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One of the most cowardly things ordinary people do is shut their eyes to the facts. 
C.S. Lewis 

 
 
 

If you have to hide what you’re doing, you probably shouldn’t be doing it. 
 
 
 

If you’re more concerned about people knowing about what happened 
than you are about what actually happened, it’s time to rethink your priorities. 

 
 
 

If you change the status quo by introducing something new and then people notice and object, 
it’s not the objection that caused the problem, it’s what you introduced. 

 
 
 

If you didn’t know it was happening then, how do you know it isn’t happening now? 
 
 
 

That which can be asserted without evidence can be dismissed without evidence. 
Christopher Hitchens 

 
 
 

You Keep Using that Word.  I Do Not Think it Means What You Think It Means. 
Princess Bride 

 
 
 

By all means let’s be open-minded, but not so open-minded that our brains fall out. 
Richard Dawkins 

 
 
 

Prepare the child for the road, not the road for the child. 
Folk Wisdom, Origin Unknown 
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1.0 Preface 

On May 28, 2021, I found myself, for the first time in my life, at a public school board meeting, 
arguing that “if you have to hide what they’re doing, you probably shouldn’t be doing it” and 
making an urgent plea for transparency.  My wife found herself, for the first time in her life, 
speaking before the board multiple times after that.  Almost a year prior, that same school board 
approved a proposal to engage a diversity, equity, and inclusion consultant to provide various 
services, including sending “equity” surveys to the community, our students, and our teachers 
and staff.  The survey results, together with an analysis of student academic and discipline data, 
would form the basis of a three-year “action plan” for the district.  Professional development 
training was also to be provided to our teachers and staff.  I e-mailed our superintendent at the 
time, Kathleen Evison, a handful of basic questions about the surveys.  My key question to her 
was how the district defines “equity.”  She artfully dodged each of my questions in her 
responses.  To this day I still don’t have an answer from the district to that most basic of 
questions. 

By 2021, many in our community were aware of what was being done in the name of “diversity, 
equity, and inclusion” in other school districts across the country.  When the community began 
to look into what was happening with our district’s “equity surveys” and the DEI proposal from 
which they sprang, many, us included, became concerned.  The DEI proposal, it turned out, was 
in fact expressly based on and driven by critical race theory, including the concepts of 
“oppression,” “marginalization,” “race as a social construct,” “systemic racism,” 
“intersectionality,” and “culturally relevant pedagogy.”  The reference list included seminal 
thinkers in CRT and its application in education, including Derek Bell, Kimberlé Crenshaw, and 
Gloria Ladson-Billings.  It would have been difficult to create a more CRT-centered proposal if 
one had tried. 

The question many were compelled to ask was whether DEI training and DEI-related curricula 
changes based on or driven by CRT were right for our schools.  The proposed DEI program 
focused on our racial differences rather than our shared humanity and shared values.  The 
framework literally divides us into separate subpopulations and labels us as oppressor or 
oppressed, assigning collective guilt based on our skin color as dictated by our DNA.  Many in 
the community answered with a firm “No.” Many community members rose up for the first time 
in their lives to speak at public school board meetings, often invoking the civil rights movement 
and quoting Martin Luther King, Jr., that we should judge people not by the color of their skin 
but instead by the content of their character.  Tempers flared and important longtime friendships 
were damaged or lost entirely. 

After being stone-walled by the district despite repeated attempts to get answers to basic 
questions (like how the district defines “equity”), we filed a request for DEI-related records 
under Pennsylvania’s “Right to Know” law, which allows citizens to obtain copies of records in 
the district’s possession in the interest of transparency in governance.  It would take more than a 
year for the district to produce the requested documents, with the district suffering three separate 
rulings against it from the Pennsylvania Office of Open Records for failure to comply with the 
Right to Know law. 
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The records that we ultimately obtained evidenced shocking misconduct, corruption, and 
violations of law by district employees and board members and an ideologically driven attempt 
to transform our schools in the name of “social justice.”   Much of this was being done outside of 
the school board’s oversight and obviously outside of the cleansing sunlight of public review and 
comment.  The Allen DEI proposal, it turns out, was just the tip of the iceberg, as this Report 
will evidence.  We had no idea just how far down the road the district had gone under the 
guidance of Evison and her like-minded compatriots. 

In July of 2021, we notified the school board of some of the things we found in the records.  That 
notification triggered an investigation by an outside law firm into the conduct of our former 
superintendent and various actions taken in connection with the DEI project she drove and our 
school board approved.  A portion of the report prepared by that outside law firm was released to 
the public and validated the allegations we had made based on the district’s own records.  The 
relationship with the DEI consultant was terminated as a result and the entire project was halted 
at the August 9, 2021 meeting of the school board. 

We would like to say that the story ends there, but it does not.  The fact remains that the school 
board terminated the district’s relationship with the DEI consultant not because it rejected the 
“oppressor”/ “oppressed” worldview, but instead because of the misconduct and violations of 
law that we identified based on the district’s own documents.  In fact, at that August 9, 2021 
meeting, the interim superintendent stated that while the new superintendent that district was 
working to hire “should not be saddled with an initiative from a past administration,” the 
expectation was that the new superintendent would make “further recommendations,” meaning, 
obviously, that DEI is likely to be back on the administration’s and our school board’s docket at 
some point in the future (<https://youtu.be/mfVCJzJmZGY>, 2m 3s, last visited August 1, 
2023). 

Further, in the documents we received from the district after that August 9, 2021 board meeting, 
we discovered numerous other examples of extremely concerning actions that have been taken 
by administrators and others that the community should find deeply concerning.  It should be 
noted that we only have documents from a limited period of time and there were numerous 
documents in which the district blacked out large blocks of text and another set of documents 
that the district withheld entirely based on various exceptions under the Right to Know law.  This 
compels one to ask what else is being hidden and why, and, obviously, what has gone in in this 
area after the date range of our RTK request.  If we didn’t know all this was happening then, how 
do we know similar things aren’t happening now? 

It is fair to ask whether any of this matters now because Evison and other key players are gone, 
most of the Board members referenced are no longer on the Board, etc.  What good does 
dredging up things from “years ago” do now?  Aren’t we just sullying the good name of our 
school district?  However, the reader should remember that except for the proposed work by Dr. 
Allen, the public is entirely unaware of the vast majority of the content of this Report.  If we 
didn’t know what was happening then, should we be concerned that inappropriate things are 
happening right now, again hidden from the public?  It’s not as though our school board has at 
any time rejected the “Social Justice” approach, nor has our school board been forthcoming on a 
number of important and difficult issues (see, e.g., Section 13.0 of this Report regarding the 
secret policy to hide gender identity information from parents just uncovered last year, well after 
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the period of time covered by our original request for records).  Our view is that we can’t have 
faith in our district now if we aren’t able to address what happened then.  To those who would 
question making the matters detailed in this Report public, we say that if you’re more concerned 
about people knowing about what happened than you are about what actually happened, we 
respectfully suggest that your priorities are dangerously misguided. 

The purpose of our efforts is to provide the public, the administration, and whatever school board 
is in place at the time CRT-based DEI rears its head again with as full a picture as possible of 
what happened during the period of time covered by our Right to Know request.  It is difficult to 
chart a new course if we don’t know how we got to where we currently find ourselves.  If we are 
to tackle these issues in a productive way and find common ground, we must have shared 
definitions for words, we must understand what social justice and CRT is and is not, we must be 
able to tell the difference between training that is based on or driven by social justice and CRT 
concepts and training that is not.  Our hope is that this Report will provide some much needed 
clarity on these issues. 

This Report is accompanied by an Executive Summary detailing the key findings from our 
efforts to understand the scope and intent of the DEI project at SLSD.  Our Report is necessarily 
dense at points (explaining statistical failures in the Allen Report, violations of law, rules on 
conflicts of interest, etc., requires some technical language and analysis, of course), with copious 
references to and screenshots from original records produced by the district, school board 
policies, and other relevant sources.  Hopefully the Executive Summary will be sufficient for 
most readers to understand the scope of what happened in our district in the name of “DEI” and 
advancement of “Social Justice,” allow those interesting in going deeper to find the information 
in which they are most interested. 

It is not enough to point out what went wrong.  We must look for a path forward and begin to 
heal the fissures opened between us in recent times and as such have included our thoughts on a 
possible path forward in the final section of this Report.  We hope is that this document may help 
in that process. 

Sincerely, 

Two Deeply Concerned SLSD Parents 
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2.0 Scope, Limitations, Named Individuals, and Citations 

This Report describes efforts by a dedicated few to advance “social justice” ideology within the 
Southern Lehigh School District through the tools of “diversity, equity, and inclusion” (please 
see Sections 3.0 and 13.0 for definitions of these words and explanations of these concepts).  The 
majority of the information is based on records we received directly from the district under 
Pennsylvania’s Right to Know law (RTKL). 

We expected our record request to yield a few dozen documents at maximum.  We were shocked 
to receive 1,682 individual documents.  Some of these documents were a single page each (e.g., 
a short e-mail or a calendar notice), but the majority were multi-page documents (e.g., e-mail 
threads, PDFs themselves containing multiple documents, presentations, etc.).  Many of the 
documents produced were heavily redacted by the district, meaning that various portions of text, 
sometimes including large blocks of text, were blacked out and therefore unreadable.  The 
redactions themselves were frequently needless, inconsistent, or improper (some of those 
redactions were the basis of a successful appeal to the Pennsylvania Office of Open Records).  
The district withheld another 86 records entirely, primarily based on the “pre-decisional / internal 
discussions” exception under the RTKL.  Suffice it to say getting records from the district was 
difficult, required multiple appeals to the Office of Open Records (which we won) to obtain 
compliance, and was quite costly. 

Our primary request for district records covers only the period from January 1, 2017 through 
May 14, 2021.  As a result and except as set forth in Section 12, we have no knowledge of e-
mails, presentations, or other information or materials produced by the district preceding January 
1, 2017 nor after May 14, 2021 as a result of our requests.  However, in a few instances, the 
district has made additional relevant documents public, like the “Levin Report” described in 
Section 6.9 of this report, and we received some information from other community members or 
district employees.  We also reference publicly available documents, like minutes of meetings of 
our school board, school board policies, district-level plan documents, and the like. 

A number of individuals are named in this Report.  We made the editorial decision to name as 
few names as possible, to give the benefit of the doubt everywhere we could reasonably justify 
doing so, and to assume good intentions rather than bad unless the evidence suggested otherwise.  
Our goal is not to embarrass any particular individual, but if you seek to introduce cynical and 
divisive approaches into our schools, you should not be surprised if people notice, express 
concerns, and advocate for alternatives.  In reviewing the records we received from the district, it 
became helpful for us to think of people in three different groups based on their own words and 
actions. 

