
Lehighton Area School District  
1000 Union Street  

Lehighton, PA 18235  
Monday, June 9, 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.  
 
Pledge Leaders - Sarah Hunsicker (Grade 5), Eric Christman (Grade 5), 
Brooks Coulson (Grade 5) and Grace Coulson (Grade 3).   
 
Sarah Hunsicker and Brooks Coulson were this year's recipients of the 
Senator Argall Good Citizenship Award at the 5th Grade Moving Up Ceremony.  
 
B. Call to Order  
Board President, J. Beers called the Workshop Meeting to order at 7:12 PM. 
 
C. Roll Call  
PR/AB 

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

PR 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 
Sarah Hunsicker & Family, Special Guests 
Brooks and Grace Coulson & Family, Special Guests 
Eric Christman & Family, Special Guests 
 
Kay Barry, Amy Herring, Roy James, Jarrad Hedes, Mike Lusch, Guy Potts, Missy Blocker, Kyle Spotts, 
Gretchen Laviolette,  Matthew Lentz, Sandra Michalik, Floyd Brown, and Sue Howland. 
 
D. Public Comment  
None at the time. 
 
 
2. Academic Affairs Committee  
A. Kindergarten Screener Results  
G. Laviolette shared the results of the kindergarten screener, a teacher-made assessment with a highest possible 
score of 87, administered to incoming kindergarten students in early to mid-May during registration. Four 
students achieved a perfect score. The results were broken down by score ranges: 80s, 70s, and 60s. G. 
Laviolette noted that students scoring in the 60s would require more intensive instruction, and those below 60 
would need even more intensive support. 
 
B. Bowes asked about the term "retained," and J. Moser clarified that it referred to two students who had 
completed kindergarten but would be repeating the grade. G. Laviolette explained that those two students had 
not been as successful as desired, and based on staff and parent recommendations, they would be repeating 
kindergarten. G. Laviolette also mentioned that "untested" students were those who were uncooperative during 
the assessment, which was understandable.  Currently, 125 students were registered for kindergarten, which was 
typical for that time of year. G. Laviolette anticipated another 25 to 30 registrations over the summer, noting that 
an extra registration day was scheduled due to high call volume. She also highlighted that these incoming 
students were "true COVID babies" and might lead to a slightly larger kindergarten enrollment. 
 
 
 



G. Laviolette then shared the performance of pre-kindergarten students who were entering kindergarten. She 
indicated that while there was no prior data to compare their performance, the recent approval of the GoldFinch 
purchase, which included an assessment component, would provide more background data in the future. Of the 
pre-K students, seven scored in the 80s, seven in the 70s, seven in the 60s, and two below 60. G. Laviolette 
believed that these scores would likely have been lower had the students not participated in the pre-K program, 
suggesting its positive impact. 
 
B. Second Step  
Recommendation to approve Second Step Guidance Curriculum for one year for Grades K-8 at a cost of 
$5,889.36 to be paid through a PCCD grant.  
 
J. Beers introduced the topic of soft skill development in elementary schools, noting it was a response to a 
previous Board request to focus more on resiliency and emotional problem-solving. G. Laviolette expressed 
excitement about this request, as it aligned with considerations already underway by social workers and guidance 
counselors. A committee, including S. Michalik, Elementary Center Counselors, Elementary Social Worker, Middle 
School social worker, G. Laviolette, and Elementary Principals, explored three programs: Second Step, Wayfinder, 
and Zones of Regulation. They participated in demonstrations and trials, particularly for Second Step. The 
committee determined that Second Step best met the District's needs by providing soft skills development in 
areas like emotional regulation, time management, and stress handling, with studies supporting its effectiveness. 
The proposal was to move forward with Second Step, utilizing PCCD grant funds that were previously allocated 
for a consultation that did not meet expectations. G. Laviolette explained that she and S. Michalik felt a better 
approach was needed for student and staff mental health. While initially discussed for elementary schools, the 
program would be implemented for one year in both elementary and middle schools, with the goal of expanding 
it K-12 in the future. 

 
B. Bowes raised concerns about the West Ed studies supporting Second Step, particularly one conducted in 
California schools, questioning its applicability to Lehighton. She also expressed a desire to ensure the program 
did not encourage accepting poor behavior in the name of reducing suspensions. G. Laviolette clarified that the 
program offered a wealth of adaptable lessons, allowing staff to select content best suited for the District's 
demographics. She also referenced Navigate 360 Compass, an agenda item under technology, which was used at 
the High School and Middle School for restorative practices to help correct and prevent disciplinary issues. 
 
C. University of Delaware  
Recommendation to approve University of Delaware professional development in the amount of $44,101.00 for 
our EC  Bookworms curriculum resource for the 2025-2026 school year. It will be paid for through the 2025-2026 
curriculum office's budget.  
 
J. Beers opened the discussion on the University of Delaware professional development, and J. Moser 
acknowledged the high price tag of $44,000 for the second-year rollout. This professional development was 
directly from the University of Delaware, which sponsored and authored the Bookworm series adopted the 
previous year. J. Moser noted the need for training for teachers transferring into positions using the series, as 
well as new hires, including first-year teachers or those new to the series. 
 
J. Moser had conversations with G. Laviolette about teacher feedback and whether the $44,000 was the best use 
of funds, suggesting exploring options to scale back by leveraging expert teachers within the District to provide 
some of the professional development. He emphasized on not completely abandoning the professional 
development after one year, as an "implementation dip" was expected in the first year of any new curriculum. He 
stressed the importance of a careful analysis of the program's value and planned to gather initial scores within a 
couple of weeks to assess progress. He stated that a sound rationale would be provided at the voting meeting 
regardless of whether the price remained the same or was lowered. 
 
B. Bowes supported involving teachers in the decision, referencing past experiences where teachers were not 
consulted on curriculum adoption. She expressed concern about the price but recognized the need for 
professional development for a completely new curriculum.  D. Dellecker had serious concerns over the price tag 
and wanted to hear more from the teachers. He questioned what the District was paying the teachers for, if they 
were going to spend $44,000 to have something done for them.   
 
J. Moser explained that the professional development involved four two-day sessions, totaling eight days, during 
which three representatives from the University of Delaware would observe teachers in action on regular school 
days. They would then return the following day to discuss observations and suggest improvements. He 
acknowledged the high cost but highlighted this unique approach of in-practice observation and dialogue as a 
distinguishing factor. J. Beers commented that continuing the professional development, despite the cost, could 
help build upon the value from the previous year, preventing a loss of investment. 
 
 
 
 
 



 
B. Bowes reiterated the need to consult teachers to ascertain the value of the professional development. D. 
Dellecker stated he was dumbfounded by hiring consultants to be coaches for the teachers, to tell the teachers 
what they were doing good and what they were doing bad. He questioned what the administrators were for. G. 
Laviolette explained that the administrators were just as new to the bookworm series as the teachers were and 
they were learning the platform also. D. Dellecker questioned whether Bookworms was the correct direction for 
the District. J. Moser acknowledged that Ed Reports did not highly favor Bookworms but cautioned against drastic 
changes after only one year, as a new program typically experienced an implementation dip. He stressed that any 
curricular series could work well with sound instruction and assessment, viewing curriculum purchases as 
resources rather than the curriculum itself. He concluded that a thorough analysis after two years would be 
necessary to determine the program's effectiveness and future direction. B. Bowes and D. Dellecker both 
emphasized the importance of teacher input. 
 
