
 

Lehighton Area School District  
1000 Union Street  

Lehighton, PA 18235  
Monday, May 12, 2025 at 7:00 PM  

SPECIAL BOARD MEETING - MINUTES  
 

1. Opening Exercises  
A. Opening Exercises  
Opening Exercises included the Pledge of Allegiance and a moment of silence.  
Pledge Leaders - Naylani Harris (Grade 1), Brantley Farr (Grade 1), and Austin 
Rex (Grade 3).  
 
B. Call to Order  
Board President, J. Beers called the Special Board Meeting to order at 7:08 PM.  
 
C. Roll Call  
PR/AB 

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

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

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

 
Also Present: 
Mr. Jason Moser, Superintendent 
Ms. Janine Partenio, Recording Secretary 
Jayke Bennett & Family, Special Guests 
Charlee and Lawson Troutman & Family, Special Guests 
 
Kay Barry, Amy Herring, Roy James, Walter Zlomsowitch, William Howland, Autumn Abelovsky, Jarrad Hedes, Mike 
Lusch, Matthew Lentz, Gretchen Laviolette (via Google Meet), Sandra Michalik, and Sue Howland. 
 
D. Purpose of Special Meeting  
As per the advertisement in the Times News on Saturday, May 3, 2025: "The Lehighton Area School District will 
be holding a Special Board Meeting on Monday, May 12, 2025 at 7:00 PM, in the Administration Office 
Boardroom at 1000 Union Street Lehighton, PA 18235. The purpose of the Special Meeting is for the Board of 
Directors to take action on a Proposed Final Budget as well as some additional regular business items. The 
regularly scheduled Workshop Meeting will immediately follow the Special Board Meeting."  
 
E. Public Comment  
W. Zlomsowitch addressed the board regarding the budget, noting it remained just over $50 million—the same as the 
prior year—despite a reported $1.2 million in additional funds. He questioned why expenses had not changed 
proportionally. J. Beers asked J. Moser to respond, who explained that the budget included increased expenses such as 
salary raises, healthcare costs (approximately a 10–12% increase), and minor capital projects. W. Zlomsowitch 
expressed concern about any proposal to rebate taxpayers, stating that rebating small amounts now could lead to 
larger tax increases in the future. He recommended using funds to pay down District debt instead. J. Moser indicated 
that the Board would be reviewing five forecast scenarios that illustrate the impact of various fiscal decisions. W. 
Zlomsowitch concluded his comments by expressing disappointment over the absence of Board Members R. Beltz and 
S. Gleaves again.  
 
 
2. Budget/Regular Business Items  
A. 2025-2026 Budget Update Presentation  
Presentation given by Mr. Jason Moser and Mr. Matthew Lentz.  
 
Budget Updates ​
M. Lentz reported that the state released the Homestead Property Tax Allocation Fund figures, which are sourced from 
PA gaming revenues. The district received $2,065,031 for 2025–2026, marking a $265,000 increase from the prior 
year. Although the number of eligible properties decreased, the rebate per property increased to $486.94 (up from 
$417), resulting in an approximate $70 increase for eligible homeowners. Lentz clarified that while this benefits 
homeowners, it has a net zero financial impact on the District since funds are reimbursed by the state. J. Moser noted 
this functions as a built-in tax rebate for qualifying households. 
 
 
 



​
 
 
Forecast 5 ​
J. Moser introduced five budget forecast scenarios developed in the Forecast5 software, which allows the District to 
simulate fiscal impacts of changing various budgetary variables over a five-year period. Each scenario began with the 
proposed 2025–2026 budget and incorporated different changes.​
 

●​ Scenario 1 maintained the current millage rate, projected modest increases in state funding, 3% in HR costs, 4% 
in general expenses, and a 10% increase in healthcare. It showed the fund balance being depleted by 2029–2030 if 
all trends continued the status quo.​
 

●​ Scenario 2 assumed a one-mill tax decrease and projected an immediate deficit and rapid fund balance depletion 
without structural expenditure changes.​
 

●​ Scenario 3 simulated a half-mill tax decrease, leading to a slower but similar pattern of deficit and fund depletion 
by 2029–2030.​
 

●​ Scenario 4 maintained the current millage rate but assumed a 50% reduction in federal funding starting in 
2026–2027. The scenario showed a deficit beginning in 2025–2026 due to the loss of federal support, which 
currently covers approximately 7–9 teaching positions. Moser emphasized that personnel and debt service are the 
only areas with potential for significant cost reduction.​
 