The first group consists of people who were clearly trying to be “part of the solution” and to 
“meet the moment” presented by the racial turmoil of 2020 by reading and discussing relevant 
materials.  Some of these efforts were in hindsight misguided, but in our view the intent should 
be lauded and the misguided actions forgiven.  To this group we have extend the broadest benefit 
of the doubt, and while we do identify a number of troubling actions by some in this group, we 
have omitted their names. 
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The second group consists of people who were more engaged in “social justice” work at SLSD 
over time (including before 2020) but who for the most part seemed oblivious to the divisive 
theoretical underpinnings of “social justice.”  Whether that lack of awareness stems from a 
failure to do their homework or from willful ignorance can be decided by the reader.  This group 
includes certain administrators, teachers, and board members who took actions, or approved 
actions, that directly contributed to the advancement of critical theory-based approaches within 
our district, but we think they did so unknowingly or at least without ill intent.  To this second 
group we have also extended the benefit of the doubt generally and have therefore largely 
omitted their names, other than in a few instances where using a name or title is unavoidable in 
discussing a key document or issue. 

The final group consists of people who, based on their own words and actions, appeared to us to 
be dedicated ideologues with deep set biases about our district and our students and who were 
intent on transforming our district in the name of “social justice.”  People in this group (i) 
appeared to understand exactly what they were promoting, (ii) were in positions of power with 
the authority to affect change and did so, or (iii) directly advocated or took actions that were 
unethical, corrupt, or violated or would have violated board policies or applicable state or federal 
law.  To this group we extend only the cleansing sunlight of public scrutiny. 

 

[End of Section] 
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3.0 A Word About Words 

Anyone who attended or watched online school board meetings in our district over the past three 
years knows that they have at times been heated and emotional.  Not only were people trying to 
understand what was happening with Dr. Allen’s “DEI proposal” and its associated “equity 
survey” and “three-year plan” (see Section 6.0 of this Report) but we were also discussing 
(sometimes arguing about) school closures associated with COVID-19, messy and ultimately 
ineffective attempts at remote learning, social distancing rules, and extended masking 
requirements. 

What struck us most about those meetings was that it was obvious that well intended people on 
both sides were talking past each other because they simply didn’t share the same definitions of 
important words.  Why?  Why were we not even speaking the same language on important 
concepts like “diversity”?  We observed at the time that there really was no major misalignment 
on the core ideas, despite the rancor.  People on “both sides” were in favor of more fairness, 
equality of opportunity, egalitarianism, and less discrimination, bigotry, and bullying.  It’s 
impossible, however, to reach an understanding of another’s position, let alone agree on a 
mutually acceptable path forward, if we don’t even have a shared understanding of what core 
terms mean. 

Some people, like us, were coming to understand, with great sadness frankly, that for some 
people “diversity” no longer means looking beyond skin color but instead meant forced 
“representation,” “equity” no longer means just returns based on effort and merit but instead 
meant forced equal outcomes, and “inclusion” no longer means tolerance of individual 
differences and lifestyle choices but instead means required celebration of “identities,” lest one 
be called a bigot or a “transphobe.”  The very meanings of these important words had shifted 
under our feet, in large part due to academic theories and practices generally falling under the 
umbrella of “Social Justice” studies (which would include “critical race theory” or “CRT”).  The 
terms “diversity,” “equity,” and “inclusion” had in a very real way been hijacked and redefined 
to serve in the real-world application of social justice goals. 

The folks that objected to this new idea of what constitute “Diversity, Equity, and Inclusion” 
were objecting because this is truly different from the traditional approach of striving to “see 
beyond color,” to be tolerant, to challenge your own biases, to ensure equal opportunity for all, 
etc.  They were objecting because the new “DEI” approach was based at its core on an entirely 
different set of ideas.  Because we don’t share the same definitions, we’re advocating for 
different types of “diversity” based on definitions.  In our collective rush to further address 
“racism” in recent years, we’ve allowed some very bad ideas into the mix, ideas that are divisive 
at their core, ideas that threaten to undo the undeniable gains of the past more than 150 plus 
years on this front, causing more acrimony not less, increasing mistrust instead of building it, and 
making everyone miserable in the process. 

When the uninitiated hear the phrase “social justice,” they are likely to think it is a good thing, 
i.e., who can argue against a more “just society,” that’s a thing we all want.  However, “Social 
Justice” has a particular meaning among those who use it.  “Social Justice” is in fact an ideology 
that very aggressively pursues the social, cultural, institutional, and political installation and 
enforcement of very specific and radical measures derived from various “Critical Theories.”  At 
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4.0 Harassment and Racism at SLSD: A Case Study in Attribution Error 

Racist comments occur at SLSD like at most other schools, but they are not routine or 
commonplace, let alone part of a “systemically racist” SLSD.  The records we reviewed included 
reference to a number of incidents over a five year period.  Each of the incidents appears to have 
received extensive attention from the administration and the teachers involved, as is entirely 
appropriate and right. 

The following incidents are referenced in the documents we received, which cover a period from 
January 1, 2017 through May 14, 2021 (there are likely other incidents, but these were the ones 
described in the documents we reviewed): 

• A reference to a “racially charged” incident at SLSD associated with the 2016 
presidential election (this predates our date range, so we do not have any details). 

• Allegations of exchanges between SLSD students on social media that included 
“unpleasant language,” including one student posting to another “KYS” (which stands for 
“kill yourself”) in connection with the 2016 election season. 

• An allegation in an email dated December 2017 that someone said “get your monkeys in 
line” (the context is unclear from the email but the implication of the email is that that 
statement was intended to be racist). 

• An allegation in a November 2018 email from Ms. Monica Brooks at the NAACP that a 
student at SLSD was called the “N-Word” by a classmate twice. 

• An allegation in an August 2019 email from a parent that a student on a bus said “the N-
word.” 

• An allegation in a November 2019 email from a teacher that a student said, “You’re a 
racist Trump supporter.” 

• References in a November 2019 e-mail thread to a video that is “extremely racist and 
vulgar.”  The thread does not include any details about the specific content in the video, 
nor whether it was created during school hours or on school property. 

• An allegation by a parent on June 2020 that “Out students of color are being bullied and 
intimidated by classmates when they post in support of Black Lives Matters” (the parent 
provided no evidence of either a student post or a student response that would constitute 
“bullying” or “intimidation”). 

• An allegation in a June 2020 email from a parent that our “Students of color have been 
subject to death threats…” (the parent provided no evidence). 

• An allegation in a June 2020 email from a parent of an incident in 2015 where a child 
was asked “why he wasn’t at a school for brown kids.” 
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• A reference to Instagram accounts held by unknown persons with profile names of 
sl_trumpies” and “sl_racist_is_back.”  The first page included a pinned post saying 
“Trump can DIEEE, Dm us babbbyy, UR gorgeous but if ur a trump support ur ugly as 
FUCK.” 

• An allegation in a March 2021 email that a student told a “racially charged joke” in class 
and that that same student had made “several racist remarks” that school year. 

• Reference in a 2021 email to students outside of school hours and not on school property 
engaging in a mock reenactment of Derek Chauvin kneeing on the back/neck of George 
Floyd. 

The allegations above are ugly and should be condemned.  Each one of the incidents described 
above, and assuming for the sake of argument that they are each one hundred percent true as 
described in the records we reviewed and interpreted in the worst possible light, still do not 
suggest that SLSD is “systemically racist.”  They reflect political discord around the 2016 
presidential election cycle, nationwide racial unrest following with the death of George Floyd 
and the Black Live Matter movement, and a number of children exercising horrendous judgment 
that obviously requires prompt adult intervention and guidance, including the teaching of 
tolerance and empathy. 

Unlawful harassment, discrimination, and bullying, including harassment based on race, are 
expressly and clearly prohibited under existing SLSD policies.  That type of conduct is 
unacceptable in our schools and in our community, and it is rightly prohibited by SLSD policies.  
When an incident of harassment based on race occurs during school hours and on school 
grounds, it is the duty of the administration to conduct promptly an appropriate inquiry and take 
appropriate remedial and disciplinary action consistent with board approved policies.  If our 
administration was or is aware of racial harassment, and took no action, then that is an abject 
failure that should be investigated by the Board and remedial steps should be taken (assuming 
fault is found) to ensure that relevant staff are re-trained on our existing policies and how to 
implement them, and in fact, do implement them when the policies are violated.  That is how we 
must address these issues, incident by incident, ensuring all are held to the same standards of 
behavior. 

A group of administrators and board members, however, did not see such incidents as individual 
episodes of poor judgment, misbehavior, or even maliciousness; instead, they viewed such 
incidents as evidence that SLSD was “systemically racist” and that our students were “racist” 
(See Section 5.0). They were not shy in these opinions, as Section 5.0 will make clear, nor in 
stating what they intended to do to address that “systemic racism.”  They decided that SLSD had 
to be remade in the name of “Social Justice” and began to take activist steps to achieve that goal.  
The bulk of this report details those many steps, in each case as evidenced by SLSD’s own 
records. 

In seeing “systemic racism” instead of individual students making terrible decisions, they made a 
fundamental attribution error.  They attributed individual acts to some amorphous but 
omnipresent “systemic racism,” for which they had no actual proof.  Regardless, they pressed on, 
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5.0 Beliefs and Intentions of Key Players in Their Own Words 

The bulk of this Report describes the extensive efforts made and supported by a handful of 
highly motived ideologues to remake our school district in the name of Social Justice.  It may be 
tempting to dismiss the previous statement as the hyperbole of biased authors with a particular 
goal, but we would counsel patience before doing so.  The reality is that we don’t have to use 
charged language or twist the facts to make our case. Instead, we can rely directly on the key 
players’ own words and actions as evidenced by the district’s own records to show what 
happened and why.  Their intent was and is clear. 

The efforts were clearly driven during the period covered by our records request by Kathleen 
Evison, former superintendent and non-voting member of our school board, supported by various 
staff members like Shane Cross, Director of Curriculum and Instruction K-12 and Tara Cooke, 
Intermediate School Guidance Counselor, and a handful of school board members like Mary Ann 
Nord and Kathleen Parsons.  That list is far from exhaustive.  There were a number of other 
individuals involved in these efforts, including individuals that are non-SLSD employees (like 
DEI consultants and partners at academic/training institutions) and SLSD employees (a handful 
of principals/vice-principals, counselors, and teachers). 

What should be clear from the evidence in this section, and from the remainder of this Report, is 
that a small group of individuals in positions of power can and did have extraordinary ability to 
affect change at all levels in our school district, almost all of which occurred outside of public 
view.  That should concern all of us. 

As you read what follows, please keep in mind that despite numerous requests, no one in the 
district, either directly through questioning at board meetings or through emails, nor in records 
produced by the district in response to our request for records, had ever been willing to define 
“diversity,” “equity,” or “inclusion,” yet they are of utter importance and merit major changes in 
our district.  We find that simple fact astounding. 