D. High School Textbooks  
Recommendation to approve the following High School Textbooks:  
US History through SAVVAS for high school, 5-year online subscription with 90 textbooks at a cost of $14,159.25 
Physics, Biology, and Chemistry through Pearson for high school, 6-year online subscriptions at a cost of 
$39,478.50  

 
J. Beers initiated the discussion on High School textbooks, leading into a presentation by M. Blocker, High School 
Science Department Chairperson, and G. Potts, an Environmental Science teacher. M. Blocker clarified that the 
department was purchasing curricular resources, not a new curriculum, to complement existing teaching 
methods. She stated that the current science textbooks were 10-15 years old, worn out, and no longer supported 
online resources, which were crucial for student learning. B. Bowes and G. Potts added that the old books were 
out of date. 
 
M. Blocker explained that in February, the science department met with various publishers, including McGraw Hill, 
Pearson, and Cengage (National Geographic). Teachers were provided with online codes and sample materials to 
review for four to six weeks. By the end of March, the chemistry, biology, and physics teachers selected the 
Pearson series for their honors and AP classes, as well as lower-level courses. M. Blocker preferred the McGraw 
Hill series, while G. Potts and the environmental science department favored the National Geographic Cengage 
series. 
 
M. Blocker expressed enthusiasm for the Pearson series, having successfully used an older version of its 
Mastering Biology platform. She highlighted its online resources, practice tests, and customizable assessments 
and homework assignments, as well as study modules that differentiated instruction. The department also 
considered the Pennsylvania Common Core Standards in Science (STEELS standards), which emphasized 
phenomenon-based and inquiry-based learning. M. Blocker noted that the Pearson series also integrated well 
with the district's Canvas platform. 
 
G. Potts explained his focus on the environmental literacy and sustainability standard within the STEELS 
framework, which aligned with the National Geographic Cengage book. He stated that the new books would 
support higher-level thinking and student engagement, moving beyond rote learning. He specifically mentioned 
studying populations for the Keystone test and exploring sustainability with students, encouraging them to think 
about their personal actions. 
 
After the presentation, B. Bowes commended the teachers for being consulted and allowed to choose the 
resources. J. Moser requested that sample resources be made available at the District office for review and 
displayed at the June Board Meeting. D. Dellecker raised concerns about the impact of Common Core on science, 
drawing a parallel to his negative perception of its effect on math.  He felt common core dumbed down the kids 
by creating an environment where students utilize 20 steps to solve a simple math problem that should take 
three steps. M. Blocker acknowledged the state mandate for the 2025-2026 school year but stated she was not 
an expert in its implementation. G. Potts expressed confidence in the new science books, stating they were 
moving in the right direction. K. Sittler asked for examples of how teaching would change. G. Potts described 
encouraging students to think about renewable resources and sustainable practices, while M. Blocker explained a 
shift from lecturing to guiding students in designing experiments to explore scientific phenomena, promoting 
inquiry-based learning. J. Glaush expressed concern about time constraints, but M. Blocker affirmed her 
commitment to covering content while incorporating new methodologies. A. Walker praised M. Blocker's 
reputation for preparing students. 
 
G. Laviolette then provided an update on the social studies textbooks, as Mr. Hartsell, the department lead, was 
unable to attend. She announced that Mr. Hartsell would attend the next meeting and provide sample books for 
review. G. Laviolette highlighted that the Social Studies department teachers collaborated to research and select 
the new textbooks, reaching out to publishers, examining materials, and considering pricing.   
 
 
 
 



G. Laviolette explained how the department reviewed materials from four different publishers, primarily for 
United States history, and narrowed their choice to two: McGraw Hill and SAVVAS. B. Bowes interjected that the 
department had not received new textbooks in over 15 years. G. Laviolette pointed out that the chosen books 
closely followed the curriculum, starting US history content around page 186 or 191.  B. Bowes questioned why 
that was and J. Moser clarified that US history courses were often divided into two parts. The department sought 
continuity, especially since SAVVAS had recently been adopted for middle school social studies. 
 
Quotes were received for both publishers, with comparable pricing. McGraw Hill offered a four-year option for 
slightly over $12,000, while SAVVAS proposed a five-year option for just over $13,000. G. Laviolette confirmed 
that the prices included the textbooks. She concluded by mentioning that Pearson was scheduled to provide two 
to three hours of professional development for staff at the beginning of the next school year for the science 
resources, and similar training would be arranged for SAVVAS, though it would be less intensive than for the 
Bookworm series. 
 
E. Graham Academy  
Recommendation to approve the annual contract approval with Graham Academy for the 2025-2026 school year. 
 
J. Beers confirmed that the Graham Academy item was a renewal, and J. Moser deferred to S. Michalik to 
elaborate. S. Michalik explained that Graham Academy, located in Kingston, was an alternative education 
program for students with autism, utilizing best practices such as Applied Behavior Analysis (ABA) and the 
Competent Learner Model in a center-based program. 
 
J. Glaush confirmed that the listed prices would only apply if the District utilized the services, which S. Michalik 
affirmed. B. Bowes added that the cost would depend on the child's individual needs. A. Walker asked if the 
District had used their services, to which S. Michalik responded that one child was currently attending. J. Glaush 
then asked if the program had been reviewed and deemed beneficial. S. Michalik confirmed that she regularly 
visited the academy for IEP meetings and other discussions to monitor the student's progress, assuring the Board 
of its effectiveness. 
 
F. Therapy Dog Discussion  
J. Moser then turned the discussion over to S. Michalik for an update on the therapy dog program. S. Michalik 
reported that the program was performing very well, noting previous presentations and updates throughout the 
year. She mentioned that the therapy dog handbook had recently been reviewed and refined after approximately 
a year of program operation. 
 
S. Michalik highlighted a minor clause on page five of the handbook that she hoped to amend. This clause stated 
that secondary handlers would receive annual training for recertification. With many individuals coming forward 
to be secondary handlers, S. Michalik explained that including current handlers in annual training would be 
cumbersome and crowded, limiting progress. Her proposal was to have only new handlers participate in the 
annual summer training, while current handlers would not require annual updates, ensuring compliance without 
unnecessary training. 
 
K. Sittler asked if there had been any negative aspects of the therapy dog program. S. Michalik confirmed that 
there had been no issues or "bumps in the road", crediting the handlers for their superb work and the primary 
handlers for organizing the daily schedule effectively. She assured the Board that any issues would have been 
brought to their attention. B. Bowes light-heartedly suggested giving the dog some credit, to which S. Michalik 
agreed, describing him as having a "wonderful fit" personality. She concluded by stating that the program would 
be expanded next year, with the dog becoming involved in more classrooms and therapy sessions. 
 