●​ Scenario 5 also assumed a status quo millage but applied maximum state funding beginning in 2026–2027 based 
on the fair funding formula used the prior year. J. Moser noted this formula rewards districts with high local tax 
burdens. He cited examples of districts with differing histories of tax increases and how that influenced their state 
funding under the formula. He cautioned that if a district reduces its local burden, it may receive less state funding 
in future cycles. Moser stressed that the adequacy portion of the state funding is not part of the guaranteed “hold 
harmless” amount and may be subject to change depending on legislative negotiations.​
 

B. Bowes asked whether the District would at least continue to receive its current funding. J. Moser confirmed that the 
“hold harmless” portion would remain, but the adequacy funding—which boosted budgets last year—was not 
guaranteed and could be recalculated or eliminated. He added that most districts are not expecting to receive the 
same levels of state funding as the previous year unless they received nothing, in which case they anticipate receiving 
nothing again. J. Moser concluded by reiterating that the scenarios are projections and likely reflect conservative 
estimates that tend to improve in practice. 
 
D. Dellecker inquired about the current fund balance, referencing an earlier figure of approximately $15 million. B. 
Bowes clarified that this was the starting balance for the year and that some funds had since been spent. M. Lentz 
added that the budget was passed with an anticipated deficit and that actual fund balance numbers would not be 
accurately available until the current year’s budget is audited next year. J. Moser emphasized that accurate fund 
balance figures typically become available 16 to 18 months after the budget is passed due to audit timelines.​
​
Debt Service Options ​
M. Lentz explained that he consulted with Mr. Willard from PFM to explore options for addressing the District’s debt. 
The only debt currently callable was from the 2015 bond issue. M. Lentz presented two scenarios: paying off $2 million 
in debt would result in $2.9 million in debt service reduction and $911,000 in interest savings; paying off $3 million 
would reduce debt service by $4.2 million and save $1.2 million in interest. However, he noted these savings needed 
to be weighed against lost interest revenue from the fund balance. Current liquid interest rates were around 3.12%, 
which is higher than some of the bond interest rates, making it potentially more beneficial to keep funds invested. 
Additionally, state reimbursement for debt service would be lost if debt is paid off, impacting the budget annually.​
​
B. Bowes raised concerns about calculating the lost interest revenue if funds were used to pay off debt, referencing 
historical earnings when the fund balance was much lower. M. Lentz estimated that $3 million invested at 3.5% could 
yield approximately $105,000 annually. B. Bowes and J. Moser stressed the importance of considering both the 
savings on bond interest and the lost revenue from interest earnings when making decisions. Moser reiterated that 
while paying off debt may appear beneficial, it should be approached cautiously due to the complexity and long-term 
financial impacts.​
​
M. Lentz reminded the group that changes to fund balance or debt structure must be reported to EMMA and could 
affect the District’s credit rating through Moody’s. B. Bowes noted that this could potentially lead to a negative 
outlook. There was consensus that financial decisions of this magnitude should be made carefully to avoid unintended 
consequences.​
​
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 



J. Beers requested a comprehensive view of all District debt, including the various financial vehicles and associated 
reimbursement levels, to support better-informed decisions. M. Lentz responded that most of the District’s debt is not 
callable due to federal restrictions and recent bond issuance terms. The callable portion begins in November 2035, 
meaning any early payoff would target far-future payments, often at low interest rates. He also explained that the 
newer 2023 bond is not callable under current law, limiting options further. 
 
J. Beers and B. Bowes agreed that additional analysis was needed, including projections of future interest revenue and 
evaluation of multi-year CDs to secure guaranteed returns. B. Bowes suggested exploring investment of $1–2 million 
in CDs to help forecast interest revenue. J. Beers also raised concerns about using the fund balance in the near future 
and the complexity of refunding taxpayers even by a small amount. B. Bowes estimated that refunding one mill could 
cost the District $350,000 in revenue, plus the corresponding interest loss. She also referenced past practices where 
general fund reductions were used strategically for tax purposes.​
​
Types of Spending ​
J. Moser reiterated the complexity of distinguishing between mandatory and discretionary spending, noting that M. 
Lentz had compiled a list of non-mandatory expenses including curriculum, technology, transportation, student 
activities, and athletics, totaling approximately $3–3.5 million. B. Bowes added that extracurriculars alone accounted 
for roughly $1 million, with transportation around $1.7 million. J. Moser clarified that this total excluded 
non-mandated personnel positions such as social workers and additional school psychologists. He emphasized that 
although some districts cut arts or music to reduce costs, those options were not being recommended—only noted as 
possibilities. J. Beers highlighted that the purpose of the conversation was to help the public understand that the 
Board invests in enriching student experiences. J. Moser estimated total discretionary spending to be in the range of 
$7–8 million. 
 