5.1 What They Think About SLSD and SLSD Students and What They Think Should 
be Done About It 

Former Superintendent Evison had a particularly negative view of SLSD students, believing that 
“a significant percentage of our student body…are either passively, or outright directly 
marginalizing their peers, using unacceptable language and generally exhibiting racist and 
biased behaviors” (email from Evison to Joseph Allen, June 19, 2020, emphasis added): 
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A reasonable person would more likely think, “that’s great, she’s helping others, good for her” rather than 
seeing everything first and foremost in terms of race. 

OK, What’s Racist Now??? 

On November 1, 2019, Evison received an email from a parent about some actually disturbing 
interactions her child had with another child at a school in our district.  Evison committed to look 
into the matter immediately, and that was completely the correct reaction.  We have policies 
against unlawful harassment, including harassment based on race.  Based on the email, it appears 
that Evison intended to investigate the matter and handled it in accordance with school board 
approved policies. 

In a postscript to the email, however, the parent mentioned that as she was looking for email 
addresses on the SLSD website, she came across a picture that included one of our students 
making an “OK” hand symbol, which she notes has become associated with “white 
supremacists.”  She even states that she was “positive it was not meant as more than a playful 
gesture” (her emphasis).  It appears that she may have included a screenshot as there was a 
“<Screenshot (48).png> at the bottom of the email, but the district did not include the 
attachment, as it was required to have done under the Right to Know law.  The photo was 
promptly removed from the SLSD website.  One board member noted “When I saw it, the image 
honestly looked to me like a haphazard & anatomically incongruous combination of two 
different kids arms/hands.”  That same board member, however, agreed with removing the 
“offensive photo” because “if anything makes students or parents feel unwelcome - or that their 
perspective is not being heard & respected - removing it was absolutely necessary.”  In the land 
of Social Justice, it’s guilty until…, well, just guilty. 

One wonders how these same administrators and board members would feel about the following 
uses of the “OK” symbol… 
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6.0 The DEI Debacle: An Overview 

This section tells the story of the “DEI proposal” (also referred to herein as the “Allen Proposal”) 
approved by our school board in 2020 that would cause significant and ongoing heated 
discussion in our community.  The proposal as approved included: 

(i) professional development training for SLSD employees covering such things as 
“systemic racism” and “race as a social construct”; 

(ii) “equity surveys” for students, parents, and teachers; 

(iii) an analysis of five years of academic performance and discipline data for the 
purposes of determining whether there is any disparity in performance among racial 
groups; and 

(iv) creation of a “3-Year Action Plan” for diversity, equity, and inclusion based changes 
for our district. 

What caused alarm in the community is that terms like “diversity,” “equity,” and “inclusion” had 
very much become a part of the national conversation, and this time they had meanings that were 
quite different than what one would have understood those terms to mean a generation ago, or 
even 10 years ago for that matter.  These words had been hijacked for political purposes (see 
Sections 4.0 and 14.0 of this Report). 

People started asking pointed questions of our administrators and board members and sadly 
many of those questions went unanswered.  When some answers were given, they were obvious 
dodges or easily falsifiable.  Our superintendent, for example, repeatedly said that the proposal 
had nothing to do with Critical Race Theory, also a hot topic in the national discussion that 
followed the events of 2020.  She took this position despite the fact that she was in the process of 
completing a district-funded PhD program where she studied and wrote about CRT and its 
application in education extensively and the proposal itself included numerous citations to 
seminal writers in CRT and its application in education through “Culturally Relevant / 
Sustaining Pedagogy.”  As this Section 7.3 in particular will explain, the entire proposal was 
based on and driven by CRT, and that was quite obvious to anyone with the bare minimum of 
investigation. 

Community members of all views spoke passionately at school board meetings, sent strongly 
worded emotional emails to school board members and administrators, and filed requests records 
under the Pennsylvania Right to Know law (the state-level equivalent of the federal Freedom of 
Information Act).  Allegations of corruption, the award of a no-bid contract as a quid pro quo, 
undisclosed conflicts of interest, breaches of federal law based on the improper disclose of 
confidential student-level information, and breaches of district policies were made.  The school 
board hired outside legal counsel to conduct an investigation into these and other matters, an 
investigation which confirmed that those allegations were in fact true.  The district would lose 
three separate appeals relating to requests for records at the PA Office of Open Records, 
demonstrating an ongoing inability to comply with its transparency obligations under 
Pennsylvania law.  The DEI consultant would be fired and the DEI initiative would be put on ice.  
The issue would play a meaningful role in a school board election. 
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• There was never any “Independent Contractor Agreement,” only a “proposal” from Allen 
(see Section 7.2 of this report).  The “proposal” was not in the form of a contract and was 
never signed by the parties regardless.  As such, Allen was never bound by even the most 
basic contract terms, such as confidentiality, which in this case would have governed, at a 
minimum, the handling of highly sensitive student-specific data. 

• The description in the minutes makes clear that the Board approved, all in one fell swoop, 
(i) a “needs assessment,” (ii) “action planning,” and (iii) “professional development” 
(i.e., training for SLSD employees).  One would expect that the normal course of events 
would be to do a “needs assessment” to determine whether services are needed, and if 
they are, what services are needed.  Instead, it was clearly a forgone conclusion that in 
fact “action planning” and “professional development” for at least 40 staff were needed 
even before the results of any “needs assessment” were available to the Board for review. 

• Per the board minutes, Allen's “3-year action plan allows it [i.e., “diversity, inclusion, 
and equity”] to be part of the curriculum” (emphasis added).  This language makes clear 
that it was the Board’s intent, from the start, to bring “diversity, inclusion and equity” 
into our district’s curricula for students. 

The most ludicrous part of all of it is that no one at SLSD appears to be able to define “equity,” 
at least, they’re not willing to admit to being able to do so.  As we described in the Preface to this 
Report, we contacted Evison by email shortly after the announcement of the “equity” surveys 
was released.  Our key question of her was how the district defines “equity.”  She dodged the 
question, simply decided not to answer it.  To this day I still don’t have an answer from the 
district to that most basic of questions. 

In an email dated April 26, 2021, we asked Evison a very direct question: 

“How does SLSD define “equity”? 

We received the following response on April 30, 2021 in which she failed to respond to even a 
single question we posed: 
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To ensure we had a full understanding of the theoretical framework driving Allen’s work, we 
purchased every single one of the references listed above and did the necessary reading.  We are 
working from the primary sources, not from some partisan summary of what CRT is or is not.  
Most were available on Amazon, but we had to get the paper by Gloria Ladson-Billings and 
Django Paris through Sage Journals.  For better or worse, we now have a mini-CRT library in 
our home.  We added to those references another seminal paper from Ladson-Billings and Tate 
(Toward a Critical Race Theory of Education, 1995), as well as books from more recent but 
deeply influential writers in this area, including Ibram X. Kendi and Robin DiAngelo. 

So, then, what is CRT?  To quote from one of the same works Allen referenced (Critical Race 

Theory: The Key Writings that Formed the Movement, p. xiii): 

“there is no canonical set of doctrines or methodologies to which we all subscribe… 

[CRT] is nonetheless unified by two common interests: … The first is to understand how 

a regime of white supremacy and its subordination of people of color have been created 

and maintained in America, and in particular, to examine the relationship between that 

social structure and professed ideals such as ‘the rule of law’ and ‘equal protection.’  

The second is a desire not merely to understand the vexed bond between law and racial 

power but to change it.” 

Delgado and Stefancic, in their work “Critical Race Theory, an Introduction” provide further 
clarity (p.8), setting out three core tenets of CRT: 

“First, racism is ordinary, not aberrational… Second, most would agree that our system 

of white-over-color ascendancy serves important purposes, both psychic and material, 

for the dominant group… a third theme of critical race theory, the ‘social construction’ 

thesis, holds that race and races are products of social thought and relations.” 

And what is the intent of CRT? 

“Unlike traditional civil rights discourse, which stresses incrementalism and step-by-step 

progress, critical race theory questions the very foundations of the liberal order, 

including equality theory, legal reasoning, Enlightenment rationalism, and neutral 

principles of constitutional law.” (id, p.3) 

So, to be clear, CRT asserts that there remains in America to this day a full blown “regime of 
white supremacy” with racism in all aspects of society and in all interactions (“ordinary and not 

aberrational”) holding down all “peoples of color” (this is what’s referred to as “systemic 
racism” in the literature).  Each of those “peoples of color” are then subdivided and force ranked 
based on their degree of oppression, and then further subdivided on additional attributes like 
male or female, straight or LGBTQ, able-bodied or disabled, etc. (see Mapping the Margins: 

Intersectionality, Identity Politics, and Violence Against Women of Color, Kimberle´ W. 
Crenshaw in Critical Race Theory: The Key Writings that Formed the Movement, p. 357); this is 
referred to as “intersectionality,” i.e., that you can be “oppressed” across multiple dimensions.  
This framework literally divides us into separate subpopulations and labels us as 
oppressed/exploited or oppressor/exploiter, assigning collective guilt based on our skin color as 
dictated by our DNA. 
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Was Allen’s Proposal Based on or Driven by CRT? 

A number of people have said that the Allen Proposal is not based on CRT, including our former 
superintendent and multiple board members, and that therefore SLSD is not endorsing and will 
not teach CRT either to staff or students.  For example: 

“Nothing in that proposal is related to student curriculum, delivering instruction 
to students, nor is it a critical race theory program.” (Superintendent, May 10, 
2021 School Board Meeting, < https://youtu.be/MDSLspTbz2s>, ~19m) 

“There are many, many references used to build the programs and it is not 
designed to deliver or teach or instruct on critical race theory.” (id.) 

“…we are not discussing critical race theory.” (Board Member, id., ~22m) 

“At no point, and I will reiterate this again because there are people who still 
continue to feel that somehow there's a critical race theory plan, at no point in 
any discussion anywhere have we talked about delivering critical race theory 
instruction to students.” (Evison, May 24, 2021 School Board Meeting, 
<https://youtu.be/TO-gfyS98XM>, ~32m) 

However, the very first topic in Module 1 of Allen’s training is “Race as a social construct” – 
this is identified by seminal CRT authors as one of the central tenets of CRT (as quoted above).  
Likewise, the second topic of “systemic racism” is the very core of CRT, i.e., that the entire 
system is designed and maintained to be racist in order to benefit the dominant white population.  
Modules 3 and 4 are straight out the writings of Kimberle´ Crenshaw on “intersectionality.”  
Module 5 is expressly based on the writings of Gloria Ladson-Billings, identified by Delgado 
and Stefancic (p.7) as a seminal author “in the application of CRT to the realm of education.”  
When we look at Allen’s proposal, then, it is clear that he approaches, and intended to teach, 
issues of race through the CRT paradigm.  We’re not sure how a reasonable reviewer could come 
to different conclusion.  Reaching a different conclusion would require one to ignore the plain 
language of Allen’s proposal almost entirely.  Allen wasn’t even trying to hide the ball. 

Is CRT and Training Based on or Driven CRT Right for SLSD? 