G. Public Comment on Academic Affairs Committee  
None at the time. 
 
 
3. Policy Committee  
A. Second Reading and Final Approval of Policies  
Recommendation to approve the following policies for Second Reading and Final Approval:  
223 -Personal Transportation Devices (Amendment to Policy 223 -Use of Bicycles and Motor Vehicles)  

 
J. Beers initiated the discussion on the second reading and final approval of a policy change, noting it had been 
reviewed during the first reading. B. Bowes found the new wording, particularly regarding various types of 
personal transportation, to be cumbersome. J. Moser affirmed that J. Partenio had worked diligently to ensure the 
language was very specific and purposeful. No further questions were raised, and there were no public comments 
on the policy change. 

 
B. Public Comment on Policy Committee  
None at the time. 
 



 
4. Finance Committee 
A. 2025-2026 Final Budget  
Budget Discussion for 2025-2026 Final Budget  
Budget vs Audit Analysis - Submitted by Mr. Duane Dellecker  
Budget Analysis for Previous 4 Years - Submitted by Ms. Barbara Bowes  

 
J. Beers moved to the final budget discussion, asking M. Lentz for updates. M. Lentz presented the proposed final 
budget compiled on the 2028 form, stating it was available for review and questions.  D. Dellecker presented two 
attachments he had prepared based on the past five years of School District budgets. He highlighted significant 
discrepancies between budgeted revenue versus expenditures and audited revenue versus expenditures. He 
noted that in the latest audit, ending June 30, 2024, the budget projected a $2.2 million deficit, while the audit 
showed a $2.3 million surplus, representing a $4.5 million difference.  
 
D. Dellecker questioned how the District transitioned from projected deficits in 2023 and 2024 to year-end 
audited surpluses totaling $6 million.  B. Bowes responded by explaining that budgets were projections and that 
the state budget process, with its initial high governor's numbers that were subsequently cut, contributed to the 
discrepancies. She also pointed out that the Annual Financial Report (AFR) was not available until approximately 
18 months after a budget was passed, making precise real-time adjustments difficult. B. Bowes also referred to 
historical issues, noting that in 2018-2019 and 2019-2020, the budget projected a $4 million fund balance, but 
the actual fund balance was $235,000, indicating that being "off" on numbers had been a long-standing issue. 
 
D. Dellecker maintained that the audited numbers showed the budget projections were significantly off. He cited 
increases in the audited fund balance: $4.7 million in 2022 over 2021, $3.8 million in 2023 over 2022, and $2.9 
million in 2024 over 2023. He argued that the District was collecting too much in taxes and advocated for a tax 
reduction for residents. 
 
B. Bowes countered by explaining that the increased fund balance was due to extra millions received from the 
federal and state governments, particularly with ESSER funds and payments from the CEP lunch program. J. 
Beers summarized D. Dellecker's frustration, stating that past conservative budgeting continued to ripple through 
current and future budgets, leading to a situation where the District's fund balance might be projected at $11 
million while actually being closer to $15-16 million, creating a significant error in the budget. She questioned 
how decisions could be made with such a large potential discrepancy. 
 
B. Bowes emphasized that such discrepancies would not be known for 18 months due to the audit process, 
making immediate tax reductions difficult without knowing future state funding. She also expressed concern that 
this was the first year the District would not receive the additional federal millions. J. Moser clarified that ESSER 
funds were used to offset anticipated economic hits and cautioned against creating new expenditures with 
temporary funding. He stated that the District had done a good job managing ESSER funds, which helped 
maintain the fund balance when interest rates rose. He estimated that without ESSER funding, the District would 
have faced significant cuts over the last four years. 
 
D. Dellecker argued that the fund balance was inflated, citing a CCTI meeting where school districts were advised 
to hold only two to three months of their budget in reserve (approximately $8-12 million for Lehighton). He 
stated that the District was sitting on roughly $3.5 million more than it should be, equivalent to 10 mills in taxes. 
He proposed a one or two-mill tax decrease, along with one mill dedicated to a facilities maintenance plan. 
 
B. Bowes opposed an immediate tax cut, citing future capital expenses like turf and track replacement, Middle 
School repairs, High sSchool upgrades, and a projected high school roof replacement by 2043. She preferred to 
see how the budget performed without the extra federal funding before making cuts, noting that a two-mill tax 
cut would be minimal for her. J. Glaush agreed with a "wait and see" approach for at least a year, acknowledging 
the district's good job in managing spending and not raising taxes. R. Beltz expressed understanding of both 
sides but favored keeping more money in the account than the state suggested, citing unforeseen circumstances 
and potential changes in future Board priorities. H. Neff agreed with B. Bowes but suggested investing more 
before considering tax reductions. A. Walker agreed with keeping taxes level. 
 
J. Moser agreed that there was likely too much money in the general fund. He suggested moving some of it into a 
capital reserve fund with a specific plan for facilities maintenance and upgrades, noting the District currently had 
a paltry capital reserve of about $250,000. He believed this would prevent future tax increases for large projects 
and allow the money to accrue interest. 
 
J. Beers summarized the discussion, noting that the board majority favored holding taxes level, while D. 
Dellecker remained in the minority. D. Dellecker reiterated his position, stating that he would not vote in favor of 
a budget with the current level of fund balance, believing a three-and-a-half million dollar surplus was equivalent 
to  
 
 



B. Homestead Farmstead Resolution  
M. Lentz provided an update on the distribution of Homestead/Farmstead funds as part of the budget process. He 
stated that each eligible homestead and farmstead could receive up to $481.60 as a rebate. He clarified that if a 
property's tax bill was less than this approved amount, they would only receive a rebate equal to their tax bill, 
with the remaining funds returning to the distribution pool. B. Bowes expressed surprise that any properties 
would have tax bills as low as $400. 
 
C. Capital Reserve  
Recommendation to approve a transfer in the amount of $2.8 million from the General Fund to Capital Reserve.  

 
J. Beers brought up the capital reserve, recalling J. Moser's earlier comments. She requested a more itemized list 
for the next meeting, detailing how the proposed amount was determined. J. Moser provided a brief overview, 
stating that approximately half of the proposed capital reserve funds would be allocated to planned projects for 
the upcoming year, including a potential traffic light, with the remaining half reserved for future projects. He 
emphasized that the $1.4 million figure was not randomized, as it was easily achievable in capital projects within 
a single year. M. Lentz added that projects exceeding $25,000 were subject to PA state prevailing wage 
requirements, which impacted competitiveness and labor rates. B. Bowes questioned whether there was ongoing 
legislation to remove or raise this threshold. 
 
D. PARSS Membership 2025-2026  
Recommendation to approve the PARSS Membership renewal for the 2025-2026 school year in the amount of 
$975.00.  
 
J. Moser recommended continued membership in the Pennsylvania Association of Rural Schools (PARSS) for 
$975. He highlighted the benefits, including professional development, webinars, networking opportunities, 
legislative updates, and advocacy for rural schools at the state level. He specifically noted PARSS's role in 
advocating for the fair funding formula, which contributed to the $849,000 influx of cash the District received in 
the current fiscal year, helping to stabilize taxes. 
 
E. PSBA Membership 2025-2026  
Recommendation to approve the all-access membership package option for the PSBA Membership renewal of the 
2025-2026  school year in the amount of $15,306.85 and the Administrative Regulations Package in the amount 
of $905.25 for a total of  $16,212.10.  
 
