
 

Lehighton Area School District  
1000 Union Street  

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

WORKSHOP MEETING - MINUTES  
 
 
1. Opening Exercises  
A. Opening Exercises  
Opening Exercises included the Pledge of Allegiance and a moment of silence.  
Pledge Leaders: Jillian Benmokhtar (Grade 2) and Sullivan Benmokhtar 
(Grade 3).  
 
B. Call to Order  
Board President, J. Beers called the Board Meeting to order at 7:00 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 AB Ms. April Walker 

 
Also Present: 
Mr. Jason Moser, Superintendent 
Ms. Janine Partenio, Recording Secretary 
Jillian & Sullivan Benmokhtar and Family - Special Guests 
 
Kay Barry, Ryan Bowman, Roy James, Walter Zlomsowitch, Lory Frey, William Howland, Tim Tkach, Alex Matika, 
Jarrad Hedes, Jordan Cook, Guy Potts, Sue Howland, Tricia Foster, Tiffany Strausberger, Sandra Michalik, and 
Gretchen Laviolette. 
 
D. Public Comment  
R. James commented regarding the District’s cell phone policy by providing context on the issue nationally and 
internationally. He shared findings from a Research Center study indicating that 72% of high school teachers across 
the country view cell phones as a major classroom disruption. Furthermore, he noted that 18 states, including New 
York, Texas, and Florida, have instituted bans on cell phone use on school property, with many of these changes 
occurring within the last two years. R. James also cited a study from Sweden that linked a drop in PSSA test scores to 
the increased use of cell phones by children, prompting Sweden's Minister of Education to suggest a ban, particularly 
in elementary schools. R. James then referenced the District's existing Policy number 237, which currently prohibits 
the use of cell phones and electronic devices by students "during the school day in District buildings, on District 
property, on District buses and vehicles and during the time students are under the supervision of the District." The 
policy also specifically bans use "in locker rooms, bathrooms, health suites and other changing areas at any time." 

B. Bowes inquired when the policy was last updated, and G. Laviolette confirmed that it was last revised on July 25, 
2022. J. Beers noted that the cell phone policy was included on the evening's agenda for discussion, with the intent of 
potentially "tightening it up." B. Bowes mentioned that there is currently legislation in Pennsylvania to ban cell phones 
in schools, and R. James confirmed that the Pennsylvania Senate recently passed a bill to institute a two-year pilot 
program, although it has not yet passed the House. 

K. Sittler raised concerns about the practicalities of a complete ban, citing emergency scenarios such as a practice 
ending early or a medical emergency on a school bus where the lack of a personal cell phone could prevent a student 
from calling a parent or 911. J. Moser clarified that the common approach in other Districts is typically a ban on use 
during instructional time, not a ban on possession of the device. J. Moser shared that his former District implemented 
a policy with the motto "bell to bell, no cell," allowing use before and after instructional time. W. Zlomsowitch and B. 
Bowes expressed concerns that a total ban could eliminate a critical tool for students to alert officials or parents during 
emergencies, such as a school shooting. R. Bowman seconded W. Zlomsowitch's position. The discussion concluded 
with J. Beers directing the Board to hold further debate on the item when it was reached on the agenda. 

 
 
 



2. Academic Affairs Committee (Jason Moser & Gretchen Laviolette)  
A. Lackawanna College - Dual Enrollment  
Recommendation to approve an agreement with Lackawanna College to offer dual enrollment courses at 
Lehighton Area High School at a cost to the student of $100 per credit.  
 
G. Laviolette explained that a Lackawanna representative had approached the District approximately a month prior. 
The proposed program involves the third of Lackawanna’s pre-college options: dual enrollment courses taught on the 
District campus. Unlike the current LCCC model, where instructors sometimes teach the college’s curriculum, this 
partnership would involve District faculty continuing to teach their already existing courses which have been approved 
as matching Lackawanna’s equivalent college curriculum, allowing students to receive three dual enrollment credits 
per course. This approach requires no change in curriculum, learning management system, or additional training for 
District teachers, whose only extra task would be submitting final grades. 
 
G. Laviolette detailed the program's specifics: it would be open mainly to 11th and 12th graders (and some 10th 
graders in appropriate courses) and enrollment would be the student's choice, potentially including one student or an 
entire class. The cost to the student would be $100 per credit, which is higher than the estimated $50 per credit rate 
for LCCC courses. The District could offer up to 30 credits annually (about 10 classes), with individual students capped 
at 18 credits per year. Initial courses under consideration included Accounting 2 (equating to Lackawanna's Principles 
of Accounting 105), Environmental Science, and Anatomy and Physiology (a four-credit course). G. Laviolette stated 
that she had met with two of the three relevant instructors, who were interested in submitting their syllabi for 
Lackawanna’s review. The program has the potential to be rolled out during the current school year. 
 
B. Bowes and K. Sittler sought clarification, confirming that students would pay for college credit while taking the 
identical high school course. K. Sittler questioned if this practice was "cheating," but B. Bowes, J. Beers and J. Moser 
defended it as a standard approach for advanced, college-level high school courses. Discussion of the finances 
followed, where J. Moser noted that earning the maximum 30 credits throughout a high school career would cost a 
family approximately $9,000, which is significantly less than a full year of college. R. Bowman questioned if 
Lackawanna would be willing to match LCCC's price and stated his belief that the District should pay for students 
taking college courses in high school. J. Beers clarified that the cost for both dual enrollment options is currently a 
cost to the student's family, not the taxpayer. J. Moser noted that there was a cost to the District, with the District 
contributing approximately $200,000 annually to the LCCC consortium as part of the budget. 
 