The question, ultimately, is do we want any DEI training, whether for staff or students, at SLSD 
that is based on or driven by CRT.  Our firm answer was and remains absolutely not.  It is 
divisive, not unifying.  It focuses on our racial differences rather than our shared humanity and 
shared values.  This is the tribalism that many of us have decried over the past years.  This 
approach is not right for our teachers, our students, or our community.  Is this what we want to 
train our teachers in, to do away with Enlightenment rationalism (which includes, to be clear, the 
scientific method!) and the race-neutral principals of both our Constitution?  The CRT 
framework is a rejection of the Civil Rights Movement and a rejection of the timeless principles 
espoused in our Declaration of Independence and enshrined in our Constitution, particularly in 
our Bill of Rights; this is not hyperbole, it is literally the stated goal of CRT (see quotes above). 

The teaching of CRT and CRT-based DEI concepts should be limited to training sessions or 
classes (such as a senior seminar or a class in high school on social movements) where it is 
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taught and evaluated as one of a number of views. It should be presented alongside other theories 
and ways of looking at the history of our country and race relations over time, with world history 
as further context.  It should be presented with fair balance by including writings from critics of 
CRT and DEI including scholars like Thomas Sowell, Glenn Loury, John McWhorter, Wilfred 
Reilly, and Jason Hill, and social commentators like Robert Woodson and Coleman Hughes.  It 
should not be taught as orthodoxy or as though it is true and accepted.  It should be taught for 
what it is, one of the most divisive issue in education today.  The same fair balance should hold 
true for any “professional training” for our teachers and other staff. 

CRT and CRT-based DEI training is so contentious that it has been in the news regularly over 
the past several years, and remains so today.  Major companies like Disney have had 
whistleblowers disclose their internal CRT-based DEI trainings, only to then retract those 
trainings when they become public.  Bills have been introduced in at numerous state legislatures 
(some already signed into law), with a focus on ensuring that K-12 schools are not teaching that 
one’s moral character is determined by their race or advocating racially divisive concepts.  A 
number of lawsuits have been filed and are proceeding, like the one in Loudon County, VA, 
where the school board plans to eliminate the use of a standardized test for evaluating applicants 
for admission to Thomas Jefferson High School for Science and Technology in the name of 
“diversity” and “equity.”  The change would reduce the number of students of South Asian or 
East Asian descent, which account for approximately 80% of the student population, because not 
enough students of other races were “represented.”  Whistleblowers are speaking up at schools 
across the country, including, for example, Paul Rossi of Grace Church High School in 
Manhattan, which was literally segregating students by race for CRT-based DEI training 
sessions; the principal was caught on an audio recording admitting that “We’re demonizing kids, 
we’re demonizing white people for being born.”  All of these events must now be evaluated 
anew in light of the two recent Supreme Court rulings banning the use of race in college 
admissions, with the court finding, among other things, that diversity based on race is not a 
compelling state interest. 

For the record, former Superintendent Evison understood well that Allen’s Proposal was based 
on and driven by CRT and would use endorse and advocate CRT-based DEI measures.  How do 
we know?  Evison’s final “capstone project” (a lengthy academic paper) of her SLSD-funded 
PhD program used CRT as it’s core framework of analysis.  As previously quoted in Section 6.1 
of this Report, Evison wrote in her Capstone paper:  

“This case study will focus on analysis of the program using three theoretical 
frameworks; critical race theory, transformational learning theory, and culturally 
relevant/sustaining pedagogy.  Critical race theory focuses on the fact that racism 
is engrained within society and culture and that institutional racism exists.  The 
power structures within society and institutions are based on white privilege and 
white supremacy, which continues to marginalize people of color.” (p.16) 

“If our culture is one of white supremacy and focused on the norms of white 
culture, then the teachers will naturally bring to the professional development 
preconceived ideas.  For any professional development to be effective in 
developing their capacity for culturally relevant pedagogy, it must not only 
acknowledge the established narratives that place white experience at the 
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• The school provides instructional materials (e.g., textbooks, handouts) that reflect my 

cultural background, ethnicity, and identity. 

• People of difference cultural backgrounds, races, and ethnicities get along well at my 

school. 

• My teachers make me feel good about myself. 

• Students at my school are teased or picked on about their race or ethnicity. 

• My teachers praise me when I work hard in school. 

• School rules are applied equally to all students. 

• Discipline at my school is fair. 

Similar surveys were sent to parents and other to teachers.  Whatever problems one may point to 
with the survey questions themselves (e.g., that Allen thought it was necessary or appropriate to 

collect information on whether our students “identify” as “non-binary,” the assumption in 
multiple questions that “identity with” trumps objective reality, the implicit assumption that 

student self-esteem comes from being praised by teachers rather than individual achievement 
through effort, etc.), it was clear to us what Allen would find based on the survey results, 

together with his analysis of “five years of discipline and academic data,” without ever needing 
to see the survey results on any individual question.  It’s commonly said that when the only tool 

in your toolbox is a hammer, every problem looks like a nail.  Allen had only one tool in his 
toolbox, Critical Race Theory, so to him every “problem” would be based on “systemic racism,” 

as evidenced by any “disparity” between race-based “groups,” and the only recommendation 
could be CRT-based DEI measures.  As the following sections will demonstrate, that’s exactly 

how things played out. 

6.5 A Fatally Flawed and Misleading DEI Report 

On June 29, 2021, the day before Allen was due to submit his report to our school board, we sent 
the board an email calling on the board members to reject any approach that attempts to explain a 

complicated situation by pointing to a single cause.  Complicated problems almost always have 
numerous causes, the importance of which is likely to vary on a student-by-student basis.  We 
begged the board to “to reject the sort of monocausal analysis that Allen is almost certain to 
apply.”  The core argument in our communication was as follows: 

“A fundamental tenet of critical race theory is that all disparities are based on 

systemic racism, which in critical race theory means that racism is ‘ordinary and 
not aberrational,’ is present in literally all interactions and structures in our 

society, and that the interactions and structures of our society preserve, and are 
designed to preserve, white supremacy to the detriment of other races (see 

quotations and references in [our] previous letter).  Accordingly, under a critical 
race theory-driven analytical framework, any disparity that may be shown in 
the SLSD data will, by definition, be evidence of racism.  These are 
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complicated, multicausal problems with numerous confounding factors, and 
should be treated as such; reducing the universe of causes to a single, cynical, 
divisive factor does not do the issue the justice it deserves and is ultimately not 
helpful to anyone. 

Moreover, because of the analytical frame, Allen’s analysis will be self-serving in 
that any finding of any disparity in the data justifies the other work that has 
already been approved by this Board under the proposal approved on June 22, 
2020.  Consultants are in the business of selling consulting hours; does anyone 
really expect Allen to come back and say, ‘we’re all good here, no need to finish 
out the contract and you don’t need to pay me anything else’?” 

Sadly, when the Allen Report was released, it used exactly the simplistic framework we were 
worried it would use and was riddled so many other methodological and analytical problems that 
ultimately rendered the entire report useless and an utter waste of district time and money.  The 
report is titled “2020 Diversity, Equity, and Inclusion (DEI) Needs Assessment and Action 
Plan,” dated July 1, 2021, and is attached to this Report in full as Attachment 4. 

On July 28, 2021, in an effort to encourage the Board to reject the Allen Report in its entirety as 
a basis for future decision making in the district, we offered a detailed critique of the 
methodologies and findings of the report, arguing that the report was misleading and fatally 
flawed and should be rejected in its entirety.  The core of that analysis is set forth below. 

The Allen Report had a Pre-Determined Outcome 

Former Superintendent Evison reached the conclusion prior to the Board’s approval of the 
Allen proposal on June 22, 2020 that, in her own words from her e-mail to Allen dated June 19, 
2020 (included below): 

(i) “a significant percentage of [the SLSD student body]… are either passively, or 
outright directly marginalizing their peers”; 

(ii) are “generally exhibiting racist and biased behaviors”; 

(iii) and that we have to help our students “address their own bias and racism.” 
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(<https://www.bop.gov/about/statistics/statistics_inmate_gender.jsp>, last visited July 30, 2023).  
Obviously, this sort of simplistic analysis does not take into account the simple fact that men and 
women commit crimes at different rates for a number of reasons.  The mere existence of 
disparities means nothing unless an actual causal relationship can be proved – that has not 
happened here. 

Differences in academic performance or discipline rates among students is a complicated topic 
and may be caused by any number of variables.  As we will discuss in more detail below, Allen’s 
analysis doesn’t allow for the possibility of any confounding factors whatsoever, let alone suss 
out to what extent each confounding factor may be responsible for differences.  For example, 
Allen doesn’t consider, even for a moment, factors such as, but not limited to, the following: 

• individual effort and achievement; 

• scholastic aptitude; 

• the type of learner the student is and whether that student’s classes and curriculum match 
that type learning style; 

• individual student interest; 

• whether the student benefits from an intact family structure; 

• average time spent doing homework; 

• the rigor of the school the student last attended; 

• whether the student gets adequate physical exercise; 

• how much personal attention teachers are able to give each student based on teacher to 
student ratios and whether teachers have instructional assistants; 

• how frequently and for how long a caregiver read to the child in formative years; 

• how frequently the student was engaged in conversation as a young child; 

• whether the student has a consistent and quiet place to do homework when at home; 

• whether the student has availed him or herself of support services offered by SLSD; 

• whether the student participates in tutoring sessions provided by SLSD or his or her 
fellow students; 

• whether the student has had access to private tutors; 

• whether the student has siblings or friends who have done well in school and therefore 
may serve as academic role models; 
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• whether the student has parents or other caregivers who stress the importance of doing 
well in school and provide encouragement accordingly; 

• the presence of ADHD, chronic health conditions, or other conditions that may affect the 
student’s mental or physical wellness; 

• whether the child has a consistent place to sleep at night (e.g., moves between homes or 
is homeless) and is fed in the morning; 

• household income level; 

• whether the student is from a home where a caregiver or other person present in the 
household has problems with drugs or alcohol, is mentally ill, or is abusive; and 

• whether the student or anyone in his or her family is involved with the criminal justice 
system. 

Despite the multitude of factors that may affect a student’s academic performance or the 
frequency or severity of disciplinary measures, Allen points to discrimination based on the color 
of one’s skin as the cause of all disparities in outcome. 

The Recommendations of the Allen Report Do Not Follow its Findings 

The fundamental flaw of the Allen Report is that its recommendations do not logically follow 
from the data presented.  The first paragraph of the “Discussion” section of the Allen Report 
inadvertently shines a spotlight on the flawed thinking.  The first two sentences note Allen has 
found that disparities exist.  The third sentence jumps to “solutions.” There is no convincing 
argument (or any argument at all in the report, in fact) that the disparities are caused by racist 
conduct or systems at SLSD. 