B. Bowes acknowledged that PSBA was the only available option and that the additional cost was for 
administrative regulations. J. Beers reported that Jeff Sultanik's group, Fox Rothschild, estimated that 
maintaining District policies without PSBA would be more expensive than the actual PSBA membership itself. D. 
Dellecker questioned the justification for the $16,000 annual cost, finding many of their emails unhelpful. J. 
Moser explained that the primary benefit was policy maintenance and access to suggested revisions in their 
copyrighted format. B. Bowes added that PSBA was also the sole authorized provider of training for new and 
experienced board members. 
 
F. Barksdale Photography RFP  
Recommendation to approve Barksdale for photography services.  
 
The District conducted an RFP and received three proposals from Lifetouch, Barksdale and Strawbridge Studios. 
Barksdale  provided the lowest pricing for base packages.  
 
J. Moser briefly discussed the District's photography services. He explained that an RFP (Request for Proposal) 
was issued for photography services, with a specific request that any savings from the company be passed 
directly to families and students, rather than to the district. Barksdale was selected as they offered the requested 
services at the best prices for families. J. Glaush expressed a minor complaint about the pictures being integrated 
into yearbooks, as they were difficult to cut out without damaging them. K. Sittler questioned the difference in 
package contents between elementary and secondary schools, specifically why elementary packages included 
three 8x10 prints while secondary packages only had one. M. Lentz clarified that these package structures were 
for comparison purposes among bidders and to establish affordable base pricing, and that other packages would 
be offered to families. 
 
G. Donations/Local Grants  
Recommendation to accept the following donations/local grants:  
1. Carbon County Commissioners mini-grant in the amount of $10,000 to be used for B.R.A.V.E. Camp.  
2. Zimmerman's Dairy for 3 cases of Lemonade, 2 cases of Iced Tea and 1 case of Diet Iced Tea for the District 
Closing Ceremony on June 4, 2025.  
 
 
 
 
 



J. Beers announced two upcoming donations. She noted that the Carbon County Commissioners would provide 
another grant, similar to one that previously supported the District. J. Moser explained that the new grant, 
funded through opioid settlement money, would be used for a BRAVE Camp. J. Moser explained that the grant, 
applied for in collaboration with an Elementary counselor and a teacher, was for opioid prevention. The camp, 
designed to be productive and positive, would run for either four days a week for three weeks or three days a 
week for four weeks during July. He stated it aimed to get students active and in a positive environment, focusing 
on physical exercise, outdoor journeys, team-building, social skills, and resiliency. J. Moser thanked the Carbon 
County Commissioners for their generous contribution.  J. Beers then mentioned a drink donation from 
Zimmerman's Dairy. J. Moser and G. Laviolette confirmed that the donation had already been received and 
enjoyed.  
 
H. Police Vehicle Purchase  
Recommendation to purchase a new vehicle for the Lehighton Area School District Police Department. The 
attached bid was submitted as per the advertisement below.  
 
"NOTICE OF PUBLIC SALE The Lehighton Borough is accepting purchase offers for the sale of a 2015 Ford 
Explorer Pursuit  Package with 90,000 miles. Vehicle is equipped with standard police light, siren, and cage 
outfitting. Odometer is subject to  change. The Borough reserves the right to reject any and all bids. Remit all 
offers by Thursday, June 5 at 4:00 PM in a sealed  envelope marked "Purchase Offer Lehighton Patrol Vehicle" 
and mail/deliver to: Lehighton Borough, Attn: Dane DeWire,  Borough Manager, 1 Constitution Avenue, PO Box 
29, Lehighton, PA 18235. Additional information may be obtained per request  by emailing 
'manager@lehightonborough.org'."  
 
Update 6/9/2025 - The District received a verbal confirmation that we were the winning bid. The 
Borough will take action  on this item this evening at their meeting.  
 
J. Beers moved to the topic of a police vehicle purchase. J. Moser explained that the Board had previously 
discussed acquiring a police vehicle through a municipality and the District had successfully placed the prevailing 
bid of $9,500 for a 2015 Ford Explorer with 90,000 miles from the Lehighton Borough Police Department. He 
noted that this represented significant savings compared to the amount originally budgeted for a vehicle. K. 
Sittler suggested adding a sticker to the side, to which J. Moser confirmed that decal work would be done. B. 
Bowes mentioned a previous car that cost $23,000 with 50,000 miles and no four-wheel drive, implying the 
current purchase was a much better deal. J. Beers expressed appreciation that a vehicle purchased with taxpayer 
money would remain in use within the community. 
 
I. Public Comment on Finance Committee  
M. Lusch inquired if Barksdale Photography provided services beyond just student portraits. J. Glaush and M. 
Lentz confirmed that Barksdale also handled athletic photography, yearbook photos, and graduation/senior 
photos. M. Lusch stated that, based on his wife's involvement with the Yearbook department, some of those 
services were not being fully utilized by the District, suggesting a need to ensure the District received all services 
that were paid for. S. Howland clarified that the building staff coordinated with the photographers for events. 
 
M. Lusch addressed D. Dellecker's points on the budget. He empathized with the caution against tax reductions, 
recalling past meetings where the District faced severe financial difficulties, including concerns about making 
payroll. He emphasized that the District's improved financial picture was a result of diligent oversight and 
reviewing all expenditures, expressing a desire to avoid returning to a deficit situation. K. Barry offered a 
counterpoint, suggesting that Board Members should consider retired individuals on fixed incomes, for whom 
even a $50-$100 tax difference could be significant. M. Lusch acknowledged this perspective, noting he also had 
a retired parent in a similar situation. 
 
 
5. Athletics Committee 
A. Candidates for Athletic Coaching/Manager Candidates  
Recommendation to approve the following requests for Athletic Coaching/Manager Candidates, as per contracted 
rates, pending any necessary paperwork:  
Carol Snyder -Volunteer Field Hockey Coach  
Sarah Matika - Field Hockey Assistant Coach at a stipend of $3,778.93  
Karen Wall - Field Hockey MS Assistant Coach at a stipend of $3,716.33  
Ashley Lichtenwalner -Field Hockey MS Assistant Coach at a stipend of $3,716.33 
Justin Leininger - Cross Country Volunteer Coach  
 
K. Spotts noted the approval of assistant coaching positions for field hockey from the previous meeting. He also 
mentioned the rehiring of a cross country volunteer coach, who had volunteered the previous year as well. 
 
B. Game Workers Payscale  
Recommendation to approve the Game Workers Payscale for the 2025-2026 School Year.  
 



K. Spotts explained how there were no changes to the Gameworker’s Payscale from the previous year. He 
mentioned that the workers' positions would be posted and then brought to the Board in July and/or August for 
approval. 
 
