is for $6,992.00. 
 
J. Smith presented a proposal from Schindler to conduct safety testing on the hydraulics for the lift gate at the High 
School, which provides wheelchair access to the upstairs wrestling room. He noted that this hydrostatic testing is 
required every five years, and it was now due. J. Glaush remarked that the cost seemed hefty, but acknowledged 
that it was a necessary expense. B. Bowes pointed out that it only occurred once every five years. J. Glaush added 
that, even though it did not seem costly when spread over five years, it was a standard practice. D. Dellecker noted 
that it was a regulated industry requirement. J. Smith confirmed that if the testing was not done, they would not 
receive certification. J. Glaush shared that his company faced a similar situation, despite having only a one-floor 
elevator, to which J. Smith noted that the High School's lift also serves just one floor. 



 
C. Surplus Items  
J. Glaush mentioned that he had emailed J. Moser regarding surplus items, particularly electronic waste. J. Moser 
acknowledged receiving the email but stated he did not have an answer at the time. B. Bowes noted that some items 
were marked for sale, and J. Glaush explained that he was seeking clarification on whether all items were being sold. 
He suggested exploring a company he worked with that paid for electronic waste rather than charging for its removal, 
which would be a better option. J. Moser confirmed that disposal approval was still needed, and they would explore 
options that might allow them to break even or avoid paying for disposal. J. Glaush shared an example of how the 
company he worked with had removed large amounts of outdated DSL technology for materials. G. Laviolette added 
that they currently used a company called Upcycle, which did not charge for pickups and provided an inventory of 
collected materials. J. Glaush inquired about any contract with Upcycle, and G. Laviolette confirmed there was none. J. 
Glaush suggested exploring the option of a company that would pay for the waste removal, and J. Moser agreed that 
any potential cash value would be beneficial. J. Glaush expressed interest in donating some of the older equipment to 
local organizations, but acknowledged that much of it was likely too outdated. B. Bowes commented that laptops were 
inexpensive now, but J. Glaush noted that they might still be expensive for daycares. 
 
D. Long-Range Facilities Planning  
J. Moser provided an update on the District's ongoing discussions regarding Long-Range Facility Planning. He explained 
that he recently had a meeting with Sitelogiq, a company that offers a feasibility study to assess the District’s 
maintenance needs. He explained that the primary focus of the feasibility study was to gain a comprehensive 
understanding of the District's assets, such as HVAC systems, boilers, and roofs, to ensure they were being 
maintained responsibly and to prevent any potential issues from becoming major problems. He clarified that the study 
was not intended to evaluate potential building projects, but rather to create a long-term plan for maintaining the 
District’s existing facilities.  B. Bowes expressed concern about the term "feasibility study," as it can often be 
associated with large-scale building projects. J. Moser reassured her that in this case, the study was strictly about 
maintenance and asset management, not construction. He emphasized the importance of identifying maintenance 
needs before they become emergencies. J. Smith added that the District had conducted a similar review for its 
operational vehicles a few years ago, but that review did not cover the District’s entire fleet, including other vehicles 
like vans. J. Glaush and J. Smith agreed that having a comprehensive plan in place for all District assets would be 
beneficial and could help maintenance staff keep a better eye on aging equipment and systems. 
 
J. Moser highlighted that Sitelogiq offered a particularly comprehensive service, including the ability to manage an 
online system where all of the District’s assets would be tracked. He mentioned how this system would allow the 
District to monitor the anticipated lifespans of its equipment and schedule maintenance accordingly. Sitelogiq’s model, 
however, included an incentive for them to become the District's construction manager for any future energy-saving 
projects or other maintenance-related work. He said although there would be no long-term contractual obligation, 
Sitelogiq would want to manage the first project that arose after the study was completed, which could be as simple 
as a paving project. J. Moser shared that the District's North lot at the Middle School was in need of paving and could 
be one of the first projects the study could address. While J. Moser acknowledged the potential benefits of working 
with Sitelogiq; he recommended that the Board look into proposals from other companies for comparison. 
 