Capital Reserve Discussion​
J. Moser transitioned to discussing capital reserve planning, referencing the prior year’s audit and the need for 
consistent facilities maintenance to extend building longevity. He recommended that the Board consider allocating the 
projected $2.8 million surplus from the 2023–2024 budget cycle to the Capital Reserve Fund. At the time, the fund 
contained approximately $250,000, which would be depleted by essential projects like the high school generator 
replacement. While this recommendation was not tied to the current budget approval, J. Moser emphasized the 
importance for long-term financial health and avoiding future borrowing. 
 
J. Moser outlined potential uses for the capital reserve funds, including a new police vehicle, a failing high school 
intercom system estimated at $110,000, and $350,000 toward capital projects such as upgrades to the high school 
and middle school Family Consumer Science (FCS) rooms. These upgrades primarily addressed ventilation issues and 
safety concerns. Additional projects included Elementary Center building façade work, high school generator, 
deteriorating exterior auditorium steps, and improved sidewalks near tech-ed areas. B. Bowes inquired about related 
issues, such as the condition of the middle school generator and past incidents involving sidewalk safety. J. Moser 
confirmed further investigation would be necessary but emphasized that proactive planning for such costs was 
essential.  B. Bowes proposed seeking community sponsorships from appliance vendors for any needed equipment in 
the FCS rooms, suggesting recognition signage in exchange. J. Moser agreed this was a worthwhile idea. 
 
J. Beers moved to continue with the budget motion discussion, but B. Bowes pointed out that the actual proposed 
budget had not yet been formally reviewed. J. Beers clarified that a presentation had been shared, but further 
discussion on the specific proposed budget details was warranted before proceeding. 
 
B. 2025-2026 Proposed Final Budget ​
J. Beers inquired whether J. Moser had an amendment to the proposed budget, noting that the amendment was not 
included in her version of the document. B. Bowes confirmed she also had not seen an alternate version. J. Beers 
stated that J. Moser had shown her an amendment earlier that evening and asked if she needed to make a motion to 
amend. B. Bowes questioned whether the amendment should be clarified before any motion. J. Beers suggested 
proceeding with a standard motion to approve the proposed 2025–2026 final budget and then introducing an 
amendment. B. Bowes pointed out that the document was not presented in PDE 2028 format, referencing 
inconsistencies in the headers. K. Sittler and B. Bowes noted outdated years listed in the column headings, prompting 
further clarification.  J. Beers recommended proceeding with the motion in order to have further discussion.​
​
MOTION by J. Glaush, SECONDED by A. Walker, to approve the 2025-2026 Proposed Final Budget as presented in PDE 
2028 format. The proposed version must be approved and posted for 30 days prior to final approval. ​
​
B. Bowes asked if future budgets would return to the PDE 2028 format the Board was accustomed to. M. Lentz 
explained that the scenarios were generated using Forecast5 software, which provides a detailed report in 
function-object format suitable for PDE submission, despite some header issues. He clarified that the final PDE 2028 
version would be prepared and posted for public inspection as required, 20 days before final budget approval. B. Bowes 
expressed difficulty reviewing the current version due to the format change and emphasized the importance of 
consistency.  J. Beers proposed a motion to amend the original motion.  ​
​
 
 
 
 
 
 



 
MOTION by A. Walker, SECONDED by J. Glaush, to amend the original motion to state “approval of the 2025-2026 
Proposed Final Budget as presented and authorize the inspection of the General Fund Budget from the CFRS Application 
(PDE 2028). The proposed version must be approved and posted for 20 days prior to final budget approval.  
 