The solutions proposed are straight out of critical race theory literature, including “culturally 
responsive education practices” (see p.24 of the Allen Report).  Gloria Ladson-Billings, who is 
literally the key critical race theorist to apply CRT to education, coined the term “culturally 
responsive pedagogy” (and whose seminal article on that topic is included in the references to 
the Allen Report on p. 27).  “Culturally responsive pedagogy” is also frequently called 
“culturally responsive education,” “culturally responsive teaching,” “culturally relevant 
teaching,” and “culturally congruent teaching” (and various other permutations), which is exactly 
what Allen recommends. 

Allen used an analytical framework based on CRT, which holds that where disparities exist they 
are the result of systemic racism, and those disparities must be addressed by adopting training 
based on CRT!  Do you see the game being played here? 

“Climate Survey” Methodology was Deeply Flawed 

The questions we posed to Evison regarding the “equity surveys” went to the heart of the 
reliability and usefulness of the survey results.  The surveys and the manner in which they were 
administered were deeply flawed, as set forth below. 
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a. No Survey Plan was Adopted.  There is no evidence that a plan was adopted by 
the district or Allen in advance of sending out the surveys.  Such a plan provides essential 
controls on the survey process and would typically have addressed, among other things, what the 
minimum sample size is for the results to be considered representative of the SLSD and therefore 
informative.  No metrics were identified in advance for when something would be considered 
statistically significant, for how data errors would be identified and resolved, etc.  No comparator 
or peer group data were identified in advance.  This type of advance planning is essential in 
ensuring that surveys are conducted in accordance with pre-agreed standards, with the intent, of 
course, of limiting the likelihood of post-hoc data manipulation to support preferred views. 

b. No Controls on Responses.  There were no controls on who could respond to the 
survey nor how many times one could respond.  In fact, there were no instructions as to whether 
a family with two children in the district should respond once or twice.  One parent responding 
for the whole family? One response for each child? One response per parent? Each parent 
responding with respect to each of their children? There wasn’t even a clear deadline for parent 
responses. 

c. Survey was Entirely Anonymous.  We were told that the survey results were 
anonymous.  If that was the case, then how are we to judge the reliability of the results?  If some 
level of personally identifying information wasn’t collected, how were duplicates to be weeded 
out?  We are aware of multiple parents who responded multiple times just to see if they could do 
so (they could and did). 

d. Survey was Voluntary.  A voluntary survey is likely to elicit responses from those 
who understand what “equity” means today (as it is being used in today’s academic and political 
conversations, see Sections 4.0 and 14.0 of this Report) and feel most strongly about that topic, 
thereby limiting the population of respondents and over-representing particular subsections of 
our population.  We are aware of a number of parents who decided not to respond at all because 
they were troubled by the implications of the questions. 

e. Inappropriate Data to Include in Policy Making Decisions.  Based Evison’s 
comments both in e-mails and at school board meetings, the survey results would be included in 
the information used to consider action on “equity” issues in the district. However, the district 
failed to explain why it believed it is reasonable and appropriate to base policy decision making 
and subsequent implementation (to any extent) on an anonymous survey with no apparent 
controls on who responds or how many times they respond and for which there does not appear 
to be any pre-established rubric against which the results will be objectively evaluated. 

Design, Collection, and Analysis Problems 

The Allen Report is riddled with major problems with respect to its statistical approach.  To 
ensure that our critique was unassailable, we in fact hired a professional statistician to review the 
data the district provided to Allen, the description of the report he would prepare as reflected in 
the original Proposal, and the Allen report itself.  Below is a non-exhaustive list of examples: 

• On study design and data collection, there is no information on the actual size of the 
student population for any of the five academic years. 
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• The survey conduct is not described at any meaningful level. 

• There is no information on the number of surveys sent and responded to, nor any mention 

of follow-up on non-respondents, which certainly would have lent at least some minimal 

credibility to the survey portion of the data. 

• The “discipline” and “academic performance” data are mentioned briefly without any 

information as to the specific information collected and analyzed. 

• The “discipline” data is not described at all.  What disciplinary actions are involved (e.g., 
expulsion, a detention period, a note to file, a call to a parent)?  Even if we knew the 

answer, would it have been reasonable to Allen (let alone an outside reviewer) to treat all 

of categories the same? 

• For “academic” data, what was actually collected and analyzed?  The report doesn’t make 

this clear and references only PSSA scores.  Was that it?  Allen spent five and half pages 

discussing discipline data and yet spends barely two pages on academic data. 

• The description of statistical terminology is weak at best. For example, on p.3 of the 

Allen Report, Allen states: “Statistical significance of a variable (e.g. school year, race, 

gender) indicates the likelihood that the outcome being measured is, in some way, due to 

the presence of the variable and not just chance.”  This is stating in a round-about way 

that the association of the variable with the outcome being measured/observed.  Allen 

goes on to state that “the greater the statistical significance, the more likely that the 

variable is responsible…”; this grossly misstates the testing premise.  Conventional 

analysis assumes a-priori, that we accept no more than a 5% error rate of claiming 

statistical significance, when in truth the results are no different.  This is a “Type I” error 

rate, and because of this for testing, results are considered statistically significant if 

p<0.05.  It is impossible to understand what Allen was stating on proportionality at all.  

This concept is evident in the bar graphs (e.g. on disproportionality, Allen Report, p. 33, 

Fig. B1). How disproportionate is the Native Hawaiian/Pacific Islander because there are 

0 cases, or whites who comprise the majority of the study population?  Seeing observed 

differences in subgroup proportions is not evidence of a difference in outcomes. 

• P-values for variables sex, race, and year are presented in Table 1 of the report (Allen 

Report, p.4). There is no mention of the statistical tests performed (see next comment), 

the inclusion of any other explanatory variables (age, socio-economic status, income, 

residence years, etc.).  Were analyses with more than one variable used, and was, for 

example, school year as a repeated measure for analysis considered? 

• Allen fails to mention, or failed to perform, relevant statistical tests.  For proportions, 

groups would commonly be compared by a Chi-square test, or Fisher’s exact test for 

small 2x2 tables.  Combining proportions across subgroups would utilize a stratified test 

like the Cochran-Mantel-Haenszel test.  For proportions, a binomial confidence interval 

would often be reported.  For means, a T-test and analysis of variance are typically used. 

For data collected over time (e.g. student academic performance from year to year), a 

repeated measures analysis of variance would typically be conducted.  Means and a 
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measure of variable for continuous measures is typically reported.  For example, 
summary statistics would include the number of observations, the mean score, standard 
deviation, median, and minimum and maximum values.  Did Allen do any of these?  
Almost certainly not, at least there is no evidence whatsoever that he did in the Allen 
Report.  He didn’t need to, though, because under his CRT-based framework, the mere 
appearance of any disparity met former Evison needs. 

• This singular p-value becomes the motivation for observing differences and trends in the 
collected data as evidence of bias.  The argument is unconvincing for a proposed three-
year action plan. Recommended in Year 1 of the plan is essentially to more thoroughly 
evaluate the data presented in the report that is the basis for diversity action in the first 
place. For Year 2 there is discussion of “restorative practices as an alternative to punitive 
discipline,” yet no specific disciplinary data is provided in the current report.  The plan 
would be informed by what specific results were obtained in the 5-years on which data 
has been collected for “academic” and “discipline” data, without saying what they were. 

• Allen looks at “trends” in the observed data as evidence of disparity on which to base 
policy decisions.  No actual data is presented.  There is no supportive statistical measure, 
e.g., a 95% confidence interval around a mean or proportion.  There is not even a 
standard error bar! 

• There is also no mention of the sample size involved in the apparent racial discrepancies 
seen.  In the statement “students who identified as non-binary scored lower than males 
and females” (Allen Report, p. 19); how many students are there that fall into this “non-
binary” subpopulation?  Just one? Ten? A hundred? Also, the report obviously takes a 
political position on the existence of “non-binary” as a person who is neither male nor 
female, as opposed to just being a gender or personality trait expression.  Is that a valid 
basis for treating that person/those people as a sub-population for purposes of these 
analyses? 

• How is subgroup size considered in decision making? Presenting results with the number 
of observations, means and proportions, confidence intervals, and measures of spread 
would have been helpful, and certainly would have been included in a report reflecting 
well-controlled survey conduct and competent analysis both of survey results and of the 
analysis of both academic and disciplinary data. 

The manner of Allen’s presentation of data and his analysis, and his selectivity in what he 
chooses to present, are deeply misleading.  For example, Figure 4 on p.10 of the Allen Report 
hides the much higher performance of students of Asian descent (“Asian” being used as an 
aggregate term to refer to individuals of both South Asian and East Asian descent, for better or 
worse).  Taking 2016 as an example, because the PSSA data is readily available on the internet 
for that year, 88% of Asian students in SLSD were proficient in ELA while only 81% of white 
students were proficient (<https://www.greatschools.org/pennsylvania/center-valley/southern-
lehigh-school-district/>, last visited July 28, 2021).  Likewise, 85% of Asian students in SLSD 
were proficient in math while only 66% of white students were proficient. 
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If we accept Allen’s framework, the disparity between academic performance of “Asian” 
students and that of “white students” can only be due to systemic racism (and, in this case, the 
“internalized whiteness” of the Asian sub-population).  As author Kenny Xu points out, “Asians” 
are an “inconvenient minority” when it comes to these sorts of analyses!  The most plausible 
explanation, of course, is not that our teachers and systems have selectively and in a 
discriminatory fashion favored Asian students to the detriment of white, latino, and black 
students, but rather that Asian students are more likely, on average, to come from intact families 
who place a relatively higher emphasis on academic performance, thus resulting in the higher 
performance of that subpopulation on average. 

Ultimately, the Allen Report is incomplete and unreliable, and does not present actual results of 
the data collected.  It would not pass muster in a Statistics 101 course.  The proposals made by 
Allen are, therefore, simply not supported by the data, and should be rejected as unfounded (and 
frankly, contrary to common sense). 

The Implications in the Report about our Teachers and Staff are Deeply Offensive 

The most important reason that Allen Report should have been rejected on its merits (remember 
that it wasn’t rejected on its merits, but instead was shelved by the board due to the conflict of 
interest and corrupt quid-pro-quo transaction between Evison and Allen, see Section 6.6 of this 
Report), is that the report implies that SLSD teachers and staff have acted to establish and 
maintain “systemic racism” in our schools that has resulted in these disparities.  This is absurd on 
its face.  Our teachers would have had to treat our students differently by the color of their skin, 
to give extra help based on melanin level, to manipulate grades, and to discipline where no 
discipline was necessary.  Does anyone really believe anything like that has occurred? 

Our children have been in this district their entire academic lives.  We have seen nothing but 
engaged, kind, patient, highly qualified, and professional teachers and staff.  We have seen 
teachers go far above and beyond the call of duty to help students succeed, offering of 
themselves freely, without favor to anyone.  Help is always there for the asking. 

To now turn on them and accuse them, implicitly or otherwise, by accepting and being guided by 
the Allen Report of being biased against some students and favoring others based on the color of 
the student’s skin is outrageous.  The notion that our district may have approved or condoned 
professional development for our teachers and staff as a corrective action to their 
“discrimination” against students of different races is reprehensible. 