J. Moser expressed his support for the program as another layer of opportunity, especially for students who prefer to 
remain on campus rather than take online or off-site LCCC courses. K. Sittler asked if teachers received extra pay. G. 
Laviolette confirmed there is no stipend for teachers in this program as there is no extra work involved, unlike the 
LCCC arrangement where teachers sometimes sacrifice prep time. Finally, J. Moser stressed the necessity for the 
District to ensure that students and families have a clear, ironclad understanding of where the credits will transfer and 
for what specific college courses they will count, noting that credits transferable to state schools may not always count 
as the required equivalent course. J. Moser suggested developing a comprehensive crosswalk and referenced 
collegetransfer.net as a good resource. B. Bowes indicated she would forgo that specific research. 
 
B. Afterschool Professional Development  
Opportunity to offer and conduct professional development for staff as they relate to improvements in ELA, 
Analysis, citing evidence and TDA Writing. These would be optional afterschool and teacher compensation 
provided at $37.00 per hour.  
 
T. Strausberger addressed the Board, proposing an investment in teachers through professional development (PD) 
aimed at improving Literacy/English Language Arts (ELA) instruction across all subjects. She emphasized that literacy 
is the "master key" to student success in all areas. 

 
T. Strausberger presented recent PSSA data (from the end of the last school year) for middle school, indicating a 
significant proficiency gap: 

●​ 6th Graders: 59.3% not reading with proficiency. 
●​ 7th Graders: 53.7% not reading with proficiency. 
●​ 8th Graders: 51% not reading with proficiency.​

 
T. Strausberger asserted that this is a school-wide challenge impacting success in math, science, and social studies, as 
students lack the literacy foundation to tackle complex word problems, analyze primary historical sources, or 
understand lab reports. She stated that without intervention, all subject areas would continue to be at risk. D. 
Dellecker expressed alarm at the numbers, questioning if they were worsening. B. Bowes stated that tracking in this 
manner is relatively recent. J. Moser noted that while recent PVAAS data showed strong growth in most areas, 
proficiency scores remain low. He explained that proficiency requires consistent, consecutive years of strong growth to 
close achievement gaps, especially since many students enter middle school several grade levels behind. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 



 
T. Strausberger proposed targeted, after-school professional development sessions led by herself. Key topics would 
include: 

●​ Academic Vocabulary Integration: Providing consistent methods for teaching work skills to both ELA 
and non-ELA teachers. 

●​ Text Dependent Analysis (TDA): Sharing strategies learned through IU sessions and blending them 
across all core subjects. 

●​ Disciplinary Literacy Strategies: Giving content area teachers specific ways to help students read, 
write, and think within their subject. 

●​ Reading and Writing Tools for Learning: Strategies for all subjects to incorporate reading and 
writing, rather than relying strictly on ELA teachers.​
 

She projected a three-fold impact: 
1.​ Student Outcomes: Measurable progress in comprehension and making learning more accessible. 
2.​ Teacher Outcomes: Improved instructional practices, a shared common language and toolset, and 

increased teacher confidence and satisfaction by equipping non-ELA teachers to address reading. 
3.​ Cultural Shift: Establishing that literacy is "everyone's job" to strengthen Tier 1 instruction and 

move from reacting to learning gaps to preventing them.​
 

R. Bowman questioned why the initiative was voluntary if the proficiency issues were so severe, suggesting it should 
be mandatory. J. Beers clarified that the proposal was voluntary because the Professional Development hours would 
be additional to the current contractual agreement. T. Strausberger added that she had polled the staff and received a 
positive response, with more than 50% expressing interest in participating. She also noted that she is integrating 
some literacy topics into existing in-school collaboration days to ensure all teachers are addressed. J. Moser defended 
the voluntary nature, noting the difficulty of adding more days to the contract due to existing state mandates within 
the limited seven contractual Professional Development days. J. Beers stated that she liked the optional nature as a 
starting point, but an alternative plan would be needed if it did not work.​
 
The Board agreed that the numbers were concerning. W. Zlomsowitch noted that the Professional Development would 
help current teachers fill in any gaps they may have missed and ease the transition for students coming from newly 
enacted elementary initiatives. R. Bowman suggested a larger investigation into the District's deficiencies and contract 
negotiations. B. Bowes and T. Strausberger reminded the Board that these issues are not unique to the District and 
that COVID-19 contributed to learning loss. J. Moser appreciated T. Strausberger’s work.​
 
A Community Member asked how students could advance to sixth, seventh or eighth grade with a third-grade reading 
level. T. Strausberger responded that PSSA scores are only "one snapshot" and that the District uses a variety of data, 
including benchmarks, classroom grades, and teacher observation, to determine advancement. She also noted that 
the complexity of modern textbooks and the influence of text language today contribute to the challenge. W. Howland 
asked if teachers are encouraging students to be motivated to succeed on tests, recalling that students would “laugh 
about just filling in C straight down the line." T. Strausberger confirmed that teachers are actively incentivizing 
students and explaining the importance of benchmarks and state testing to their learning path.  W. Howland asked if 
she could reach out to parents as some kind of initiative that could be helpful for students to understand the 
importance of the tests. T. Strausberger reported that she has been providing extensive information through 
newsletters and website updates, including PSSA details and other resources for parents. She emphasized that there 
is never too much communication or information sharing. 

