
	
 Two years ago, I wrote and spoke quite a bit about the future of our community and the school district.  
You will remember that we looked at future demographic data and determined that by 2019, our high school 
population would drop to around 660 (from a high of 970) and that approximately one third of our district 
would be age 55 and over.  Just as importantly, we looked at future finances and determined that we needed to 
promote development in the district.  We faced two options:  ask the current tax base to pay more and more or 
get additional tax base to help keep taxes reasonable.    By promoting construction in the district, we could 
expand the tax base.
	
 I noted that a decrease in student population in the K-8 arena does not necessarily cause issues but when 
a high school gets below a certain size, the opportunities for students decrease and we could not offer the broad 
range of academic and extra-curricular offerings we currently offer.  
	
 “Strategic Equilibrium” is a term I coined to outline my idea to deal with the challenge.  Keeping in 
mind the idea of controlled growth in the municipalities, strategic equilibrium is achieved by providing housing 
for the age 55 and over group.  The homes vacated by this demographic would then become available to 
families with children.  The “growth” is thereby strategic since we are not likely to have more students than 
we’ve ever had, but just the number we once had when the homes currently occupied by empty nesters filled 
with families again.
	
 As is the case when someone like me says a “bunch of stuff” about a topic, sometimes the nuance of the 
message gets lost.  Given the current discussion taking place in the community on “density,” I wanted to clarify 
that my message was never student growth at any cost.  The message is first and foremost to expand the tax base 
and secondly, do it in such a way that controlled student growth is achieved.  That is the idea of strategic 
equilibrium.
	
 To promote the development that is so critical, the district and its five municipalities put in place a tax 
incentive to promote new construction.   The incentive for residential construction is only for single family 
dwellings and condos.  The tax revenue raised by high density apartments does not usually balance the cost of 
the additional students, so apartments are not under the tax incentive program.  There may be a need for more 
apartments in the district, but they are not part of the strategic equilibrium equation.
	
 Now that I’ve clarified that, I’m pleased to report that the efforts to push local construction from its 
slump seem to be working.  In the past two years, there have been 20 construction permits for new homes under 
the tax incentive program. .  There are also other homes being built that do not qualify for the LERTA program.  
Additionally, three commercial establishments have or are being built in the district.  It is estimated that 
construction costs for these buildings total 11.2 million which will add to the assessed, taxed property values of 
the district.  Though we have a long way to go, we have definitely made progress.
	
 Along the lines of strategic equilibrium, I am pleased that Edinboro Borough and Washington Township 
have found a way to accommodate the Wesbury development at the old Edinboro Inn site.  This is a project that 
is critical to our community as it will fill a definite need.  Also, there is talk of patio homes and condos behind 
the YMCA which would be beneficial.  An expansion of Georgetown Heights in McKean Township and the 
Highland Estates development on Neyland Road are both promising.  
	
 When the time comes for me to leave General McLane, I want to know that I did everything possible to 
leave the district in the best financial position possible during what are challenging economic times.  I 
appreciate the work of our board and our five municipalities in helping to promote the expansion of our tax 
base.   Like I said, there is still a long way to go, but at least we’ve begun the journey.  
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