The Allen Report was Tainted by an Undisclosed Material Conflict of Interest 

Finally, it should be remembered that Evison failed to disclose a serious conflict of interest based 
on a preexisting relationship with Allen, and by doing so violated existing school board policies 
and possibly several applicable laws (see Section 7.6 of this Report).  Because of the conflict of 
interest, the district’s entire relationship with Allen was tainted and corrupt, not to mention the 
Allen report itself as the fruit of that relationship.  That conflict of interest goes a long way to 
explaining why Evison appears not to have identified or considered retaining any other vendors 
to provide the category of services which Allen provides, and instead opted to move forward 
with a “no bid” contract with a friend from whom she received meaningful personal benefits.  
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She presumably knew she could rely on Allen to produce results that would support her cynical 
preconceived notions about our staff and students. 

Summary 

We objected to Allen’s work for the district not because it relates to diversity (at least as that 
term used to be understood, see Section 4.0 of this Report), but because it is directly and 
expressly based on a framework that takes as undisputed orthodoxy that racism in favor of 
“whiteness” permeates every aspect of and interaction within our society and ascribes every 
difference in outcome to that systemic racism.  We reject that insidious framework outright and 
wholeheartedly.  Our objection was never general, it was always specific. 

Training on diversity, tolerance, and understanding can be done and done well without resorting 
to divisive frameworks like CRT or DEI training based on or driven by CRT.  We can embrace 
diversity without demonizing people with different melanin levels than our own.  We can learn 
one another’s histories and appreciate one another’s cultures without dividing ourselves into 
tribes and ascribing moral guilt.  We can study and learn from the evils of the past, no matter 
how or where they were practiced, but within the context of human advancement and progress in 
fighting those evils. 

6.6 Superintendent’s Conflict of Interest & Quid Pro Quo Corruption 

Failure to Disclose a Serious Conflict of Interest 

The records we received from the district suggested that former Superintendent Evison failed to 
disclose to the school board an extensive preexisting relationship with Joseph Allen. Based on 
the nature of that relationship, Evison had a conflict of interested that disqualified her from 
involvement in the selection and retention of Allen as a consultant to SLSD. 

Direct Support for Evison’s PhD Capstone Project 

As part of that preexisting relationship, former Superintendent Evison received, and likely 
continues to receive, direct support from Allen on her “capstone” project for her district-funded 
Ph.D.  This support included: 

(i) provision by Allen of data sets, training materials, and other information and 
materials former Superintendent Evison needed to advance her “capstone project,” a 
non-SLSD activity relating to her Ph.D. studies apparently (full e-mails are included 
in Attachment 5). 

• In an email from Allen to Evison dated July 14, 2020, Allen wrote: “I will drop 
resources in here [referring to a Google Shared Drive] as I come across them. The 
first file should be the bibliography, which I can add to if I come across some 
more readings. I will also draw up a brief description of our districts data, PD 
programming, and outcomes. I should be able to drop that into this drive by 
tomorrow.” 
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(iii) at least one letter of support and commitment submitted by Allen to Vanderbilt 
University relating to her “capstone” project (full documents are included see 
Attachment 8). 
• In an email from Evison to Allen on August 5, 2020, Evision informs Allen: “I 

am in the final stage of getting my proposal approved and need a letter of 
commitment from you that you are supporting this project.” 

• Allen then prepared the letter and provided it to Evison as an attachment to an e-
mail dated August 6, 2020: “Please see attached for the letter of commitment… if 
anything needs to be changed or added, let me know.” 

• Allen provided the “Letter of Commitment,” dated August 6, 2020, on Mooreville 
Graded School District letterhead.  The central paragraph reads: “This letter is to 
acknowledge that Vanderbilt student Kathleen T. Evison is working in 
collaboration with Mooresville Graded School District in Mooresville, NC 
regarding her final capstone project. We have authorized her use of de-identified 
district data related to her project. We look forward to working with Kathleen, 
and are committed to assisting her in the completion of her capstone in any way 
we can.” 

Despite this pre-existing personal relationship, from which former Superintendent Evison 
obviously benefited and likely continues to benefit, she nonetheless selected and recommended 
Allen as a vendor to the district, worked with Allen to prepare a proposal for services, arranged 
for the approval of that proposal by the Board (and the payment of monies specified therein), and 
ultimately received services on behalf of the district from Allen, and yet failed to notify to the 
school board of any of these facts. 

Violation of Board Policy No. 827 

At a minimum, this series of events reflects an actual or potential conflict of interest, or, at the 
very least, creates the perception of a conflict of interest, which in either case would be contrary 
to the stated purpose of the Board’s Conflict of Interest policy (No. 827), as adopted on July 11, 
2016 and revised on April 24, 2017 (see p.1 of the policy, Sec. 1, “Purpose”).  One could readily 
argue that recommending and obtaining Board approval for a “no-bid” contract with a person 
with whom she had a pre-existing relationship and from whom she received and likely continues 
to receive ongoing material support for her Ph.D. studies constitutes an actual or potential 
conflict of interest under and in violation of this policy.  Several other sections of the Board’s 
Conflict of Interest policy are implicated as well. 

Section 3 of the policy (“Delegation of Responsibility”) states that (emphasis added): 

“Each employee and Board member shall be responsible to maintain standards 
of conduct that avoid conflicts of interest. The Board prohibits members of the 
Board and district employees from engaging in conduct that constitutes a 
conflict of interest as outlined in this policy.” 
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On the facts presented above, as documented by the district’s own records, it appears that Evison 
failed to “maintain standards of conduct that avoid conflicts of interest” and that she did in fact 
“engage in conduct that constitutes of conflict of interest.” 

More importantly, Section 4 of the Policy (“Guidelines”) requires that (emphasis added): 

“No employee or Board member may participate in the selection, award or 
administration of a contract supported by a federal award if s/he has a real or 
apparent conflict of interest as defined above, as well as any other circumstance 
in which the employee, Board member, … has a financial or other interest in or a 
tangible personal benefit from a firm considered for a contract.” (see p.2 of 
the policy, 2nd paragraph under “Standards of Conduct”). 

In this case, former Superintendent Allen obviously “participated” in the “selection, award, or 
administration” of the contract with Allen.  In fact, she exchanged a number of e-mails with 
Allen that evidence that she directly “participated” by reviewing and requesting changes to the 
draft proposal from Allen (see multiple emails in Attachment 9). 

• On June 18, 2020, Allen sent Evison the draft proposal noting that he “managed to 
get both PD [Professional Development] services and consultation services onto one 
document,” going on to request “please review it and let me if you find any errors I 
may have missed, or if you have any recommendations for edits.” (emphasis added). 

• In an email of the same date, presumably after a phone call between Evison and 
Allen, Allen comments: “I'm comfortable changing the proposal to reflect that the 
needs assessment will result in a 3-year action plan. I'll make the update and send 
you a new copy tomorrow. Let me know if you see anything else that needs to be 
addressed.”  He then provided that updated version the next day. 

• After reviewing the further revised proposal, Evison, in an email dated June 19, 2020, 
told Allen (emphasis added): 

“This looks really good. The only other area I feel we're really lacking is the aspect 
of providing education to our students in these areas. A piece of that is through our 
curriculum review process and ELA and Social Studies are in there this year. My 
concern is that we have a significant percentage of our student body that do not 
understand race, justice and equity and are either passively, or outright directly 
marginalizing their peers, using unacceptable language and generally exhibiting 
racist and biased behaviors. I know that's a lot to tackle, and that our staff and admin 
need to come first, so maybe just a reference to how this work with staff will then 
lead to not only culturally affirming practices in pedagogy but also in direct 
teaching of these issues to students? It's just my thought and I'm certainly open to 
feedback, but just wondering how we capture the portion of helping our students 
address their own bias and racism.” 

• Allen then further revised the proposal, emailing Evison again on June 19, 2020 
(emphasis added): “Here is the latest version. I've actually incorporated the student 
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• Allen submitted an invoice for services dated August 3, 2020 even though those 
services had not yet, and would not be provided until the middle of the following year 
(full invoice is included in Attachment 11). 

Finally, as summarized above, Evison received “tangible personal benefit” from Allen in the 
form of various types of assistance on her “Capstone” project for her district-funded Ph.D. 

There is no evidence that Evison’s conflict of interest was disclosed by her or anyone else to the 
Board, let alone that it was discussed by the Board.  We have reviewed all of the board minutes 
from the relevant period and cannot find any mention of the conflict until the August 9, 2021 
where the Board approved an investigation into the misconduct. 

The Board’s “Conflicts of Interest Policy” does not permit the Board to waive such a “real or 
apparent” conflict of interest even if it had been presented, i.e., the Board could not have waived 
(permitted) the conflict even if it had wanted to do so.  The policy provides a bright-line rule for 
the Board to enforce in this area. 

The information we provided caused that the Board conduct an investigation of the conduct of 
Evison and the ongoing benefit that both she and Allen appeared had received and were 
continuing to receive at the time as a result of the violative conduct.  The Board’s Conflict of 
Interest policy requires (see “Guidelines,” Sec. 4, p.5) (emphasis added): 

“If an investigation results in a finding that the complaint is factual and 
constitutes a violation of this policy, the district shall take prompt, corrective 
action to ensure that such conduct ceases and will not recur.” 

On a related note, the apparent conflict of interest that we described to the Board goes a long 
way to explaining why Evison appears not to have identified or considered retaining any other 
vendors to provide the category of services which Allen provided, and instead opted to move 
forward with a “no bid” contract with a friend from whom she received meaningful personal 
benefits. 

We notified the school board of these issues by letter on July 12, 2021.  This was never about 
just pointing at something the district did and saying “bad, bad, bad.”  We want constructive 
conversations, better processes, and more clearly stated intent.  We want insight into what the 
district is doing in controversial areas.  Transparency builds trust.  Accordingly, toward the end 
of our letter, offered some suggestions on next steps (emphasis added): 

“This Board has a duty to remedy these issues, which would certainly include, at 
a minimum, immediately retrieving all SLSD data that has been provided to 
Allen and obtaining his written certification that (i) he no longer possesses any 
SLSD data or other information or materials, and (ii) did not, while the SLSD 
data was improperly in his possession, misuse the data or re-disclose the data to 
any third party. 

Finally, given the unbelievably cavalier manner in which SLSD data was handled 
in this case, the Board should determine whether there have been any other 
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potentially violative disclosures of sensitive SLSD student data by the 
administration during former Superintendent Evison’s tenure.” 