 
C. Winter Credit Recovery  
J. Moser reported that the District historically offered a winter credit recovery program using the Lava platform. 
He noted that the administration would need to develop a plan because the person who typically oversees and 
coordinates the program would be unavailable. S. Howland provided an update, clarifying that the usual 
coordinator would be available at that time. J. Moser acknowledged this new information. The program is planned 
to run from February 2 to February 17, spanning a two-week period. J. Moser described it as being "almost like 
summer school in February." S. Howland confirmed this structure, stating it would occur at the end of the first 
semester. J. Beers concluded the brief discussion by affirming that this is not a new initiative as the program has 
been run before. 
 
D. Kindergarten BOY Results  
Presentation of Kindergarten Beginning of the Year Benchmark results by Mrs. Tricia Foster.  

J. Moser introduced T. Foster, noting that the good data was saved for after the previous discussions on areas needing 
work. T. Foster began by stating that the Kindergarten data is where success begins. She highlighted that J. Moser 
made an important decision to move back the testing date, allowing the administration to assess students after they 
had received 45 to 49 days of full instruction, rather than immediately upon entry. 

The assessment consisted of two main components: 
1.​ Letter Naming Fluency: Measures the student's ability to identify upper and lower-case letters. 
2.​ First Sound Fluency (FSF): Measures the ability to identify the first sound of a letter (e.g., /s/ in "sport"). T. 

Foster noted that the scoring initially gave two points for the first sound and one point if students included 
a blend (like /sp/), but the immediate focus remains on recognizing the initial sound. 



 

T. Foster reported the impressive results for the 132 students tested: 
●​ 116 students (88%) are at or above benchmark. 

○​ This includes 101 students (77%) who are above benchmark (blue). 
●​ 16 students (12%) are below benchmark. 

T. Foster stated that these results demonstrate that the kindergarten program is "thriving" with a healthy core of 
instruction, as 88% at or above benchmark reflects a strong MTSS (Multi-Tiered System of Support) model. She noted 
that the teaching staff initially identified 20 students of concern, and immediate intervention efforts had already 
moved four of them up to benchmark, leaving 16 students as the current targeted focus. 

T. Foster outlined the next steps for the students who are below benchmark: 
●​ This group of 16 students is the immediate focus for targeted, data-driven intervention and support. 
●​ They are already receiving daily small group Tier Two instruction, which is a double dose of instruction 

specifically designed to close the skill gaps they are missing, rather than allowing those gaps to widen. 
●​ The intervention strategies will be closely monitored and adjusted to ensure continued growth. 

She then praised the eight kindergarten teachers and the strength of their Tier One (core) instruction: 
●​ They dedicate 140 minutes of instructional ELA time per day. 
●​ They utilize strong programs in phonemic awareness, such as Hegarty and UFLI (Understanding the 

Foundations of Literacy Instruction). 
●​ The learning environment is described as consistent, high-quality, and highly supportive, with clear, 

intentional routines and high expectations. 
●​ The program is also supported by five additional paraprofessionals (paras), bringing the total staff 

supporting this block to 20 people, which T. Foster credited for enabling the successful instruction. 

T. Foster shared feedback from several kindergarten teachers: 
●​ A. Williams attributed the success to UFLI, the integrity of the program, and the clear classroom 

procedures, emphasizing the eight days of focus on community building at the start of the year as crucial 
for enabling the academic push. 

●​ J. Smith noted that her smaller class size has been invaluable for providing individualized attention. 
●​ D. Troutman and C. Betz also cited Hegarty and UFLI, noting how the curriculum aligns with the Science of 

Reading. 
●​ M. Scimeca highlighted the importance of progress monitoring and the focus on fluency practice even at the 

kindergarten level. 
●​ M. Kirsch stated the results reflect the effectiveness of the consistent targeted instruction. 

Looking forward to the second marking period, the instructional focus will shift: 
●​ Students will move beyond letter identification and sounds to segmenting sounds in words (e.g., breaking 

"fan" into /f/ /a/ /n/). 
●​ They will begin using Nonsense Word Fluency (NWF), which is the transfer application that proves the 

student understands the phonetic principles of reading. 
●​ The primary instructional goal will be to teach CVC (consonant-vowel-consonant) words and explicitly teach 

all short vowels, emphasizing the rule that the vowel is short when between two consonants. 
●​ Instruction will focus on successive blending (e.g., saying /c/-/at/ rather than /c/ /a/ /t/), a key practice 

from the Science of Reading. 

D. Dellecker expressed approval, stating the results justify why T. Foster was hired and supported J. Moser's decision 
to shift teachers from the Middle School to the Elementary Center to have a bigger effect. J. Moser noted that while 
the high-level success is occurring now, it will take time to see those strong roots fully close the existing gaps in the 
older grades. J. Moser concluded by sharing a moment of celebration, recounting how he and T. Foster celebrated the 
initial positive results by singing and dancing in each Kindergarten classroom with the teachers and students. 

E. Public Comment on Academic Affairs Committee  
None at the time. 
 
 
3. Policy Committee (Jason Moser)  
A. First Reading of Policies  
105.1 - Curriculum Review by Community Members, Parents/Guardians, and Students  
886 - Affirmative Duty to be Informed   
 
J. Beers opened the discussion on the first reading of several policy changes. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 



J. Beers noted that a revision to Policy 105.1, Curriculum Review, which was requested by R. James to make the 
curriculum accessible to all community members, not just parents. J. Moser confirmed that this was the main addition. 
R. Bowman suggested engaging community members with expertise in specific academic subjects, such as respiratory 
therapists and physicians for anatomy courses, to act as a "community review" panel to ensure the curriculum meets 
contemporary expectations, particularly in fields like healthcare. J. Moser agreed that this concept should likely be 
integrated into the research phase of the curriculum development cycle. 
 