C. Girl's Wrestling Program  
Discussion on the addition of 2 Assistant Girls' Wrestling Coaches  
K. Spotts provided an update on the girls' wrestling program, noting its significant growth. The program began 
with five middle school wrestlers and expanded to 21 high school and 14 middle school wrestlers. Initially, Coach 
Brown managed the program without a dedicated girls' coach. Last year, as numbers increased, Coach Lobasso 
was approved as the head coach. Due to continued growth, K. Spotts recommended adding additional assistant 
coaches to ensure appropriate staffing and safety, equating it to the boys' program. J. Beers inquired about the 
program's popularity, to which K. Spotts responded that wrestling is one of the fastest-growing sports, and the 
school was among one of the first 100 to establish a girls' program under PIAA guidelines. J. Beers expressed 
appreciation for the recommendation, and B. Bowes agreed on the need for additional assistance given the 
numbers. J. Glaush asked about the team's performance, and K. Spotts reported that the team had a successful 
season, losing only one or two matches. The Colonial League now has enough schools to support a dedicated 
girls' wrestling schedule, allowing them to compete for a league title. Jim Thorpe, Northern Lehigh, and one other 
school were noted as having added programs, bringing the total to over five schools in the league. Many 
double-headers were held with the boys' team, which increased crowd attendance and helped with expenses. The 
junior high girls' program primarily follows a tournament-based schedule, as not all schools with varsity programs 
have a junior high equivalent. K. Spotts emphasized the importance of offering both programs due to strong 
participation, noting that many girls joined specifically to wrestle other girls. 

J. Beers questioned if adding two assistant coaches would create an equal number of coaches for both the girls' 
and boys' programs, to which K. Spotts confirmed. K. Spotts also mentioned the possibility of adding a middle 
school coach to help separate girls' and boys' programs, especially during tournaments at different sites, which 
could alleviate supervision issues with over 20 students and only two current coaches at that level. J. Beers 
asked about the increase in stipends for these positions. J. Moser estimated an increase of approximately $6,000 
at most, while K. Spotts did not have the exact number on hand. J. Glaush raised a concern about the yearly 
nature of coaching positions, asking if the school would be obligated to retain these assistants if participation 
numbers decreased in future years. K. Spotts explained that the coaching positions are part of the CBA, implying 
they would be established positions once they were approved. J. Glaush acknowledged this, suggesting it was 
something to consider. J. Beers then brought up J. Moser's point about potential Title IX issues if coaching 
numbers were not equal for boys and girls. J. Glaush acknowledged this concern, and K. Spotts reiterated that 
equal staffing was the primary argument and his main concern. J. Moser suggested including language in future 
contract negotiations to allow for flexibility in staffing if there's a drastic decrease in enrollment for any sport. K. 
Spotts' only concern with this was the retroactivity, given that coaches are approved months in advance, but J. 
Moser clarified that such language would apply to the year ahead. 

D. Softball Program  
Discussion of restructuring of Softball Program.  

K. Spotts discussed proposed changes to the softball program, specifically regarding the move from a JV to a 
junior high model. He noted that the Colonial League had only three other schools (Bangor, Palisades, and Jim 
Thorpe) offering JV softball. Participation numbers for JV softball had been declining, making it difficult to create 
a full schedule, often requiring double-rostering of players to fill teams. K. Spotts recommended transitioning to a 
junior high softball program, which he believed could be done with minimal additional cost, primarily for a 
potential assistant coaching position. He highlighted that Jim Thorpe had recently made a similar transition. This 
change would involve seventh, eighth, and ninth graders in the junior high program, potentially increasing overall 
participation and establishing a more robust feeder program for varsity softball (grades 9-12). He also noted that 
nine or ten schools in the league have junior high softball programs, ensuring a full schedule. The existing JV 
budget would be absorbed by the new junior high program, with a possible addition of one assistant coach. K. 
Spotts expressed confidence that this move would increase program numbers and create a more consistent 
feeder system. J. Moser supported this, emphasizing that it would provide more consistent playing opportunities, 
as current JV models often lead to cancelled games due to low numbers. K. Spotts further explained that current 
JV games are often shortened, three-inning doubleheaders played after varsity games due to staffing and time 
constraints, which is not an ideal model. He felt that the current year, with the league switch, solidified his belief 
that the junior high/varsity model is the better future for softball. J. Moser estimated the added cost for the new 
assistant coach to be approximately $3,500, again referencing the importance of sound supervision and Title IX 
considerations. 

 

 



 

J. Glaush expressed a hope that soccer teams would have more JV teams this year, referencing past issues with 
low player numbers. K. Spotts acknowledged an unknown general trend of declining JV numbers across all sports 
and schools statewide. He hoped this trend wouldn't impact other sports, noting that while soccer can be played 
shorthanded, it's not ideal for athletes. He reiterated that the proposed softball changes offered a solution to 
solidify that program's numbers moving forward. 

E. Public Comment on Athletics Committee  
None at the time. 
 
 
6. Buildings & Grounds Committee  
A. Energy Technologies HVAC RFP  
Recommendation to approve a renewal with Energy Technologies.  
 
The District performed an RFP and Energy Technologies was  the lowest response. Additionally Energy 
Technologies has agreed to provide invoices for payment within30 days of service to  the District for payment. 
Invoices provided over 30 days will be returned to the vendor as unpayable.  
 
M. Lentz presented information regarding the District's HVAC services contract. The District had issued an RFP for 
these services, and Energy Technologies, the incumbent vendor, submitted a proposal that maintained their 
current pricing. B. Bowes noted that she had seen the proposal. M. Lentz explained that Energy Technologies' 
pricing was significantly lower, almost half the cost of the next lowest bidder. While there had been some issues 
with invoicing, the new contract stipulated that invoices older than 30 days would not be paid. B. Bowes 
questioned if the new vendor was fulfilling their responsibilities, given past issues with a previous contractor. M. 
Lentz confirmed that J. Smith was involved in the development and review process for the contract. He 
acknowledged that billing remained a concern, and that he and Connie Ahner, along with J. Smith, discussed 
changes to tracking and a 30-day payment cleanup. B. Bowes emphasized that prompt invoicing was necessary 
for payment. D. Dellecker inquired why the contracts for the Elementary, Middle, and High Schools included 
preventative maintenance, but the administrative building contract did not. M. Lentz initially stated that the 
administrative building's maintenance was included in the High School contract due to the shared address. 
However, D. Dellecker clarified that he saw a specific agreement for the administrative building, which lacked 
preventative maintenance. M. Lentz stated he would follow up with J. Smith regarding this. B. Bowes speculated 
if it was due to a smaller HVAC system, but D. Dellecker countered that preventative maintenance was still 
necessary. M. Lentz believed it was a once-yearly service and would confirm the current schedule with J. Smith.  
J. Beers then asked for any further questions, and there were none. 

B. Disposal of Surplus Property  
J. Moser initiated discussion on the disposal of surplus property, noting that this had been done previously. 
 
C. Public Comment on Building & Grounds Committee  
None at the time. 
 
 
7. Personnel Committee 
A. LAEA MOA - Winter Break Adjustment  
Recommendation to approve a Memorandum of Agreement with the Lehighton Area Education Association.  