A week passed and we received no response from anyone on the school board whatsoever.  
Believing that perhaps the Board and interim superintendent (at the time, Dr. Mussoline) were 
unable to coalesce around an approach to address the issues we raised, we then sent on July 19, 
2021 more specific recommendations on how to remedy the FERPA violations: 

In our letter, we also provided more specific recommendations on how to address the conflicts of 
interest: 

“Conflict of Interest 

• Immediately terminate all contracts and all activities thereunder with Allen 
(including, without limitation, the proposal approved by the Board on June 22, 
2020), as they arise out of clear and unremediated violations of the Board’s 
Conflict of Interest policy (No. 827); 

• Demand in writing the return of all monies paid to Allen in connection with 
the proposal approved by the Board on June 22, 2020 or otherwise (including, 
without limitation, all “Title II” federal funds paid to Allen); 

• Immediately remove the “2020 Diversity, Equity, and Inclusion (DEI) Needs 
Assessment and Action Plan” dated July 1, 2021 from the district’s website – 
this report cannot be relied upon for many reasons, not the least of which is 
that its credibility is beyond tainted because it arises out of clear and 
unremediated violation of the Board’s Conflict of Interest policy (No. 827); 

• Prohibit the administration from contracting with Allen in the future, given his 
failure to disclose the obvious conflict of interest; 

• Take appropriate disciplinary actions against any SLSD employee involved in 
this conflict of interest; and 

• Evaluate all contracts approved by the Board over the past three (or more) 
years to determine whether any other contracts were approved by the Board 
with an undisclosed conflict of interest, particularly any and all contracts 
recommended to the Board by former Superintendent Evison, and take 
corrective action where needed.” 

We even offered recommendations on how to avoid situations like this in the future, including by 
improving the district’s procurement practices: 

“Procurement Policy 

• Prepare and adopt a procurement policy that ensures that contracts that violate our 
Conflicts of Interest Policy (No. 827) are not approved by the Board; 
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academic performance data that was provided.  It goes without saying that we did not authorize 

any information to be disclosed regarding “self-reported gender identity” as Allen requested. 

The Education Records policy does include a potentially relevant exception to the consent and 

identification requirement of Section 4.8 of the policy in subsection (l) thereof.  That exception 

states that “prior written consent of the parent or eligible student is not required when the 

disclosure of education records or information is…” (emphasis added): 

(l) To organizations conducting studies for, or on behalf of, the District to 

develop, validate, or administer predictive tests; administer student aid 
programs; or improve instruction, when— 

(1) The organization conducting the study does not permit access to personally-

identifiable information to any party other than representatives of the 

organization who have a legitimate educational interest in that information; 

(2) The information is destroyed when no longer needed for the purposes for 

which the study was conducted; and 

(3) The organization enters into a binding agreement with the District under 
which the organization is obligated to adhere to the requirements of this 
policy; that defines the purposes, scope, and duration of the study and 
the information to be disclosed to the organization; and that limits the 
use of the disclosed information to the purposes expressly identified in 
the agreement; 

Applying the known facts to this potential exception, the purposes of Allen’s proposal, as 

understood both from the plain language of the proposal itself and from the Board’s approval of 

that proposal as reflected in the Board minutes from the June 22, 2020 meeting of the School 

Board, is not for developing, validating or administering “predictive tests,” nor is it to 

“administer student aid programs.”  Whether any portion of Allen’s services might meet the 

“improve instruction” element is questionable at best, but it is also a moot question for the 

reasons set out below. 

Failure to Implement Binding Controls on Use of Data 

SLSD failed to implement required binding controls on the use of the data and other information 

that was provided by SLSD to Allen. 

For any disclosure of student information to fall under exception (l), the district and the 

organization to which the data is disclosed (in this case, Allen) must have entered into a 

“binding agreement” before disclosure requiring (breaking down subsection (l)(3) as quotes in 

full above) (emphasis added): 

(i) “obligated to adhere to the requirements of this policy; 

(ii) that defines the purposes, scope, and duration of the study and the information to 

be disclosed to the organization; and 
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(iii) that limits the use of the disclosed information to the purposes expressly 
identified in the agreement.” 

No such binding agreement exists at all, let alone one that expressly requires compliance with the 
Board’s Education Records policy (No. 216) and that expressly limits the use of the disclosed 
student-level information.  The only document that the district has made available, including 
after Right to Know requests, is Allen’s proposal dated June 17, 2020, as approved by the Board 
on June 22, 2020.  That proposal document does not even include a signature block where both 
parties would sign and date, evidencing commencement of the contract term, nor does it include 
any of the legal terms and conditions that would typically be found in a services agreement. 

Furthermore, the proposal does not include any confidentiality provisions whatsoever.  The 
proposal does not include any language that would limit the use by Allen of SLSD’s data to use 
necessary only to perform the services described in the proposal (for example, he could have 
used our student’s data to write papers or conduct other research).  The proposal does not include 
any prohibition on his re-disclosure of this sensitive data to other parties (as is required under 
Section 4.9 of the policy). 

Unless the district has withheld additional written binding agreements with Allen in violation of 
the PA Right to Know law, all available evidence suggests that multiple sections of the 
Education Records policy have been violated in an egregious manner (given the quantity, 
coverage, type, and sensitivity of the data disclosed), and as a result student-level data has been 
disclosed without any of the necessary controls or binding obligations, and without any of the 
required consents from parents and students.  These actions also, therefore, violate FERPA, on 
which our policy is based. 

Notification, Recommendations, and More Lies 

We notified the school board of these issues by letter on July 12, 2021.  Our efforts have never 
been about just point out failings.  Accordingly, toward the end of our letter, we offered some 
suggestions on next steps (emphasis added): 

“This Board has a duty to remedy these issues, which would certainly include, at 
a minimum, immediately retrieving all SLSD data that has been provided to 
Allen and obtaining his written certification that (i) he no longer possesses any 
SLSD data or other information or materials, and (ii) did not, while the SLSD 
data was improperly in his possession, misuse the data or re-disclose the data to 
any third party. 

Finally, given the unbelievably cavalier manner in which SLSD data was handled 
in this case, the Board should determine whether there have been any other 
potentially violative disclosures of sensitive SLSD student data by the 
administration during former Superintendent Evison’s tenure.” 

A week passed and we received no response from anyone on the school board whatsoever.  
Believing that perhaps the Board and interim superintendent (at the time, Dr. Mussoline) were 
unable to coalesce around an approach to address the issues we raised, we then sent on July 19, 
2021 more specific recommendations on how to remedy the FERPA violations: 
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“FERPA Violations 

• Immediately retrieve from Allen all SLSD data that has been provided to 
Allen in connection with the June 22, 2020 proposal or otherwise; 

• Demand and obtain a sworn affidavit from Allen confirming that he no longer 
possesses any SLSD data after such retrieval; 

• Demand and obtain a sworn affidavit from Allen confirming that while the 
SLSD data was improperly in his possession he did not misuse the data (i.e., 
use it for any other purpose than those specific purposes listed in the proposal 
approved by the Board on June 22, 2020) or re-disclose the data to any third 
party (including, without limitation, on an anonymized basis); 

• Take appropriate disciplinary actions against any SLSD employee involved in 
the mishandling of SLSD data; 

• Promptly conduct retraining on the requirements of Board Policy No. 216 
titled “Education Records” for all SLSD employees that in any way come into 
contact with SLSD student data covered by FERPA, with special emphasis on 
those employees that may be asked to provide SLSD data to a third party;  

• Evaluate to what extent the district is at risk of losing access to federal funds 
as a result of the FERPA violations that I have described to you (based on the 
district’s own records); 

• Evaluate whether any other mishandlings of SLSD student data have occurred 
(i.e., other than in connection with the Allen proposal) and take immediate 
action to remedy them if any exist; and 

• Evaluate whether sharing sensitive student data covered by FERPA through 
Google Drive, as was the case here, is appropriate, or whether a more secure, 
fully encrypted file sharing service would be more appropriate and compliant 
with the district’s obligations under FERPA.” 

Ultimately it was almost a month before we would receive any meaningful update from the 
school board, and that update occurred at a public Board meeting.  Limited immediate steps were 
announced, including terminating the relationship with Allen and putting the DEI initiative “on 
hold.”  The school board also voted to initiate an investigation, the scope and results of which are 
discussed in Section 7.9 of this report. 

While no concrete, document-based evidence of remediation has ever been made public (e.g., 
new board policies, evidence of training on how to handling of student data, etc.), SLSD did put 
out an e-mail notifying the public of the mishandling of student data and that certain steps had 
been taken.  Even here, though, multiple incorrect or misleading statements were made.  The 
notice read as follows: 
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FERPA.  Redacted versions of the following files were provided to us by SLSD in response to 
request for records under the PA Right to Know law: 

Discipline Data 
2014-15 SY DD.xlsx 
2015-16 SY DD.xlsx 
2016-17 SY DD.xlsx 
2017-18 SY DD.xlsx 
2018-19 SY DD.xlsx 
2019-20 SY DD.xlsx 

Academic Data 
PPSA Data.xlsx 

Student Demographics Data.xlsx 

[unknown file name, file containing the equivalent of at least 12 printed pages 
of “student count” data] 

Third, and perhaps most importantly, the statement that “Director information may generally be 
disclosed, but because ethnicity is not part of directly information, the disclosure was in violation 
of applicable law and school Board policy” is much too narrow and also misleading.  As 
mentioned above, the absence of a contract a binding contract with confidentiality provisions and 
binding data control provisions is violative of policies and applicable law. 

Interim Superintendent Mussoline sought to recast what happened as “inadvertent” and 
ultimately nothing to worry about.  Our view is that disclosure reflects an appalling level of 
administration incompetence and a lack of effective leadership in the district at the time.  We 
acknowledge, and are thankful, that the individuals at the center of this misconduct are no longer 
employed by the district. 

6.8 The Training Materials that “Didn’t Exist” and the Training 
that “Never Happened” 

The Training Outline Approved by the School Board 

In Sections 7.1 and 7.2 of this Report, we explained how and when the Allen Proposal was 
approved by the SLSD school board as well as what it contained.  Here we focus on a crucial like 
told that night and the subsequent lies that were piled on. 

The Allen Proposal as approved on June 22, 2020 by the school board meeting included a 
description of the “Diversity, Equity, and Inclusion Training Program” that would be held by 
Allen as professional development for SLSD employees.  The relevant portion of the Allen 
Proposal included an outline of the modules that would be included in the training.  A single 
board member, Mr. Dimmig, requested additional information about the “modules.”  Mr. 
Dimmig’s request was recorded in the minutes from that meeting (available on SLSD website, 
emphasis added): 
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Below are a number of examples of Allen’s sample slides and how they match up to the outline 
of the modules included in the Allen Proposal approved by our school board.  The text 
surrounded by the red box are screen captures directly from the Allen Proposal.  As you will see, 
they are exact matches in many cases.  While the module numbers sometimes don’t line up, the 
content most certainly does.  Note also that the information presented in Allen’s slides is not 
unique or tailored to any particular school district, but is general in nature about these subject 
areas, so the notion that the core content of the modules would be customized for SLSD strains 
credulity.  Full copies of the sample slides provided by Allen to SLSD are included in 
Attachment 12 to this Report. 