B. Bowes raised concerns about potential contradictions between Policy 886 and other existing policies, specifically 
mentioning Policy 003. She stated that Policy 003 designates the Superintendent as the necessary intermediary 
between staff and the Board. In contrast, B. Bowes suggested that Policy 886 might be interpreted as allowing any 
Board Member to directly contact staff regarding any matter, which she felt needed to be "tightened up". She 
acknowledged that the policy change was only in its first reading and noted that she had already discussed the 
potential contradiction with David Bradley who disagreed with her assessment. B. Bowes emphasized that the policy 
needed to be reviewed for potential conflicts, including its alignment with the union contract. J. Beers made a note of 
B. Bowes's concerns. 
 
B. Second Reading and Final Approval of Policies  
Recommendation to approve the following policies for Second Reading and Final Approval:  
217 - Graduation Requirements  
254 - Educational Opportunity for Military Children (New Policy)  
308 - Employment Contract/Board Resolution  
332 - Working Periods  
339 - Uncompensated Leave  
620 - Fund Balance and Referendum Approval for Capital Projects (Revision and Name Change from 
Fund Balance)  
827 - Conflict of Interest  
 
J. Beers opened the discussion for the second reading of policies, noting that both she and B. Bowes had comments on 
Policy 620. 
 
J. Beers stated her preference to keep the policy language stating the District should "strive to" maintain a certain 
level of tax increase and keep the target rate at 5%, rather than 5.5%. 
 
B. Bowes raised several concerns regarding the financial aspects of the policy: 

●​ The 8% Cap: She noted that the policy's maximum tax increase cap was set at 8%, which was literally one 
penny over the point that would legally trigger a referendum for a tax increase. 

●​ Contradictory Language: She argued that the policy's current language presents a problem when the 
District faces cash flow issues, such as during a state budget impasse (which was currently ongoing). The 
policy, as written, would require the District to take out a loan rather than allowing funds from other areas 
to be used to pay bills. 

●​ Referendum Cost: B. Bowes stated that the Board never received a cost estimate for running a special 
District-only referendum, which would involve expenses for ballot printing and machine testing. 

●​ Election Timing: J. Beers suggested the policy be rewritten to simplify the process by requiring a 
referendum to always wait for the next general election. B. Bowes agreed this would make the policy much 
simpler.​
 

B. Bowes also referred back to her previous concerns about Policy 886 (discussed during the first reading) and its 
potential contradiction with Policy 000. She cited language from Policy 000, which states that "Board policies and 
procedures are not intended and shall not be construed to supersede or preempt any applicable law." B. Bowes argued 
that if state law allows for two different options for Board/staff interaction or financial management, and the policy 
removes one of those options, it is effectively superseding state law in a matter of semantics. She emphasized that 
while she was not necessarily against the intent of the policy, she wanted to ensure it was legally sound and 
suggested seeking a legal opinion.​
 
D. Dellecker countered that the intent was not to supersede state law but to "tighten it up." B. Bowes maintained that 
if a state law offers two choices and a policy eliminates one, it supersedes the state law. J. Beers noted that Atty. 
Sultanik wrote the policy but agreed to capture B. Bowes's comments. 
 
J. Beers confirmed that she had captured all of B. Bowes's comments. She then stated that the policy 620 would be 
pulled out from final approval, and she and J. Moser would work on it for the next agenda. 
 
C. PSBA Delegate Assembly Recap  
J. Beers reported on her attendance at the PSBA Delegate Assembly, noting that the meeting was unusually brief and 
uneventful this year, lasting only about 45 minutes. 
 
B. Bowes asked if J. Beers had taken anyone else with her. J. Beers confirmed that she had invited others after H. Neff 
was unable to attend for personal reasons, and PSBA confirmed they could substitute a delegate at the last minute, 
but no one from the Board expressed interest. J. Beers noted that, despite the meeting's brevity, it was reported to 
have the largest delegate participation in the history of the event. She also noted an unusual presence of police and 
security at the meeting. 
 
 



 
J. Beers summarized the key changes made to the PSBA legislative agenda, which guides their lobbying efforts in 
Harrisburg: 

●​ Artificial Intelligence (AI) Assessment: A new passage was added to the platform prohibiting the state from 
using AI to assess individual written responses by students on statewide standardized tests. 

●​ Teacher/Staff Diversity: Language encouraging efforts to increase the pipeline of "teachers and other staff 
of color" was struck. The phrase "of color" was replaced with "diverse" and the word "diversity" was added 
to the language. J. Beers mentioned that two African American delegates from other Districts opposed this 
change, preferring to keep the original phrasing, but the amendment passed. B. Bowes stated that hiring 
decisions should always be merit-based. 

●​ Health Care Services: Language requiring school districts to implement alternative health care services and 
programs was removed as an editorial change. 

●​ Charter Schools: Several items regarding charter schools were removed from the platform due to recent 
legislation, specifically Act 55 of 2024. This Act incorporated lobbying efforts such as requiring charter 
schools to be subject to the same laws as public schools. 

●​ Cyber School Advertising: PSBA removed a platform item concerning cyber schools, as Act 55 addressed 
the issue of cyber schools implying they operate at "no cost." B. Bowes agreed with this change, noting 
that their advertising failed to acknowledge the cost borne by tax dollars. J. Beers also mentioned that she 
had recently read that charter schools collectively hold a fund balance of $484 million. 

J. Beers concluded that the meeting consisted mainly of editorial clean-up rather than substantive changes, due to the 
recent passage of Act 55. 