J. Moser also revealed that he had already received a quote from Sitelogiq for the feasibility study, which came in at 
approximately $26,000.00.  He mentioned that the price would cover a thorough assessment of all District assets, 
including the administration building, the stadium, the field house, and all other properties owned by the District. He 
added that the company also offered grant-writing services as part of their package, at no additional charge. While 
Sitelogiq’s fee may seem high, J. Moser believed that the grant-writing assistance alone could provide significant 
value, potentially saving the district money on future projects. J. Glaush supported the idea of conducting a feasibility 
study, stating that it would help maintenance crews, such as J. Smith’s team, keep better track of when various 
systems and equipment might need repairs or replacements. He noted that while maintenance staff likely already 
monitor equipment as part of their daily routines, having a more formal, structured plan would help the District stay 
ahead of potential issues. B. Bowes brought up the aging roof on the high school, mentioning that the District was 
nearing the end of its expected lifespan and might need to start planning for its replacement. 
 
In response to questions about the District’s existing records, D. Dellecker asked if the District currently maintained a 
master book or database that tracked information about its buildings, including the anticipated lifespans of various 
systems and past improvements. J. Smith responded that while the District kept records of renovations and work 
completed on the buildings, including blueprints and reports, they did not have a formal system for tracking the 
expected lifespan of those assets. He suggested that having that information could be useful, especially in the context 
of a feasibility study. D. Dellecker added that having this existing information could potentially lower the cost of the 
feasibility study, as the company would not need to start from scratch in assessing the District’s assets. 
J. Moser agreed and added that while the quote he received from Sitelogiq covered all District-owned properties, it 
might be possible to scale back the scope of the study to reduce costs. However, he emphasized the importance of 
getting a comprehensive overview of the District’s assets, particularly as the District had not conducted a feasibility 
study on its physical properties since 2014. He cited a recent example of a hot water heater at the Middle School that 
had failed unexpectedly, suggesting that if a study had been conducted, the district might have been able to anticipate 
the issue and address it before it became an emergency. 
 
J. Moser also acknowledged B. Bowes’ concerns about past delays in maintenance projects, sharing an example of how 
the District postponed redoing a roof and later had to pay an additional $50,000 due to inflation. J. Glaush noted the 
importance of avoiding deferred maintenance costs, which could cripple the District financially if left unaddressed. J. 
Moser pointed out that while he considered himself frugal, he believed that sometimes it was necessary to spend 
money upfront to save money in the long run. 



 
In terms of next steps, J. Moser proposed reaching out to other companies to gather additional quotes and proposals. 
He suggested that the Board could invite companies to give presentations at future workshops, so they could better 
understand the services each company offered. J. Glaush asked the Board whether they preferred to have 
presentations from multiple companies or if they wanted J. Moser to review the proposals and provide a 
recommendation. The Board agreed to let J. Moser take some time to gather information and input before making any 
final decisions.  J. Moser also noted that if the Board decided to move forward with a feasibility study, the best time to 
complete it would be over the summer when the buildings would be mostly empty. This would allow the company 
conducting the study to have full access to all of the District’s facilities without disrupting students or staff. J. Glaush 
mentioned that the District’s Extended School Year (ESY) program would be taking place from July 7 through 20, but 
noted that it would not significantly impact the feasibility study as it involved only a limited number of students.  J.  
Moser reiterated his commitment to gathering more information and working with the Board to determine the best 
course of action for the District’s long-range facility planning. The Board expressed their support for the plan and 
agreed to revisit the topic once more proposals had been reviewed. 
 