 
J. Moser presented a Memorandum of Understanding regarding the professional faculty contract. He explained 
that the contract typically mandates an early dismissal on the last school day before extended holidays 
(Thanksgiving, spring, and winter breaks). However, given the upcoming long break, which he noted was "very 
healthy" and potentially "incredibly restorative," he requested that the Friday before the break be a full school 
day instead of an early dismissal. He mentioned the break would be approximately 16 days. J. Moser appreciated 
the association's willingness to agree to this, describing it as the easiest memorandum of understanding he had 
ever worked on. B. Bowes confirmed understanding, noting that the alternative would have been to extend 
school until Tuesday with a half day, which J. Moser believed no one was interested in.  
 
B. Job Descriptions  
Recommendation to approve the following Job Descriptions:  
Team Lead (Revised)  
File Attachments  
 
J. Beers stated that the Board had seen this item coming. J. Moser highlighted a slight revision from the previous 
meeting's presentation: the line "Team Lead supervision of students after school" was removed.  
 



C. Candidates for Employment  
Recommendation to approve the following candidates for employment in accordance with their respective 
contracts:  
John Orsulak - Director of Safety & Security  
Sandra Sterling - Summer Cleaner 
 
Camp Staff  
Math Warriors Camp:  
Teachers - Janine Matika, Norine Zehner, Rhonda Zerbe (40 hours each, to be paid at the CBA contractual 
rate out of the  2025/2026 Ready to Learn Grant0  
Paraprofessionals - Bonnie Helmer, Amy Neeb (30 hours each) and Linda Kasperski as a substitute (to be 
paid at their  contractual rate out of the 2025/2026 Ready to Learn Grant)  
Nurse - Melissa Haydt and Lori German (one nurse per day which will be scheduled between them, to be paid 
at their contractual rate out of the 2025/2026 Ready to Learn Grant)  
 
Soaring Readers Camp:  
Teachers - Jennifer Lorenz, Janine Matika, Norine Zehner(40 hours each, to be paid at the CBA contractual 
rate out of the  2025/2026 Ready to Learn Grant)  
Paraprofessionals - Bonnie Helmer, Amy Neeb (30 hours each) and Linda Kasperski as a substitute (to be 
paid at their  contractual rate out of the 2025/2026 Ready to Learn Grant)  
Nurse - Melissa Haydt and Lori German (one nurse per day for 3 hours, which will be scheduled between 
them, to be paid at their contractual rate out of the 2025/2026 Ready to Learn Grant)  
 
J. Beers clarified that these were all internal employees being assigned to various roles.  
 
D. Mentors  
Recommendation to approve the following professionals as one-year Mentors for transferred teachers:  
Mentors:  
Denise Gerber as a mentor to Mary Wilhem  
Janine Matika as a mentor to Rachel Serfass  
Megan Scimeca as a mentor to Amber Williams  
Jennifer Lorenz as a mentor to Andrew Hozza  
Mentors will be paid up to 16 hours at their contractual rate ($37.00 per hour for the 2025-2026 school year).  
 
Recommendation to approve the following professionals as second-year Mentors for the two-year induction 
program.  
2nd Year Mentors:  
Lisa Schatz as a mentor to Ashley Dillon  
Tim Sharrow as a mentor to Christopher Mekelburg  
Janine Matika as a mentor to Emily Slane  
Stephanie Kulpa as a mentor to Steffani Smith  
Renee Marciante as a mentor to Dana Kacyon  
Jane Maurer as a mentor to Nicholas Miller 
Mary Jo Frehulfer as a mentor to Emma Statler  
Eric Mushrush as a mentor to Sean Tinsley  
Mentors will be paid up to 10 hours at their contractual rate ($37.00 per hour for the 2025-2026 school year.  

 
E. Extracurricular Advisors  
MS Drama/Theater - Meghan Sander and Dana Kacyon at a split stipend of $2,100.00 ($1,050.00 each)  
HS Art Exhibit -Diane Micheletti and Rachel Klotz at a split stipend of $1,700.00 ($850.00 each)  
Theater Production Vocal -Kristine Betz at a revised stipend of $1,500.00  
 
F. Department Heads  
Recommendation to approve the following candidates for employment in accordance with the respective 
contracts:  
Department Heads  
Jennifer Kunkel - K-5 Citizenship at a stipend of $1,500.00.  
 
G. FMLA  
Employee #892- Intermittent FMLA beginning 5/19/25  
 
H. Professional Development  
MOTION by , SECONDED by , to approve the following  professional development requests:  
 
Employee #1739 to attend the CLIU #21 - Heart of the School: Elevating and Empowering Administrative 
Assistants on July 24,  2025 in Schnecksville, PA, at a total cost not to exceed $100.00.  
 
 



I. Public Comment on Personnel Committee  
None at the time. 

 
 
8. Technology Committee 
A. Classlink  
Recommendation to approve the 3 year subscription of Classlink  through Cybersecurity Pilot Program for the 
2025-2026 school year for a total amount of $32,350.00 with 90% from the Cybersecurity Pilot Program and 
10% from the Technology budget.  
 
Revision to cost for the 3-year pricing.  
 
J. Beers initiated the technology discussion, noting the number of updates. G. Laviolette provided an overview, 
highlighting new purchases.  G. Laviolette clarified that while ClassLink was technically approved last month, the 
previous motion only included the one-year price, so she was seeking approval for the corrected three-year price. 
She explained how the cost was largely offset by a cybersecurity pilot program grant, under which the District 
only paid 10% of the fee, making the overall cost substantially low. 
 
B. We Will Write  
"We Will Write is a great resource. It allows teachers to choose prompts of different types (explain, describe, 
etc.) and gives  students the opportunity to write for a short period of time (generally 3 minutes). Then students 
are given 2 student texts and  have to choose which one meets certain criteria better, like which is clearest or 
most descriptive. The top 4 are then displayed  along with what writing techniques they display, like 
enumeration, hook, text structure, signal words, etc. I go over each one of  the 4 with the students. Then 
students vote on which paragraph does the best job of meeting the criteria. It then awards points to  the team 
(randomly assigned before writing) that had the most votes." - Ms. Hallie Seiwell  
 
C. Music Play Online  
G. Laviolette introduced two new educational software purchases: We Will Write and Music Play Online. We Will 
Write is an ELA program that T. Strausberger discovered late last school year. It was piloted with Middle School 
ELA teachers and students, who reportedly enjoyed it. G. Laviolette cautiously noted that both We Will Write and 
Music Play Online are technically based outside the country. She stated that this had been discussed with M. 
Lentz and was not a concern, as these programs do not acquire student-specific data. She emphasized the 
transparency in bringing this to the Board's attention. 
 
D. CDW  
CDW for Endpoint Detection (3 years) and MDR (2 years) at a cost of $55,575.00 - through Cybersecurity Pilot 
Program  therefore 90% covered with 10% ($5,557.50) paid by LAS D's technology budget.  
 
E. eLearn 21 for LAVA  
eLearn 21 Pricing for LAVA  
 
F. Navigate 360 Compass and PBIS Rewards  
Navigate 360 Compass and PBIS Rewards at a cost of $10,097.50 paid through technology budget  
 
G. Raptor Emergency System  
Raptor Emergency Management System at a cost of $9,310.00 paid through technology budget  
 
G. Laviolette mentioned that the Raptor Emergency Management System was new, recalling that Officer Orsulak 
had presented it a couple of months prior. 
 