D. Public Comment on Policy Committee  
None at the time. 
 
 
4. Finance Committee (Jason Moser)  
A. Trash Proposal  
The trash proposals and pricing. The recommendation is to award Waste Management.  
 
J. Moser recommended awarding the contract to Waste Management, which B. Bowes commented was "expensive." 
D. Dellecker raised questions about the collection frequency for each facility and whether the Facilities Maintenance 
Director had verified the amounts. He cited the administration building as an example, noting the bid included a 
six-cubic-yard dumpster collected twice a week for general trash, but an eight-cubic-yard recycling dumpster collected 
only once a month. D. Dellecker questioned the high frequency of trash collection, given the substantial amount of 
paper generated in an administration office. 
 
J. Moser and K. Sittler clarified that the District uses a separate shredding company for confidential paper disposal, 
which D. Dellecker acknowledged, while still questioning the necessity of two general trash collections per week. J. 
Moser responded that the recycling services still covered plastic and boxes. D. Dellecker requested a breakdown of the 
appropriateness of the collection schedule to be provided at the voting meeting. 
 
B. RFP Special Counsel Investigation  
J. Beers suggested the Board engage with Gross McKinley for a follow-up exchange or interview to gather more 
information about their proposal. B. Bowes reiterated her stance that she did not think special counsel was needed, 
but conceded that Gross McKinley was the best fit for what was requested in the RFP. J. Beers agreed with B. Bowes's 
assessment. J. Moser confirmed he would follow up on arranging the exchange with Gross McKinley. 
 
C. Soliant  
Agreement to provide substitute nursing staff if and when needed  
 
S. Michalik explained that following a meeting with District school nurses, the administration identified the need for a 
formal backup plan for nursing coverage, particularly when field trips or planned absences leave health rooms 
unstaffed. She confirmed that Soliant was one of the few agencies contacted that had the capacity to provide a 
substitute nurse on short notice through its substitute process called Spindle. The contract is intended as a 
contingency option, to be kept "on the shelf in the event of an emergency," ensuring the District can meet mandated 
coverage, especially for students with specific medical needs. 
 
D. Dellecker raised a concern about a non-competition clause in the contract. S. Michalik, K. Sittler, and B. Bowes 
confirmed that this clause is standard industry practice to prevent the District from "poaching" the agency's nurses 
after they have provided services. W. Howland corroborated this, stating that healthcare agencies rely on these 
clauses to protect their investment after incurring the costs of providing services. 
 
D. Bayada  
Agreement to provide substitute nursing staff if and when needed  
 
 
 
 
 



 
S. Michalik stated that Bayada is a second agency being considered as an additional backup. Bayada is a more 
local agency with greater name recognition. S. Michalik noted that while Bayada has recently begun branching 
out to offer substitute services, having them on contract provides an essential "plan B and C" contingency. This 
contract, like Solient's, is intended for emergency use only, to ensure mandated coverage is met if internal 
nurses or District-approved substitutes are unavailable 
 
E. Donations  
1. Tamaqua Elementary School PTO donated a bench to the Elementary Center in memory of those lost in the 
tragic fire earlier this school year. The bench is currently displayed in the K-2 Foyer.  
2. Local donation on behalf of families and local businesses of food items such as granola bars, cereal, peanut 
butter, jelly, bread, pasta, sauce, and other easy-to-open foods to support students who may be experiencing 
gaps in access to food and would be distributed through the Backpack Buddy Program. Any items with a short 
shelf-life would have immediate distribution through the Program.  
 
J. Beers noted that the Board had received information regarding several donations. She specifically highlighted 
that the Tamaqua PTO had reached out to the community, resulting in a bench donation to the District. B. Bowes 
commented that the donation was "very, very nice." J. Beers also expressed that she was personally "touched" 
by the donation of the bench. 
 
F. Public Comment on Finance Committee  
None at the time. 
 
 
5. Athletics Committee (Kyle Spotts)  
A. Resignations  
Taylor Cashner - Head Softball Coach effective October 26, 2025  
Jennifer Lobasso - Head Girls Wrestling Coach effective October 30, 2025.  
 
B. Candidates for Athletic Coaching/Manager  
Maggie Pagotto - Assistant Girls Wrestling Coach  
Sarah Matika - Volunteer Girls Wrestling Coach  
Jennifer Lobasso - Volunteer Girls Wrestling Coach  
Jacob Hoats - Volunteer Boys Wrestling Coach  

 
C. Public Comment on Athletics Committee  
R. Bowman inquired about J. Lobasso's change in position, asking why she was moving from the Girls Head 
Coach role to a Volunteer Girls Wrestling Coach. J. Moser confirmed that this was a personal decision on the 
coach's part. 
 
K. Sittler raised a significant concern regarding the criteria for awarding varsity letters. She stated that she had 
reviewed the Coach's Handbook and found that the tiny paragraph on varsity letters provides "absolutely nothing" in 
terms of clarity. K. Sittler advocated that, as a parent, Board Member, and community member, she believes each 
sport should have its specific criteria written down so that all students know exactly what is required to achieve the 
varsity letter, preventing the process from appearing "arbitrary." 
 
J. Moser asked if the criteria should be established universally by the District. K. Sittler suggested that K. Spotts 
should develop and present specific criteria for each sport to the Board for approval. She noted that track already has 
clear criteria, and the other sports should as well. J. Beers agreed, adding that the requirements for making this 
achievement should be clearly specified for students. 
 