E. Public Comment on Building & Grounds Committee  
None at the time. 
 
 
7. Personnel Committee (Jason Moser)  
A. Elementary Interventionist Job Description  
J. Moser discussed the staffing needs at the Elementary Center, following up on the previous Board Meeting's 
conversation. The Board expressed interest in moving towards hiring a position focused on assisting students who 
were not on or near grade level. J. Moser explained that the position would involve collaborating with general 
education teachers, guidance counselors, and school administration to assess student data. He said the teacher in this 
role would develop individualized plans, implement Tier 3 instructional methods for one-on-one support, Tier 2 for 
small group sessions, or even push into regular education classrooms. He stated the goal was to scaffold instruction, 
helping students progress while continuing to receive core instruction in their regular classrooms. J. Moser emphasized 
that the individual would need to understand data and implement research-based interventions to close academic 
gaps. B. Bowes highlighted the potential for this approach to improve student test performance, to which J. Moser 
agreed, explaining that the position would focus on targeted intervention to address specific gaps in learning. He 
stressed that to close achievement gaps, students must receive both grade-appropriate, challenging content and 
personalized support based on their individual needs. J. Glaush added that the district’s ongoing data-driven initiative 
had already demonstrated improvements in student outcomes. 
 
B. Lebanon Valley College Affiliation Agreement  
An affiliation agreement between the Lehighton Area School District and Lebanon Valley College for the purpose of 
providing clinical and practicum experience for students for the 2025-2028 school years.  
 
C. Western Governors University Affiliation Agreement  
An affiliation agreement between the Lehighton Area School District and Western Governors University for the purpose 
of providing clinical experience for students for the 2025-2028 school years.  
 
D. George's Transportation Driver  
Anthony Nichol as George’s Transportation Company, Inc. additional school bus driver for the 2024-2025 school year.  
 
E. Public Comment on Personnel Committee  
M. Lusch inquired about the collective bargaining group for the new Academic Interventionist position, asking if it 
would fall under the teacher group. J. Moser confirmed that it would, emphasizing that the position required a 
bachelor's degree in Elementary Education, Special Education, or Reading Specialist Certification, as outlined in the 
Education Experience section. 
 
 
8. Technology Committee (Gretchen Laviolette)  
A. Raptor Emergency System  
Presentation on Raptor Emergency System by Lead School Police Officer, J. Orsulak, and G. Laviolette. 
 
J. Orsulak thanked everyone for the opportunity to present the Raptor Emergency Management Program, highlighting 
its importance in school district operations. He emphasized that the program is designed to prepare, respond, and 
recover from various emergencies, including fights, natural disasters, and active shooter incidents. The technology 
streamlines the management of drills, helps notify first responders instantly, ensures accurate student accountability, 
and facilitates the safe reunification of students with their families after an emergency. He stated that the program 
was divided into four key components: the drill manager, alert notifications, accountability, and reunification.  He 
shared the tragic story of Alyssa Alhadeff, a 14-year-old student who was killed in the Marjory Stoneman Douglas High 
School shooting, which led to the creation of the nonprofit organization "Make Our Schools Safe." He shared that this 
nonprofit aimed to provide tailored safety features for school districts and thanks to this organization, legislation has 
been introduced across the country, including Pennsylvania’s Senate Bill 1206, which is set to be reintroduced in the 
2025-2026 legislative session by Senator Hayward from Philadelphia. 

 



J. Orsulak described the software’s capabilities in detail, focusing on how it allows for the easy scheduling and tracking 
of drills, such as fire, intruder, and weather drills. The software enables schools to maintain accurate documentation 
for state requirements, ensuring that administrators have proof of completed drills. It also helps analyze drill 
performance to identify weaknesses and areas for improvement. The software’s quick accountability feature saves 
valuable instructional time during drills. It can be used on personal and school devices, offering tailored settings for 
specific needs, such as notifying janitors during a lockdown. The alert system includes a silent panic button for 
emergencies, such as an active shooter, which instantly notifies 911 and other relevant responders. The reunification 
process is also streamlined through the software, making it easier to safely return students to their families while 
confirming the identity of the guardians and checking for any custodial or safety restrictions. J. Orsulak stressed that 
recovery starts at the moment of crisis, and having a well-managed reunification process minimizes trauma for 
everyone involved. He concluded by stressing the program's importance in ensuring the safety of students and staff, 
which was essential for creating a productive learning environment. 