VOTE:  YES -     7           NO -    0          ABSENT -     2     ABSTENTIONS -    0    
 

B. Bowes sought confirmation that the version posted publicly would be in proper PDE format.  J. Beers confirmed that 
the amended motion ensured this outcome. B. Bowes stressed the need for consistency in format for both Board 
members and the public. J. Beers acknowledged the concern and invited public comment on the amended motion. 
There was no public comment.​
​
J. Beers clarified that the Board was now discussing the amended motion and confirmed with J. Moser that the 
proposed 2025–2026 budget maintained a level tax rate. J. Beers reiterated that the motion had been made, amended, 
and approved, allowing the Board to proceed with discussion on the actual budget.​
​
K. Sittler questioned the decline in revenue from District activities over several years. M. Lentz explained that these 
figures represent small, unpredictable amounts collected annually and are aligned with prior year trends rather than 
student activity funds. J. Moser clarified that the numbers were based on actual audit data rather than projections. B. 
Bowes asked if the figures related to football receipts, which K. Sittler confirmed it was part of her inquiry.​
​
K. Sittler inquired about a noticeable decrease in the pre-K salary budget from $118,174 to $88,000. M. Lentz 
explained that the figures were aligned with grant allocations and that current estimates were based on projected 
funding. B. Bowes asked if the decrease reflected a reduction in personnel, which M. Lentz clarified was a result of how 
staff were allocated to the grant. He noted two individuals’ salaries and benefits were accounted for within the grant.​
​
K. Sittler asked about a rise in supply expenditures for technology. M. Lentz confirmed a planned technology refresh 
involving student devices over two years. K. Sittler also questioned supply expenses under support services, noting 
increases from $17,731 to $30,400. M. Lentz affirmed this was also related to planned technology purchases.​
​
K. Sittler asked about the fluctuating figures for professional services. M. Lentz explained this category supported the 
Office of the Assistant Superintendent and reflected a reallocation of funds from the building level. J. Moser added that 
past professional development was funded by Title II, but now those funds would support salaries and benefits for 
cleaner audit practices, shifting development costs back to the general fund.​
​
K. Sittler questioned a large spike in supplies from $31,935 to $652,000, then down to $158,329. M. Lentz explained 
this was due to a reallocation based on building and departmental requests. The budget was restructured to place 
funds where needs were identified, such as for library furniture, rather than relying on mid-year transfers. B. Bowes 
supported this approach for transparency.​
​
K. Sittler asked about the “property” category under maintenance. M. Lentz said this included capitalized improvements 
like repairs to chillers or generators. B. Bowes asked if this included replacement of equipment parts like a dump truck 
bed, and M. Lentz confirmed.​
​
K. Sittler raised concerns about declining student activities funding and whether new activities were accounted for. M. 
Lentz responded that the current budget only reflected existing activities and requests received from administration. B. 
Bowes noted that expenses such as utilities for the field house were reclassified under building and grounds, 
contributing to the budget decrease.​
​
D. Dellecker questioned why the fund balance dropped by $3 million despite a surplus in the 2023–2024 budget. B. 
Bowes explained that assigned funds for curriculum and technology had been spent, affecting the balance. M. Lentz 
added that the approved budget included planned expenditures exceeding revenues, explaining the decline. J. Moser 
noted that the state’s final allocation was more generous than anticipated, which improved the financial outlook 
compared to initial projections.​
​
D. Dellecker expressed strong support for advancing a budget that did not raise taxes. B. Bowes agreed, noting there 
was no justification for a tax increase and emphasizing that unassigned funds would likely exceed the state’s 8% cap if 
no adjustments were made. J. Beers reminded attendees the budget under discussion was a preliminary draft. 
J. Glaush expressed support for the current budget and emphasized the importance of being more aggressive in 
seeking grants, particularly competitive ones, to reduce reliance on local tax dollars. He noted that obtaining grants 
could potentially fund initiatives that would otherwise be covered by district funds, allowing for cost savings.  B. Bowes 
cautioned that grants may not be sustainable for ongoing expenses, as future funding is not guaranteed, and the 
district would need to assume costs if grants were not renewed.  J. Moser confirmed that SitelogIQ would provide 
grant services and clarified the distinction between supplanting and supplementing expenses. He noted that 
supplanting allows the district to replace planned expenditures with grant funding, whereas supplementing adds to the 
budget and may require the district to absorb additional long-term costs.  ​
​
 
 
 
 
 



 
J. Glaush added that the District planned to allocate $2.8 million for capital expenditures and suggested that grant 
funding could reduce or offset that amount, allowing the funds to roll over. He reiterated that the budget was 
well-structured and supported long-term planning.  J. Moser referenced a potential project not listed in the current 
plan—paving the middle school lots. He explained that if the District could secure a site facilities grant requiring only a 
25% match, a $200,000 project could be completed at a significant savings. He confirmed that this approach aligns 
with J. Glaush’s strategy and noted that SitelogIQ provided assistance with such grants. 