J. Moser raised the complexity of creating universal criteria, given that coaches for some spring sports might not be 
hired yet at the time the handbook is approved. He suggested a universal minimum, such as "participate in 50% of 
Varsity events." B. Bowes stressed that while some accommodation for specific sports is understandable, the criteria 
must be written and known by everyone. D. Dellecker fully agreed, stating that despite the sport, there should be a 
"very basic set of criteria" established. R. Bowman briefly questioned if a letter was automatically achieved for playing 
all four years of a sport, which K. Sittler refuted, clarifying that a student can earn a varsity letter as early as 
freshman year if they meet the established criteria. J. Beers concluded the discussion by stating that the Board was in 
agreement that the criteria needed to be rewritten. 
 
 
6. Buildings & Grounds Committee (Justin Smith)  
A. Public Comment on Building & Grounds Committee  
J. Beers moved to Part Six, the Buildings and Grounds Committee report, noting that Justin was not present. 

 
B. Bowes asked J. Moser if there were any updates. J. Moser responded that nothing had been submitted in time for 
the current workshop meeting. He did note that he had scheduled a meeting for early the following week with 
SitelogIQ to discuss planning and progress for potential summer or fall projects for the next year.  B. Bowes expressed 
her main concern, which was the Middle School generator, stating that the unit is approximately 35 years old and 
would eventually stop working. 

 



 
7. Personnel Committee (Jason Moser)  
A. LAESPA MOA for Nurse  
J. Moser explained that the MOU's purpose is to allow the District to secure a substitute nurse at a rate 
equivalent to the beginning salary of a support staff nurse under the current collective bargaining agreement. 
This rate is intentionally set above the standard substitute support staff rates to be more competitive. R. 
Bowman commented that he personally did not believe the rate was realistic for the healthcare industry for an 
LPN (Licensed Practical Nurse). 
 
B. Candidates for Employment  
Devyn Rehrig - Long Term Substitute High School Physical Education Teacher at a Bachelor's Degree Step 1 
annual salary of $53,035.00, prorated for the 2025-2026 school year and an effective date of November 4, 2025 
Allane Kistler - Part-Time Cleaner at an hourly rate of $12.96.  
Nick Costantino - Mentor for Long Term Substitute High School Physical Education Teacher  
Timothy Sharrow - Mentor for Long Term Substitute Middle School Physical Education Teacher  
 
J. Moser pointed out an oddity on the list: the request for retroactive employment for Devyn Rehrig as a 
long-term substitute. He explained that this was necessary because, under emergency management operations, 
the District needed a teacher in-place immediately. 
 
C. Professional Development  
Recommendation to approve:  
1. Employee #656 to attend the Pennsylvania Federal Program Coordinators Improving School Performance 
conference January 25-28, 2026, at the Sheraton Pittsburgh at Station Square. The cost, not to exceed $1500, 
will be covered from the District professional development budget.  
2. Up to two (2) staff members to attend the Pennsylvania Educational Technology Expo and Conference 
(PETE&C) from February 1-4, 2026, at the Hershey Lodge at a cost not to exceed $2,000.00. Cost will cover 
travel, lodging, and registration and will be paid out of the District professional development budget.   
3. Employee #33 to attend PDE Making a Difference: Education Practices that Work hosted by PaTTAN at the 
Hershey Lodge and Convention Center on February 25-27, 2026 in an amount not to exceed $1,500.00, including 
lodging and registration, to be paid by the Student Services Budget.  
 
D. FMLA  
Employee # 483 - FMLA November 25, 2025-January 25, 2026.  
 
E. Public Comment on Personnel Committee  
None at the time. 
 
 
8. Technology Committee (Gretchen Laviolette)  
A. CDW Government, LLC.  
Recommendation to approve the quote with CDW for Endpoint Detection (3 years) and MDR (2 years) at a cost of 
$55,575.00. The LASD will pay the full cost upfront through the Cybersecurity Pilot Program Billed Entity 
Applicant Reimbursement (BEAR) Program. The District will be reimbursed 90% of the cost once funds become 
available.  
 
J. Beers asked about this item, which G. Laviolette confirmed was a renewal that had been conditionally approved 
back in June. The delay occurred because the commitment letters were put on hold due to the Cyber Security Pilot 
Program. The original plan was for the District to pay 10% of the cost, with the program covering the remaining 90%. 
 
The change now requires the District to pay the entire cost up front. This is referred to as the BEAR Program (Billed 
Entity Applicant Reimbursement), and the District will then be reimbursed the 90% later. G. Laviolette acknowledged 
that her initial tech budget allocation of approximately $40,000 was not quite enough to cover the full up-front cost, 
but confirmed that funds would be covered by reallocation from elsewhere in the technology budget. B. Bowes and J. 
Moser briefly discussed the slow pace of government funding and the state budget. 
 
B. Public Comment on Technology Committee  
None at the time. 

 
 
9. Miscellaneous  
A. Library Agreement  
J. Beers reminded the Board that in the past, the District provided a $20,000.00 donation to the library. This 
amount was reduced to $$10,000.00 when the District faced financial difficulties, which B. Bowes confirmed 
occurred before the pandemic, around the 2018-2019 school year. The Board is now contemplating giving the 
library an additional $10,000.00, bringing the annual total back to $20,000.00, but intends to attach the newly 
drafted agreement to the second donation. 

 
 
 
 



 
R. Bowman requested that the agreement be rewritten to be more comprehensive and specific. He emphasized 
the need for clear language detailing exactly what the District and the student body are receiving in exchange for 
the donation. R. Bowman specified that he wanted to know exactly what online resources students would gain 
access to. K. Sittler noted that when the librarian previously presented, she was not very specific about the 
available resources. J. Beers concluded the item by confirming that J. Moser would continue to work on rewriting 
and refining the agreement to address these requests for greater specificity. 
 