G. Laviolette explained the program’s cost and its potential incorporation into the District’s technology budget for the 
upcoming school year. She noted that the quote provided was part of a consortium facilitated by the CLIU, and Raptor 
stood out as the most user-friendly and robust option compared to other vendors. Though the quote was based on a 
commitment by the end of the previous month, the District would still benefit from a slight discount by removing the 
administration building from the plan, reducing the first-year costs to approximately $10,000, with annual fees of 
$6,600 thereafter. 

J. Orsulak concluded the presentation by quoting a statement about the importance of school safety: "School safety is 
the foundation of education. Effective school strategies include prevention, preparedness, mental health supports, and 
fostering a positive school climate." He emphasized that implementing the Raptor Emergency Management Program 
would enhance school security and create a safer, more supportive learning environment for students. 

J. Glaush thanked J. Orsulak and his team for their dedication to school safety. He inquired about the possibility of 
trialing the program, noting that he had heard of it before but wanted to experience it firsthand. J. Orsulak responded 
that Jim Thorpe had recently purchased the program and was in the process of implementing it, with the possibility of 
observing their experience in the near future. J. Glaush also asked about the contract’s details, to which G. Laviolette 
confirmed that while the pricing was provided, the final contract would be discussed later. 

D. Dellecker raised concerns about the differences between the proposed Raptor system and the District’s existing 
notification system. G. Laviolette explained that the current system, used for delays or closings, would remain in 
place, while the Raptor system would be used for emergency alerts, particularly when immediate action is needed, 
such as a lockdown. The Raptor system would notify all devices within the building, as well as emergency services, 
ensuring that responses are faster and more coordinated than with the current radio-based system.  J. Orsulak also 
highlighted how the Raptor system would improve emergency responses, such as in medical situations, by enabling 
staff to instantly notify responders and pinpoint the exact location of the incident. The system’s efficiency reduces the 
time spent locating and coordinating with emergency personnel, which can be critical during a real emergency.  G. 
Laviolette also pointed out that the system would override silent modes on devices, ensuring that notifications would 
be heard even in classrooms. She reassured that the program was designed for staff use and not for students, 
ensuring that it would not disrupt classroom activities. 

J. Moser raised the point about communication capabilities and asked if the system could allow users to send specific 
alerts, such as a medical emergency. J. Orsulak confirmed that the system could be customized for specific 
emergencies, like a seizure, allowing staff to send targeted alerts to the appropriate team members.  J. Moser also 
compared the system to the District’s need for more radios, asking if the Raptor platform could serve as an alternative 
communication tool. J. Orsulak affirmed that the Raptor system would be much more efficient in emergencies than the 
radio system, as it allows for immediate notifications to emergency responders, bypassing delays in communication. 

They discussed how the system could be implemented and tested in real-life situations, with the possibility of 
attending a future drill to observe the software in action. Several Board Members expressed support for the system, 
recognizing its potential to improve emergency response times and enhance safety protocols in the District.  

B. Learning Ally  
Purchase Learning Ally for the Lehighton Area Elementary Center the 2025/2026 school year at a cost of $3,099 
with the remainder of the 2024/2025 school year at no additional cost. Purchase to be made after July 1, 2025 
through the Technology Budget.  
 
G. Laviolette introduced the proposal for the Learning Ally program, which came to her attention through Ashley 
Lichtenwalner, the reading specialist at the Elementary Center, and the ELA department chair. The primary concern 
was the wear and tear of the paperback books in the new Bookworms curricular resource, so they were looking for a 
solution to help prevent students from taking these books home. She stated that Learning Ally would provide audio 
versions of all the books in the curriculum, as well as access to over 80,000 additional audiobooks. She mentioned 
how the program was particularly designed for students with dyslexia but would be beneficial for all students, 
especially those with reading disabilities. It allowed students to adjust the font size, change the font and highlight 
colors, or have the books read aloud. She said students may read along with the audio and the option to have the 
book read aloud could be especially helpful for those who needed extra support with reading. G. Laviolette noted that 
this would also be beneficial for students who were absent or going on educational trips, as they can access the 
audiobooks through their Chromebooks without needing to take the physical books home. 