 
VOTE FOR PROPOSED FINAL BUDGET:  YES -     7           NO -    0          ABSENT -     2     ABSTENTIONS -    0    

 
C. Waiver of Expulsion  
MOTION by J. Glaush, SECONDED by D. Dellecker, to approve the Waiver of Expulsion for a student.  
 

VOTE:  YES -     7           NO -    0          ABSENT -     2     ABSTENTIONS -    0    
 

D. Candidates for Athletic Coaching/Manager or Extracurricular Activities  
MOTION by D. Dellecker, SECONDED by J. Glaush, to approve the following requests for Athletic Coaching/Manager 
Candidates, as per contracted rates, pending any necessary paperwork:  

Jennifer Lobasso - Head Field Hockey Coach at a stipend of $5,332.08.  
 

J. Moser acknowledged that the process of finding a Field Hockey Head Coach had been lengthy and challenging.  He 
extended his appreciation to Mrs. Lobasso for stepping up to ensure the program’s continuation. J. Glaush commended 
Mrs. Lobasso’s prior work as the girls’ wrestling coach and expressed confidence in her leadership, noting her strong 
background in athletics. 
 

VOTE:  YES -     7           NO -    0          ABSENT -     2     ABSTENTIONS -    0    
 
E. Acknowledgment of FMLA Leave  
MOTION by A. Walker, SECONDED by K. Sittler, to acknowledge FMLA leave for the following employees, not to exceed 
12 weeks:  

1. Employee #836 – effective May 2, 2025 through May 30, 2025.  
2. Employee #1733 - effective August 8, 2025 through August 25, 2025.  

 
VOTE:  YES -     7           NO -    0          ABSENT -     2     ABSTENTIONS -    0    
 

F. Pre-Approval of Employee Continuing Education Courses  
MOTION by K. Sittler, SECONDED by H. Neff, to approve the following requests for pre-approval of courses/Programs 
of Study for employee continuing education: 

 
1. Employee #656 – May 19-July 2, 2025/District Leadership Field Experience (Superintendent Letter of 

Eligibility - Up to $1,677.00).  
2. Employee #1857 - May 27-June 27, 2025/Literacy Curriculum & Instruction: Adolescent to HS (Education 

Reading Specialist - up to $1,677.00)  
3. Employee #1857 - July 7-August 7, 2025/Seminar in Research Foundations Pertinent to Reading (Education 

Reading Specialist - up to $1,677.00)  
4. Employee #1105 - June 2-June 30, 2025/Collaborative Inquiry for Students: Preparing Minds for the Future 

(PLS Non-Degree - up to $1,677.00).  
5. Employee #607 - June 2-June 30, 2025/Collaborative Inquiry for Students: Preparing Minds for the Future 

(PLS Non-Degree - up to $1,677.00).  
6. Employee #1085 – June 13-July 7, 2025/Motivating and Inspiring Today's Students: Strategies, Methods, & 

Materials to Awaken the Learner (Level II - Up to $1,677.00).  
 

VOTE:  YES -     7           NO -    0          ABSENT -     2     ABSTENTIONS -    0    
 

G. Disposal of Surplus Property  
MOTION by J. Glaush, SECONDED by A. Walker, to approve the disposal of the attached unneeded surplus, unusable , 
and/or obsolete property from the District that is consuming valuable storage space according to policy 706.1  
 

Policy 706.1 - Disposal of Surplus Property, Obsolete Equipment and Real Estate  
 

J. Moser explained that while some items might appear salvageable, many of the paperback novels were deteriorated 
due to age and extensive use by students over the years. He noted that although donations could be considered in the 
future, the current condition of the materials warranted disposal. B. Bowes added that even hardbound books tend to 
show heavy wear after 20 years.  
 

VOTE:  YES -     7           NO -    0          ABSENT -     2     ABSTENTIONS -    0    
 
 
 
 
 
 



 
3. Communications  
A. Public Comment  
None at the time. 
 
 
B. Adjournment  
MOTION by J. Glaush, SECONDED by K. Sittler, to adjourn the Meeting.  
 

VOTE:  YES -     7           NO -    0          ABSENT -     2     ABSTENTIONS -    0    
  
The May 12, 2025 Special Board Meeting was adjourned at 8:30 PM. 

Respectfully Submitted, 
 
 
 

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