B. Opt-In vs Opt-Out  
The Board discussion on an opt-in versus opt-out policy was initiated by J. Beers, who noted that while the District 
already had an opt-out policy, other districts were adopting an opt-in model for specific items, such as the PAYS 
survey. J. Beers mentioned speaking with Board Members in other districts who expressed concerns about the nature 
and wording of the survey questions, believing some parents might not want their children exposed to them. B. Bowes 
and J. Beers agreed that some surveys, like the PAYS survey, contained questions that were invasive, particularly 
concerning family life. 
 
J. Beers then polled the Board to gauge interest in moving to an opt-in policy. B. Bowes and J. Moser immediately 
raised logistical concerns, noting that tracking opt-ins would likely be more labor-intensive than the current infrequent 
tracking of opt-outs. J. Moser confirmed that an opt-in system would inherently create more management work to 
collect the required data. D. Dellecker initially suggested it would be a "wash," predicting that the low participation in 
opting-in for questionable matters would mirror the current low rate of opting-out. 
 
B. Bowes posed a scenario where an opt-in policy for a class could lead to a small number of participating students, 
raising questions about whether the class would still be taught and where the non-participating students would go. J. 
Glaush requested examples of districts that currently utilize an opt-in policy to gather more information. J. Beers 
agreed to collect this data. She also suggested that a low opt-in rate (e.g., 90% of parents not opting in) might signal 
that the content, such as a class, needed to be restructured to be more acceptable. B. Bowes then questioned whether 
some of the instruction being discussed, such as health class content, was mandated by the state. J. Moser 
emphasized the need to be specific about what content would require an opt-in, arguing that broad application (like 
opting into P.E.) would be unfeasible. 
 
R. Bowman strongly opposed the idea, arguing that implementing an opt-in policy would set a precedent allowing 
parents to dictate their child's education and potentially "weaponize" the system, leading parents to demand their 
children be excluded from core subjects like social studies or English. J. Beers provided an example, quoting K. 
Sittler's previous comment about fifth-grade health class vocabulary leading to children being exposed to "extreme 
images" when they Googled the words. R. Bowman countered that this was a curriculum issue that should be 
addressed by J. Moser and the curriculum staff, not by creating a policy that would be abused by parents. 
 
G. Laviolette shared a recent experience with a fourth-grade PAYS survey, noting that when an opt-in was used, only 
84 out of about 154 students participated, confirming that an opt-in approach significantly reduced participation, and 
the workload was greater than tracking just a few opt-outs. J. Beers again polled the Board to determine if they 
considered the discussion valuable. J. Glaush stated that he wanted to see an example of a policy to understand its 
specifics, mentioning that parents have known about the invasive nature of the PAYS survey for years but historically 
have not opted out. B. Bowes reiterated that parental rights are paramount and noted that the COVID-19 pandemic 
had exposed parents to previously unknown aspects of their children's learning. 
 
The conversation then returned to logistics. J. Beers asked if PowerSchool could efficiently manage an electronic opt-in 
process. J. Moser said he did not know and would investigate. L. Frey and G. Laviolette confirmed that while the 
District could track who an email was delivered to, they could not track if it was opened. B. Bowes expressed doubt 
about parents receiving information, whether by email or note, and suggested that an opt-in might be the better 
choice, provided it was monitored to prevent content from only being delivered to a "very small amount of people." 
 
J. Beers polled the Board on their preference: D. Dellecker, R. Beltz, H. Neff, and K. Sittler all stated a preference for 
the opt-in option but requested that J. Beers and J. Moser gather additional data and policy examples from other 
school districts. R. Bowman continued his protest, advocating instead for curriculum transparency and K. Sittler 
suggested the discussion was over. J. Beers called the discussion concluded, despite R. Bowman's continued objections 
and a gaveling from K. Sittler to end the point of order. 

 
C. Cell Phone Policy ​
The Board proceeded to Item C, the cell phone policy. J. Beers opened the discussion by recalling a previous 
meeting where the key issue was the non-uniform enforcement of the existing policy, due in part to the inclusion 
of discretion. J. Beers proposed tightening the policy to ensure consistent, non-discretionary enforcement across 
all buildings. 

 
B. Bowes agreed that cell phones were detrimental during instructional time, but initially questioned the rule for 
instructional activities where students might need their phones to look things up. However, she then acknowledged 
that students have their own devices (Chromebooks) and therefore typically wouldn't need a personal cell phone for 
educational purposes. K. Sittler raised concerns about emergencies, such as a medical event in a remote area of the 
school or during a field day, where immediate access to a cell phone could be necessary to call 911. J. Beers clarified 
that the expectation was for the phone to be in a student's pocket or put away during instruction, but available for an 
emergency. 
 



J. Glaush suggested that the administration should handle gathering information on current enforcement practices, 
and J. Moser recalled that the Board had previously asked a representative from the teachers' association for 
feedback. S. Howland detailed the current policy as stated in the handbook: cell phones are a privilege, not an 
educational right, and students must place them in designated holders during class time. They are not allowed out in 
the hallway but are permitted during lunch and in certain study halls, dependent on the advisor. She explained that 
due to frequent teacher absences and a lack of substitute teachers, students often spend time in study hall, and 
advisors sometimes allow phones for listening to music while working, especially since it "gets a little boring." W. 
Zlomsowitch questioned the administration regarding the lack of substitutes and the resulting increase in study halls, 
referencing the Board’s recent return of funds to the community rather than allocating them to hiring.  
 