G. Laviolette mentioned that they were currently in a trial phase of the Learning Ally Program and that it was working 
very well for the students. She explained if the contract was signed this month, the District would receive the 
remainder of this year at no additional cost. She stated that the program would cost $3,300 for the following year and 
would be paid from the technology budget after July 1, 2025. 

J. Glaush asked if the audiobooks also include a feature where the students can see the words while listening. G. 
Laviolette confirmed that the system highlights the text, allowing students to follow along while they listen, which 
added an extra layer of engagement and support. J. Glaush pointed out how valuable this would be for students with 
reading disabilities, particularly for families who may struggle to find time to assist with reading at home. G. Laviolette 
emphasized that the vast library of over 80,000 books would also be a huge asset for students. 

C. Public Comment on Technology Committee  
J. Orsulak wanted to comment regarding the Raptor Alert System, to make a statement clear, that when Senate Bill 
1206 passes, it will require that the School District have a silent emergency notification system in place as part of that 
program.  B. Bowes questioned if the Senate was going to fund it as well.  J. Glaush agreed stating that it would 
become something that the District would have to continually fund going forward toward the safety of the children. J. 
Orsulak proudly stated that their school is ahead of many others in terms of school safety, based on his experience 
with training and other visits to different schools. J. Glaush praised J. Orsulak and his team, acknowledging their hard 
work and the school's progress. However, J. Glaush noted the challenge of finding funding for safety initiatives, 
especially with the state's tendency to impose unfunded mandates.   

 
B.  Bowes expressed frustration over the state's lack of financial support for schools, suggesting that if the state took 
over funding, unfunded mandates wouldn't be an issue. She cynically remarked that she did not foresee that 
happening in her lifetime. D. Dellecker added that if the state adhered to its constitution, it would be fully responsible 
for funding the schools.  J. Glaush chimed in, humorously suggesting that if some of the money being spent overseas 
was redirected, perhaps they wouldn't have to worry as much about funding for local schools. He wrapped up the 
conversation by thanking Officer Orsulak and Gretchen for their presentations, acknowledging the value of the 
information shared. 
 
 
9. Miscellaneous  
A. Response to Pandemics  
Moved to a future meeting. 
 
B. Crossing Guard Agreement  
J. Moser updated the Board on the potential agreement with the Borough regarding crossing guards, which would 
gradually increase the District's financial responsibility over the next three years, ultimately covering 100% of the 
cost, amounting to $81,000 by that time. In return, the Borough would raise the pay for the crossing guards and 
continue to manage the agreement fully. Some revisions were received later in the day, addressing concerns J. Moser 
had raised earlier, and he felt they were close to finalizing an agreement that reflected the Board's prior support. This 
agreement would be on the agenda for approval at the upcoming voting meeting. 

B. Bowes inquired about specific information she had previously requested. J. Moser apologized, explaining that the 
person who was able to provide the details requested was not in that day, but he promised to get her the information 
soon. He reassured her that it was on his desk and that he had not forgotten. B. Bowes jokingly responded that she 
would not let him forget, and J. Moser humorously acknowledged the challenge, noting that he even tried to find the 
information in PowerSchool but couldn't, calling it a "maze." 

C. Before & After School Care Programs  
J. Moser introduced the idea of providing before- and after-school care for students, which would support parents who 
need extra time before picking up their children. He shared that many school districts offer this type of program, often 
in partnership with local organizations, such as community centers or YMCAs, though this District did not currently 
operate one. He explained the goal would be to create a safe environment for students, especially those who may go 
home alone, while keeping the service affordable or free for families in need. J. Moser also suggested potentially 
partnering with organizations to run the program within the schools, where the District would provide the space but 
not be financially responsible for the program itself. 