H. PowerSchool School Messenger  
PowerSchool School Messenger at a cost of $4,720.80 paid through technology budget  
 
I. Google Workspace for Education  
Google Workspace for Education at a cost of $6,600 paid through technology budget 
 
J. Quizizz K-12  
Quizizz K-12 Subscription at a cost of $11,891.00 paid through technology budget  
 
K. NYTimes  
NYTimes at a cost of $1,165 paid through Technology budget  
 
G. Laviolette discussed a new subscription to The New York Times that was proposed for Middle School (primarily 
eighth-grade ELA) and High School (ELA and social studies) to provide non-fiction resources and current events. 
B. Bowes questioned their choice of The New York Times, to which G. Laviolette responded that it was a request 
from an eighth-grade ELA teacher seeking a non-fiction resource. J. Beers commented on the difficulty of 



selecting such resources. J. Moser suggested to utilize USA Today. B. Bowes joked about using the local Times 
News, and J. Moser then made a lighthearted comment about the "Times News being better." J. Beers suggested 
entertaining alternatives to The New York Times and asked G. Laviolette to investigate it, which G. Laviolette 
agreed to do. B. Bowes concurred with this plan. 
 
L. Linewize  
Linewize at a cost of $14,720 paid through technology budget  
 
G. Laviolette addressed other items on the technology list, stating that most were renewals. She specifically 
mentioned eLearn 21 as an FYI, noting that it covers fees for the District's cyber program (LAVA) and was 
significantly cheaper than other cyber school options. She reiterated that all other listed items were renewals. 
 
J. Glaush brought a serious concern about cybersecurity to the Board's attention, emphasizing the need for 
robust measures, including off-site and cloud storage, due to a recent rash of ransomware attacks targeting 
schools and businesses nationwide. He urged the Board to take cybersecurity recommendations seriously, citing 
instances where school districts he had observed (without naming them) were unprepared and suffered 
consequences. He stressed that as more data is moved to the cloud and computers, the District becomes a larger 
target. B. Bowes agreed, mentioning that hospitals had also been targets. J. Glaush reiterated that cybersecurity 
would be a significant part of the budget in the coming years. G. Laviolette confirmed the need, explaining that 
the cybersecurity pilot program, which provided the District with significantly more grant money ($90,000 
granted versus $15,000 requested), exists precisely to test how districts would use funds specifically for 
cybersecurity. J. Glaush concluded by emphasizing the need to allocate funds for cybersecurity infrastructure, 
similar to physical infrastructure. J. Beers thanked J. Glaush. 
 
M. Public Comment on Technology Committee  
None at the  time. 
 
 
9. Miscellaneous  
A. LERTA Update  
J. Moser provided an update on LERTA (Local Economic Revitalization Tax Assistance). He had been in discussions 
with the Borough to schedule a meeting between representatives from the Borough Council and the School Board 
to address the Board's specific concerns about LERTA. He anticipated having more information on potential 
meeting dates by the end of the week and would then email the Board to facilitate scheduling. 
 
B. High School Clay Target Club  
J. Moser continued to work on the final steps for the High School Clay Target Club, specifically regarding 
insurance coverage. He was attempting to coordinate a presentation to the Board by Mr. Scarpati, the individual 
involved with the club. Since Mr. Scarpati was out of town, so he requested the opportunity to address the Board 
virtually at the June Board  Meeting. J. Glaush expressed a humorous concern about potential audio reverb 
issues, which G. Laviolette believed they had resolved. J. Moser then stated he would inform Mr. Scarpati that a 
virtual presentation would be acceptable.  However, B. Bowes stated her preference for an in-person 
presentation, citing concerns related to guns and the high number of school shootings. H. Neff countered that 
there had been no reported injuries from clay shooting clubs. B. Bowes reiterated her feelings, stating she did not 
support voting on it without all of the full information due to the involvement of guns. J. Beers asked J. Moser if 
he could request Mr. Scarpati to appear in person, which J. Moser confirmed he could. B. Bowes then suggested 
waiting for a future meeting if all the necessary information wasn't available. J. Moser offered that Mr. Scarpati 
could come to the July workshop. D. Dellecker commented that guns do not harm anyone in the right hands and 
that it's "all in the mindset," but B. Bowes connected this to mental health issues prevalent in school shootings. 
D. Dellecker then lamented the closure of insane asylums, which B. Bowes agreed with. 
 
C. Ad Hoc Negotiations Committee  
The Ad Hoc Negotiations Committee is proposed to be: Jeremy Glaush, Duane Dellecker, and Heather Neff.  
 
D. PSBA Legislative Platform  
J. Beers initiated a discussion about making recommendations to the PSBA (Pennsylvania School Boards 
Association) legislative platform, as H. Neff and she had done last year. She reminded everyone that PSBA uses 
District funds for lobbying efforts in Harrisburg, and that revisions to the legislative platform are voted upon at 
the delegate meeting, typically in November. Districts have until the end of June to submit suggestions for 
review. 
 
B. Bowes offered a suggestion for PSBA to lobby Harrisburg to have the state fully fund schools and eliminate 
school taxes. J. Beers agreed with this sentiment. She recalled that last year, the Board (with J. Glaush as 
president) had decided against making suggestions. J. Beers then polled the Board on whether they wished to 
make suggestions this year. D. Dellecker strongly supported making suggestions, believing their conservative 
views should be represented given the $16,000 annual payment to PSBA. J. Glaush saw no problem with making 
suggestions. R. Beltz supported the effort if J. Beers was willing to undertake the work. A. Walker also agreed. 



 
J. Beers suggested that for the next meeting, she would try to compile more precise suggestions, and invited 
Board Members to email their ideas to her. She concluded by stating that she thought they should have a formal 
motion and vote on the suggestions to ensure they were officially coming from the Lehighton Area School 
District. 
 
E. Visioning Meeting  
J. Beers initiated a discussion about scheduling a visioning meeting, a topic previously discussed at the beginning 
of the year. She noted that the Board had been preoccupied with other matters, such as budgeting, but they now 
had survey information available. She asked the Board whether they preferred to add the visioning meeting to 
the June voting meeting or hold it separately. D. Dellecker and J. Glaush expressed a preference for a separate 
meeting. A. Walker was flexible, while J. Beers also favored a separate meeting. The Board Members agreed to 
email J. Moser with their availability in June. 
 
F. Grant Writing 
J. Beers then brought up the topic of grant writing, specifically for competitive grants where the District would 
pay a commission to increase the likelihood of receiving more grant money. J. Moser reported that he had 
contacted two relatively local groups that provide such services and requested concrete information on their 
rates. He had received information from one group but was still waiting for the other. He assured the Board that 
he would continue to explore options and present a comprehensive overview of the pros, cons, and commitments 
involved with each, ensuring an informed decision before entering into any agreements. J. Glaush strongly 
advocated for pursuing competitive grants, emphasizing the amount of available funding and the District's 
success in using grants to fund programs and resources, which had helped avoid tax increases. 
 