J. Beers, J. Glaush, and J. Moser agreed that the next step was to collect the data and feedback that had been 
requested from the teachers to inform policy crafting. J. Moser emphasized that a policy of "absolutely no cell phones" 
requires a "concerted effort" from all parties (teachers, parents, students, administrators). S. Howland provided data 
for the high school, noting they average no more than five cell phones a week turned into the office for violations, 
which B. Bowes suggested indicated that most students were complying. T. Strausberger mentioned that the Middle 
School experiences at least one cell phone issue per week, emphasizing that phones can be dangerous during 
unstructured times. 
 
The Board agreed to defer further discussion until the requested data was provided. J. Cook, a teacher at the high 
school, provided direct feedback from a faculty vote last spring, confirming that no high school teacher was opposed 
to a cell phone policy for instruction time, which J. Beers welcomed as valuable data. S. Howland then addressed the 
substitute issue, clarifying that on the day of the meeting, there were eight teachers out and one guidance counselor, 
and since no substitutes were available, all those classes were covered by teacher duty, resulting in students sitting in 
study halls. B. Bowes noted that the Board used to receive a monthly report on teacher absences and substitute 
coverage. 

 
D. Policy 317 Consequences  
D. Dellecker reported that, following his discussion at the previous meeting, a draft of the proposed modifications had 
been prepared and would be emailed to the Board for review and future discussion. 
 
R. Bowman asked for clarification on Policy 317, and D. Dellecker explained that throughout the existing policies 
(totaling over 600 pages), many lacked real accountability. His proposal was to consolidate and centralize that 
accountability within Policy 317, necessitating modifications to the existing language. 

 
E. Potential Resignation of Board Member  
J. Beers reported that she spoke with S. Gleaves, who was resigning the next day for "personal reasons" and wished 
to address the community. J. Beers announced plans for a "special meeting on Thursday" to formally accept the 
resignation and for the Board to potentially "attempt to appoint a person to the vacancy." 
 
H. Neff and K. Sittler immediately voiced concern that the three-day notice was insufficient time to find a replacement. 
J. Beers stated that candidates could apply and the Board could discuss it on Thursday, and if they felt it was not 
enough time, the decision could be "kick[ed] it down the road." H. Neff asked if J. Beers already had a candidate in 
mind. 
 
B. Bowes argued that since the reorganization meeting was scheduled for December 2nd, the Board was within the 
30-day window to fill the vacancy. B. Bowes questioned why they wouldn’t wait until the new Board was seated to 
make the appointment, suggesting it would promote "more unity" and be "the fair thing to do" with the four new 
Board Members joining. J. Beers stated “I think it's for obvious reasons” and countered that S. Gleaves was an elected 
official, and she believed the person who filled his seat should be chosen by the group who supported him. 
 
W. Zlomsowitch made a comment comparing the current situation to a past event where the Board appointed 
someone who was not an elected official, but J. Beers responded, "I didn't pick anybody. The Board elects people. I 
don't have five votes. I have one vote." B. Bowes reiterated her opinion that for the sake of unity, the Board should 
wait to discuss the matter together. J. Beers then diverted the conversation by referencing a past illegal action, asking 
B. Bowes, "would you sell a school property illegally in the last couple weeks?" to which B. Bowes replied that this was 
one of the reasons she had run for the Board. J. Beers concluded the segment by stating, "The Board I'm discussing at 
the special meeting. I am offering an opportunity." 

 
B. Bowes questioned if J. Beers had consulted other Board members about their availability for Thursday, noting that 
working members might be unable to attend to select a replacement. J. Beers stated she had spoken to S. Gleaves 
and assumed retired members, like B. Bowes could attend, acknowledging that if members could not attend, the 
appointment "won't happen." 
 
D. Dellecker noted that W. Zlomsowitch had emailed the Board regarding interest in the vacancy. When W. 
Zlomsowitch questioned whether he was considered an applicant, J. Beers stated, "I won't choose you because you 
swerved into me on the road and forced me to drive off on the curb to not be struck by you." W. Zlomsowitch denied 
the allegation, stating it "never happened," and asked if she contacted the authorities for this event. J. Beers stated 
she did not. W. Zlomsowich replied “I'd love to turn that around and have you arrested for falsification to a police 
officer” insisting that it never happened. J. Beers responded that she "told multiple people on the day that it 
happened" and that she "regret[s] not doing that" regarding contacting the police. W. Zlomsowitch called J. Beers a 
"liar."  W. Zlomsowitch asked if she was claiming he did this or if she thought it was him that did this. J. Beers replied, 
"No, I knew it was you." The Board subsequently agreed to "leave it alone." 



 
Following the exchange, J. Beers requested a motion to adjourn, but R. Bowman noted that public comment had not 
yet been heard.  
 
K. Sittler and B. Bowes returned to the topic of S. Gleaves' resignation, questioning why the Board needed to 
accommodate him with a special meeting given his attendance record.  K. Sittler stated "He's hardly ever been here.”  
B. Bowes suggested he simply submit a written resignation. J. Beers asserted, "I can call a special meeting when I 
want," explaining that while S. Gleaves would submit a written resignation, he "wants to speak to the public." B. 
Bowes remarked that the public was already aware that the sale of S. Gleaves' house was "pending." 

 
10. Communications  
A. Public Comment  
There was no public comment. 
 
B. Adjournment  
MOTION by J. Glaush, SECONDED by D. Dellecker, to adjourn the Meeting. 
 

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

The November 10, 2025 Workshop Meeting was adjourned at 8:51 PM.​
 

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

 


	 
	 