B. Bowes inquired if the SHINE program might be a similar initiative. J. Moser acknowledged it was similar but noted 
that SHINE had limitations in numbers due to staffing and space constraints. J. Glaush suggested involving high school 
students studying early childhood education, which could offer them practical experience and potentially provide 
compensation. He saw it as a win-win.  B. Bowes proposed conducting a survey of parents to gauge interest in the 
program, which J. Moser agreed was a logical first step. C. Vail shared her positive experience with before- and 
after-school care in another district, emphasizing its usefulness for working parents. 

When the topic turned to how best to move forward, D. Dellecker proposed a public-private partnership model, where 
the District could offer facilities for free, and local organizations could run the program. He also liked J. Glaush's idea 
of incorporating high school students into the program. B. Bowes raised a concern from her friend's experience with a 
similar program in New Jersey, where parents sometimes didn't pick up their children on time, creating logistical 
challenges. J. Glaush agreed that clear rules would need to be established and enforced. 

 



D. Communications with Delinquent Taxpayers Prior to Collections  
J. Moser presented a concern about improving communication with delinquent taxpayers before their accounts are 
sent to collections. The question was whether the District should take a more proactive approach, potentially reaching 
out to taxpayers through letters or phone calls before turning their accounts over to collections. He suggested 
exploring the possibility of setting up a tiered communication system to remind taxpayers about overdue payments. 

B. Bowes acknowledged the concern but suggested that any changes to the process should first be reviewed by the 
District's solicitor, as it could involve legal complexities. D. Dellecker agreed with the idea of contacting taxpayers 
before they incur additional fees from collections, noting that many delinquent taxpayers appear repeatedly on the 
annual tax claim list. He suggested working with tax collectors to encourage early outreach. 

The group generally agreed that reaching out to delinquent taxpayers before they incur additional fees would be a 
positive step. However, B. Bowes emphasized the need to ensure that any communication complies with legal 
guidelines. J. Moser proposed sending a stock letter, approved by the solicitor, as a first step in the communication 
process before involving collections. 

J. Glaush recalled a previous presentation from Berkheimer, the collections agency, which discussed their ability to 
work with taxpayers to set up payment plans. This led to the understanding that a proactive communication strategy 
might not be necessary, as Berkheimer already provided options for delinquent taxpayers. 

B. Bowes also noted the importance of ensuring that any decisions were legally sound and suggested searching 
through the meeting minutes to find the previous Berkheimer presentation for more context. The group agreed that 
Moser should consult the solicitor to ensure the process is legally safe before proceeding further. 

E. Anonymous Parent Concerns  
J. Moser raised a concern from a community member about providing an avenue for parents to voice their concerns 
anonymously, without fear of retaliation against them or their child. B. Bowes shared that this issue had been tried 
before with a post office box in Palmerton, but it received no submissions. J. Glaush acknowledged that many parents 
fear retaliation, citing that some have approached him privately with concerns but are hesitant to speak out publicly. 

J. Glaush suggested implementing a whistleblower protection system for parents who want to raise concerns while 
ensuring their anonymity is respected. However, B. Bowes pointed out that anonymous complaints were difficult to 
investigate properly because they lack verifiable details. She and D. Dellecker agreed that while complaints should be 
submitted through the proper channels, the anonymity of the complainant should still be protected to some extent. 

J. Moser explained that he already respects the anonymity of those who reach out to him, ensuring their concerns are 
handled with the utmost discretion, but emphasized the difficulty of investigating complaints without concrete 
information. J. Glaush reiterated that the goal was to protect both the parent and the student, and B. Bowes reminded 
the group that while things have changed, there was still fear among some parents about speaking out.  S. Ebbert 
shared a recent example where a parent had a complaint about a staff member, and the District followed the proper 
procedures, providing the parent with the necessary complaint forms and resolving the issue to their satisfaction. This 
demonstrated that a process was in place for addressing concerns, though J. Glaush believed that more parents need 
to be made aware of this system. 