G. Special Counsel Investigation  
J. Beers raised a concern based on feedback from constituents who felt the Board had not adequately 
investigated potential criminal activities. A suggestion had been made to hire special outside counsel to examine 
specific issues. J. Beers polled the Board to gauge their interest in this approach. She proposed that at the next 
Workshop Meeting, she would identify a group or individual with expertise in this area, similar to a previous 
instance where special counsel was hired to investigate a student complaint. D. Dellecker supported investigating 
complaints, and J. Glaush agreed. K. Sittler was open to the idea. B. Bowes stated that any such discussion 
would need to occur in Executive Session due to its legal nature and that her support would depend on the 
specifics of the investigation request.  
 
J. Beers confirmed that the Board would decide on the topics to be investigated in Executive Session if they 
agreed to hire special counsel. B. Bowes expressed some hesitation and concern about a "slippery slope," stating 
she would need to consider it further and know the potential costs. R. Beltz questioned the potential benefits, 
asking what the District would gain beyond determining guilt or innocence, and raised concerns about the cost. 
B. Bowes echoed this, asking if the complaints were serious. K. Sittler suggested that truly serious matters would 
involve the police. J. Beers cited the hazing situation as an example where parents had to use their own funds to 
force an investigation that she felt the District should have conducted. B. Bowes clarified that such cases are 
often handled pro bono until settlement. J. Beers reiterated her belief that the district has a responsibility to 
investigate issues. B. Bowes agreed in principle but emphasized the importance of the nature and source of the 
complaint, noting that a complaint from a group of people would be viewed differently than one from a single 
parent. A. Walker suggested a case-by-case approach, which J. Beers confirmed. A. Walker stated she was fine 
with this approach. J. Beers noted that S. Gleaves was in favor, believing it would save money in the long term 
by preventing future abuses. J. Beers concluded that there was at least a majority in favor of moving forward 
with the concept. 
 
H. Rental Purposes  
J. Beers brought up the long-standing community expectation that the newly built stadium would generate 
revenue through rentals. J. Moser offered a different perspective, emphasizing value for the community over 
direct revenue. He explained that while stadiums in rural Pennsylvania rarely generate significant rental income, 
they can offer considerable value by being open for community use. He suggested utilizing the stadium for events 
like summer soccer or lacrosse tournaments. 
 
J. Moser also discussed methods of generating revenue through advertising and sponsorship. He shared an 
example from a previous district where a digital video scoreboard was installed with no upfront cost; advertising 
packages covered the cost of the screen, eventually creating a revenue stream for the district, with one district of 
similar size reportedly generating nearly $200,000 annually. He highlighted the concept of "value-added" 
benefits, such as opening the stadium for free community movie nights where families could bring blankets and 
sit on the turf, with concessions available for fundraising by various organizations. He recalled a memorable event 
where 600 children and parents watched a Disney movie, creating a "pretty cool site." 
 
 
 
 
 



He also stressed the need to develop clear policies for sponsorships, including updated figures and types of 
sponsorships, as current signage rates remained the same as when the stadium was first built. He believed many 
local businesses would be interested in advertising if different tiers were offered, viewing it as a donation. J. 
Moser emphasized that the goal was to make the stadium available for community use within established 
parameters and guidelines, as it is a "community school." 
 
K. Sittler confirmed that the District had, in fact, done movies on the field previously, using a projector and 
screen, with snacks from the concession stand, primarily at the Middle School. J. Moser expressed his pleasure at 
hearing this, apologizing for his unawareness. B. Bowes noted that those events were a long time ago. J. Beers 
expressed enthusiasm for hosting outside soccer or lacrosse tournaments, seeing it as a great way to expose 
more people to the town. K. Sittler mentioned that local businesses already contribute through various 
sponsorships, such as jerseys for youth sports, towels at football games, and water bottles, which J. Moser 
acknowledged. J. Moser emphasized the need for a clear sponsorship policy to prevent future issues, citing an 
example of ambiguity regarding stadium naming rights. J. Beers confirmed J. Moser's intention to draft such a 
policy.  K. Sittler then pointed out the sign at the middle school from the Color Run, showcasing many local 
businesses that support the schools and children. 
 
I. Organizational Chart  
J. Moser explained that an updated organizational chart is a required component of the annual budget. He 
thanked J. Partenio for her work in creating the chart, which had been deciphered from his "great handwriting" 
on poster board. He noted the complexity of outlining the District's structure, emphasizing the goal of 
establishing clear lines of supervision, accountability, and responsibility. The chart would be presented in five 
separate pages, starting with the District level (Board of Directors, solicitor, superintendent) and moving down to 
cabinet and building levels. J. Glaush stressed the importance of updating the organizational chart on the District 
website to help parents understand the chain of communication, suggesting that while all levels could be 
available, the District-level and building administration charts would be most important.  
 
J. District Newsletter  
J. Moser announced that a District newsletter would begin in July, a collaborative effort between himself and the 
Board. Its purpose would be to provide consistent communication about ongoing initiatives, upcoming events, 
and major developments. He acknowledged that he had missed the mark on getting it started earlier but vowed 
to launch it next month, at the start of the fiscal year. The newsletter would be available on the website and 
distributed via email to all families and the broader school community.  
 
 

10. Communications  
A. Public Comment  
J. Glaush inquired whether there would be a special meeting before the next regular meeting to approve the 
budget or if it would be approved during the regular meeting. J. Moser indicated it would likely be done during 
the regular meeting. B. Bowes recalled that a separate meeting had traditionally been held for budget approval 
due to timing. J. Moser clarified that the budget approval would be an item on the June 23 agenda, and if it didn't 
pass, there would still be time to work on it. J. Partenio interjected that on the last Workshop Meeting date they 
also held a special meeting for the proposed budget. B. Bowes acknowledged this, but noted that previous 
budget proposals had not been approved that early in the cycle. 
 
K. Sittler thanked all the teachers and principals for a great graduation ceremony, calling it "awesome." J. Beers 
agreed, and B. Bowes confirmed she watched it. B. Bowes then raised a question about the sound quality of the 
graduation ceremony live stream, noting that the sound in 2023 was tremendous, but it worsened in 2024 to the 
point of being inaudible.  G. Laviolette stated that she could not speak to the stadium’s sound. K. Spotts 
confirmed discussions with S. Howland about potentially live streaming through the District's HUDL account, 
which uses a stationary camera in the stadium for recording sports. He stated that the HUDL system generally 
picks up sound well and he would contact them to explore its use for graduation, noting it might require creating 
an event. B. Bowes mentioned hearing sounds from the press box, indicating where the audio might have been 
sourced. G. Laviolette clarified that a student had been live-streaming it on YouTube. K. Spotts further explained 
that the HUDL camera could provide a stationary view with good volume, but since HUDL is a subscription 
service, they would need to address potential fees for a free graduation stream, possibly by waiving the fee for 
that specific event. He added that he and J. Moser had discussed this earlier as part of upcoming contract 
renewals in July. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 



 
 
 
B. Adjournment  
MOTION by J. Glaush, SECONDED by K. Sittler to adjourn the Meeting.  
 

VOTE:  YES -      8           NO -     0          ABSENT -      1     ABSTENTIONS -     0    
  

The June 9, 2025 Workshop Meeting was adjourned at 9:40 PM.​
 

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


	 
	 
	 
	 

	 
	 