 
10. Old Business  
A. High School Clay Target Club  
J. Glaush introduced the topic of the High School Clay Target Club, and K. Sittler raised a list of detailed questions 
about the club's operations and costs. These questions covered a range of issues, including who would instruct the 
club and how much the coaching stipend would be, how many coaches would be involved, and the number of students 
allowed to participate. K. Sittler also asked where the range would be, how much it would cost to rent, and whether 
clay targets were included in the rental. Other questions included who would incur the cost for students' safety 
certifications, who would be responsible for paying for shotguns, safety glasses, and ear protection, and who would 
pay for the scorekeeper. She also inquired about the cost of general liability insurance, who would be responsible for 
it, how students would get to and from competitions given the district's no-gun policy on buses, and who would pay 
for transportation. K. Sittler asked which league the club would be in, what the associated fees would be, and who 
would pay them. She also questioned what the consequences would be if a student accidentally brought a shotgun to 
school and who would be involved in creating the bylaws for the club. 

S. Howland clarified that bringing a gun to school, even accidentally, would trigger an automatic investigation and 
suspension, in line with the district's zero-tolerance policy. J. Moser acknowledged that the questions were valid and 
noted that the club’s approval was not imminent. He mentioned that more time was needed to address the details and 
consult the solicitor. The club’s setup had originally been presented as costing the District nothing, but J. Moser 
pointed out the need for further research and discussion. 

 

 



 

K. Sittler also raised concerns about the feasibility of one coach managing a group of 50 students. H. Neff asked if J. 
Moser had received additional information from the school she had given him information about.  J. Moser confirmed 
that he had reached out to other schools but had received limited information. He concluded that further discussions 
and more answers were necessary before moving forward. J. Glaush emphasized that asking these questions was 
essential and highlighted that the board's approach of asking questions set them apart from other boards. 

B. Grant Writer Options  
J. Moser began by discussing the need to clarify what the District was looking for in terms of grant writing. He 
questioned whether they were interested in writing grants for specific areas like facilities, non-competitive grants, or 
something more expansive. J. Moser mentioned that consulting groups generally offer two types of services: charging 
a flat annual rate to secure grants or taking a commission from the grant amount once it is secured. J. Glaush raised 
concerns about the challenges of taking a commission, as the funds might be tied to specific spending requirements. 
B. Bowes suggested that such a commission would need to be disclosed upfront and questioned whether it would be 
around 1% or 2%. J. Moser explained that most consulting services charge around 7%, noting that this was the 
starting point for most groups. 

J. Glaush emphasized that the District needed to find new sources of funding beyond what they had previously 
accessed, as recent grants seemed to stay within the same boundaries. He expressed a desire to see more external 
funding coming into the district. J. Moser suggested engaging a consulting group with political ties to stay informed 
about when grants were being released. B. Bowes added that there were private-sector grants to consider as well, 
further expanding the possibilities beyond political connections. 

J. Moser raised a philosophical point about the challenges of grants, noting that while they can fund projects upfront, 
they often leave districts with the burden of maintaining the funded programs after the grant ends. J. Glaush agreed, 
highlighting that grants for certain improvements can be beneficial, but it is essential to use taxpayer money for 
lasting needs like fixing windows or maintaining the building. J. Moser mentioned that regardless of the company 
chosen for grant writing, it could be part of a broader package that helps the District pursue funding for necessary 
improvements. 

B. Bowes inquired whether the grant-writing services would focus solely on certain projects, like technology 
replacement, or could be used for other areas as well. She mentioned looking into leasing options for technology but 
noted that most business managers were not in favor of leasing. G. Laviolette confirmed that the District had looked 
into leasing in the past but had not pursued it further due to cost concerns. She added that newer Chromebooks 
seemed to last longer than previous models. 

J. Moser then asked if the Board would like him to engage a few outside services to gather more information on 
potential grant opportunities. J. Glaush suggested reaching out to local schools to see if they worked with any of these 
services. D. Dellecker pointed out that if grant-writing services were truly interested in gaining new business, they 
would approach the District with specific grant opportunities. J. Glaush responded that the District had previously 
worked with grant writers, and even though M. Figura had been heavily involved in grants, G. Laviolette had now 
taken over some of that work.  J. Glaush emphasized that once G. Laviolette became more familiar with grant writing, 
she would be able to pursue grants more effectively. D. Dellecker added that the key to successful grant writing was 
attention to detail, and B. Bowes reminded the group that it was important to monitor the grants after they were 
awarded. J. Glaush agreed, noting that grant writers often ask for a lot of upfront information because they know 
districts will eventually figure out how to handle the process themselves. D. Dellecker, who had experience writing 
grants, reassured the group that government grants typically provided clear guidelines on what was required. 

J. Moser concluded by confirming that he would gather more information on grant-writing services and potentially 
explore opportunities from outside of Pennsylvania, such as private-sector grants. The group agreed that further 
exploration of grant options would be beneficial for the District. 

C. Exhibit of Changes to Condensed Board Summary from February  
B. Bowes agreed that she would discuss this with M. Lentz at another time regarding the formatting of the Board 
Summary, so she could properly review her notes. 
 
 
11. Communications  
A. Public Comment  
B. Bowes explained that she needed to ask the Board a question regarding the occupation tax elimination, as she had 
missed the previous meeting due to falling on ice. She mentioned that she had since gathered more information, 
which she had emailed to the Board, but only D. Dellecker and K. Sittler had asked questions about it, while the others 
had not responded. J. Glaush admitted that he had not had time to review the information, as it was a lot to go 
through. B. Bowes acknowledged this and noted that she still needed more information, but she could confidently 
guarantee that every taxpayer, except those making very high incomes, would save money with this proposal. 

 



 

J. Glaush confirmed that the information that B. Bowes sent was received on February 23, 2025, which included a 
history of the occupation tax and a list of related categories. He stated that if B. Bowes had further information, he 
would gather it into a separate folder for review, but he highlighted the challenges of balancing time between work, 
kids, and Board responsibilities. J. Moser suggested that it might be helpful for B. Bowes to prepare a presentation for 
the next meeting or workshop. B. Bowes, however, expressed doubt about her ability to create a presentation, but J. 
Moser offered to assist with the technology, if needed. 

J. Glaush then polled the Board to gauge interest in the additional information. A. Walker, H. Neff, D. Dellecker and J. 
Glaush all expressed interest. D. Dellecker emphasized that reducing taxes for taxpayers would be a positive outcome. 
J. Glaush concluded that B. Bowes should prepare the information, as the rest of the Board members would likely want 
to review it as well.  B. Bowes clarified that she could only use her own experience as an example, as she wasn't sure 
about other people's specific situations, but she had her local income tax form as a reference. J. Moser explained that 
the proposed change could help reduce or offset future property tax needs, as the occupational assessment tax is flat 
and often seen as a nuisance, whereas the Earned Income Tax (EIT) is responsive to salaries. He noted that districts 
with a higher EIT rate had not needed to raise property taxes in recent years, as the extra revenue from the EIT had 
covered the gap. 

B. Bowes acknowledged that a detailed analysis of past years would be necessary to fully understand the potential 
impact, and J. Glaush suggested that this task could fall to M. Lentz. In the end, J. Glaush reaffirmed that the group 
should proceed with the plan, with B. Bowes preparing the presentation. He also noted that J. Beers would likely want 
to see the presentation, as the rest of the Board expressed interest in reviewing it. 

B. Adjournment  
MOTION by D. Dellecker, SECONDED by K. Sittler, to adjourn the Meeting.  
 

VOTE:  YES -     6          NO -    0         ABSENT -    3     ABSTENTIONS -    0    
 

The March 10, 2025 Workshop Meeting was adjourned at 9:53 PM.​
 

Respectfully Submitted, 
 
 
​
 

Rebecca Karpowicz, Assistant Board Secretary 
By Janine Partenio, Recording Secretary 