The first example shows Allen’s slides described in “Module 1” (“What is Race”).  The slides 
assert, as one would expect from the module outline in the Allen Proposal, that “race is a social 
construct” and that “racism” is only exists when “one group having power” is able to “carry out 
systemic discrimination through major institutions of society” for the purposes of perpetuating 
“racial group inequity.”  The slides also assert that having “White Racial Identity” means 
“assuming the existence of white superiority.” 

The second example shows Allen’s slides described in “Module 5” (“Culturally 
Relevant/Responsive Pedagogy”). Among other things, the slides state expressly that Culturally 
Relevant Pedagogy and Culturally Responsive Pedagogy are directly based on Critical Race 
Theory, that one of the purposes is to create “Critical Consciousness,” i.e., a state of seeing 
society in terms of systems of power, privilege, dominance, oppression, and marginalization 
coupled with a dedication to become an activist against these perceived systems (based on 
Marxist conflict theory). 

The third example shows Allen’s slides described in “Modules 3” (“The Unique Needs of 
Marginalized Groups Pt. 1”) and “Module 4” (“The Unique Needs of Marginalized Groups Pt. 
2”).  Among other things, the slides state that “the system is designed to favor the dominant 
culture” (this appears on the “Caucasian” slide) and that Asian Americans “suffer from the 
‘model minority’ stereotype.” (emphasis added).  In Allen’s world, “Asian Americans” is an 
aggregate term that lumps Americans whose ancestors come from the Indian Subcontinent, 
China, Japan, the Koreas, Southeast Asia, etc., into a single group as though they are all exactly 
alike (as though assuming people from disparate cultures, ethnic subpopulations, geographic 
region, genetic profiles, historical experiences, etc., are all just the same isn’t itself racist…). 

 
[Examples Immediately Follow] 
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Example 1 
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Example 2 
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Example 3 
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(i) hiring The Levin Legal Group, P.C. as outside counsel to conduct an investigation, 
provide a report on that investigation, make recommendations to the board to ensure 
compliance with applicable law, take various actions to remedy problems found (e.g., 
retrieving improperly disclosed student data from Allen), and provide training to 
district personnel (discussed further below); 

(ii) determined to request no further work from DEI consultant Allen / to discontinue 
services from Allen; and 

(iii) terminate the DI&E [DEI] initiative “until further recommendations are made by the 
next Superintendent and that appropriate public input be obtained by the next 
Superintendent before any recommendations are made regarding DI&E [DEI]” 

(SLSD School Board Meeting Minutes, August 9, 2021, Sections 4(a), 4(b)). 

At that meeting, the board also adopted a set of resolutions setting out the specific allegations we 
made against Evison and Allen, as well addition items to be investigated and other actions 
requested by the board of the Levin Legal Group.  These additional resolutions are included in 
this report as Attachment 13. The resolutions are just over six pages in length, but fundamentally 
cover the following: 

(i) misconduct/conflicts of interest/violations of law and policy by Evison and Allen 
(Part 2 of the resolutions); 

(ii) mishandling of student records (Part 3 of the resolutions); and 

(iii) failures of the district under PA’s Right to Know law (Part 4 of the resolutions); 

The resolutions call for recommendations (e.g., enhancements to policies, regulations, and 
practices) to be made by the Levin Law Group regarding each of those areas, curative/corrective 
actions to be taken in each of those areas, and training of employees as necessary (Part 5 of the 
resolutions). 

We spoke with Attorney Levin a number of times during his work and exchanged with him a 
number of emails and documents to assist him in his investigation.  He was polite, professional, 
and reasonable throughout. 

School Board Hides Completed Report for Five Months 

The report that resulted from the Levin Law Group’s work was initiated around the time the 
resolutions were adopted (early August 2021) and was complete by early October of 2021, just 
two months after the board authorized the investigation (this was told directly to us by Attorney 
Levin).  The Levin Law Group was tasked with investigating serious misconduct by public 
officials, corruption in the award of a district contract, violations of state and federal law, the 
mishandling of sensitive student data, and violations of school board policies, among other 
things; these are all matters of serious public concern. Yet, despite the report having been 
completed in early October of 2021, the public would not get any substantive update about the 
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findings of the report until March 3, 2022!  This was obviously not what one would hope for in 
terms of urgency given the subject matter and seriousness of the allegations. 

The public was left in the dark on the status and findings of the investigation for approximately 
five months after the report was complete and provided the public with no meaningful update 
for approximately eight months after the we informed the board of the issues of concern, all of 
which were substantiated in the investigation.   

On January 24, 2022, the board adopted a set of resolutions that approved a process that would 
lead to the release of a portion of the report (attached to this Report as Attachment 14).  The 
process included allowing people named in the report (e.g., Evison and Allen, in particular) to 
review those portions of the report that discuss their actions, for those people to offer evidence 
and rebuttal statements, and for that additional evidence and/or rebuttals statements to be 
attached to the report.  With that process complete, we had hoped that the report would be 
released in full.  That was not to be. 

An important question, that remains unanswered to this day, is why wasn’t the “rebuttal process” 
commenced in early October when Attorney Levin and his firm completed the report?  The only 
reasonable answer from our perspective is that the school board in place at the time would 
have been embarrassed by the report’s findings at the district headed into school board 
elections in November of 2021.  If that was their motivation for sitting on the report for so long, 
their concerns were justified, because the portion of report that was ultimately released does in 
fact show that Evison was conducting herself in an unethical and unprofessional manner on a 
number of fronts, and the board at the time failed to notice it, let alone assert any control to 
protect the school district and its taxpayers. 

District Hides the Bulk of the Report, Releases Only a Portion 

On March 3, 2022, the “Investigatory Report” to the district’s website.  A PDF of the report was 
downloadable by clicking on a link.  We refer to what was released as the “Levin Report.”  To be 
clear, the full report created by the Levin Legal Group was not released, only a portion of it 
was.  The full report remains unreleased to this day. 

The Levin Report (i.e., the portion released to the public) addresses only the “conflict of interest 
issue” that we raised.  Even in this area, the Levin Report includes only the most cursory of legal 
analysis and makes no recommendations.  I suspect there was a lot more in the full document.  
Also, it’s clear what was released was cobbled together out a bigger report.  There are missing 
section titles, make numbers are complete absent, exhibits don’t have headers; this is not the sort 
of work a firm like the Levin Law Group would produce as a general matter, so we are obviously 
looking at a “sub-report.” 

The other areas (mishandling of student data, problems with the district’s handling of Right to 
Know requests, remedial actions, training, etc.) are entirely unaddressed in what was released, 
literally not a word.  When we raised this issue with our current superintendent, we were told 
that he does not expect that anything else will be released from the Levin Report.  Rather than 
achieving transparency on important issues of misconduct by previous administration officials, 
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our school board has simply raised more questions, not least of which is what’s being kept from 
public view and why. 

We have continued to advocate to the school board that in the interests of transparency and 
rebuilding public trust, the entire report must be released (except for specific, individual pieces 
of information that are required by law to be withheld).  Remember, the basis for the 
investigation was that we found multiple categories of misconduct that had been hidden from 
both the previous school board and the public.  “Just trust us, we got this” will never be an 
acceptable answer.  We maintain that the district should have waived attorney-client privilege on 
the remainder of the report and released the entire report to the public.  The irony of not releasing 
the actual report to the fullest extent permitted by law from an investigation report that arose out 
of a lack of transparency in the first place is obvious and painful. 

Levin’s Findings, Evison’s Corruption Confirmed 

So, what did the Levin Report say in the limited pages that were released (see Attachment 15 for 
the Levin Report as released to the public)?  As a general observation, our allegations based on 
district records about Evison’s misconduct were correct.  Below are some key observations from 
the Levin Report (references are to the applicable page of the PDF of the Levin Report released 
by the district): 

• “Instead of simply asking Allen if he would assist her with her Capstone Project, she 
asked for assistance with her doctoral requirements and she offered to ‘partner’ with him 
and to ‘contribute to [his] work.’ She is arguably proposing a quid pro quo relationship 
from the start” (p.3). 

• “These are great! Thank you! As you think about a framework, could you also add a 
potential board training to your thoughts - they are all keen to tackle issues, but are 
naive about the issues and what to do versus not do” (quoting e-mail from Evison to 
Allen, p.5).  This is significant because Evison repeatedly told the board and the public 
that nothing had been decided with respect to training, and that topic would be driven by 
the results of the “equity” survey process. 

• Allen responded to Evison that “There is evidence out there that suggests these types of 
programs are more sustainable when you take a top- down approach, and put your 
Board/Admin through them first” (p.5), suggesting that this was always about 
transforming the district, not about addressing problems raised from the bottom. 

• “There is no evidence reviewed by Mr. Levin that Evison knew the details of Allen’s 
professional background (or lack thereof) until June 18, 2020, when Allen sent a copy of 
this CV to Evison” (p.8), suggesting that Allen was selected not because of any particular 
expertise, but because the relationship could benefit Evison. 

• “Although this motion documents that an ‘Independent Contractor Agreement’ was 
approved, there is no such document—only Allen’s proposal” (p.9).  This confirms that 
the district never bothered to put in place a proper agreement with Allen, that would have 
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included basic provisions like confidentiality and restrictions on possession and use of 
student data. 

• Regarding the “Letter of Commitment” Allen provided to Vanderbilt in support of 
Evison’s “Capstone” project, Attorney Levin contacted the superintendent of the 
Mooresville Graded School District (MGSD) (where Allen was employed at the time), 
Dr. Maunder.  Dr. Maunder responded by email on August 27, 2021 that, despite the 
assertions of Allen in the “Letter of Commitment”: 

“…(1) Mooresville was aware that Allen was contracting with the Southern 
Lehigh School District; (2) Mooresville did not believe that a conflict existed 
between Dr. Allen and Mooresville as a result of the contract; and (3) that the 
School Board at Mooresville would not have to approve the release of de-
identified information by Allen to Evison.” 

Counsel for MGSD in a separate communication confirmed that: 

“MGSD did not consider itself working in collaboration with the Southern Lehigh 
District or its former Superintendent.” 

• “In addition, counsel for Mooresville advised that ‘MGSD did not receive anything from 
Evison regarding any of her research, the final Capstone Project or any other data from 
Southern Lehigh School District.’ In short, whatever Allen was doing to assist Evison 
with her Capstone Project, it did not inure to the benefit of Mooresville. The 
representation by Allen on Mooresville letterhead that ‘Evison is working in 
collaboration with Mooresville Graded School District’ is troubling and not factual. 
More accurately, an employee of Mooresville in his individual capacity was assisting 
Evison; Mooresville did nothing to put its imprimatur on the arrangement. Recognizing 
that he was assisting Evison in his individual capacity and not as an employee or 
representative of Mooresville, Allen was using his personal email address when he 
assisted Evison regarding her Capstone Project” (p.11, emphasis added). 

• “It is Mr. Levin’s opinion that this $4,000 was not an expenditure that could be charged 
to Title II” (p.12); it was so charged. 

• “…it was discovered that Evison had a District credit card and that she had the School 
District pay for her cap and gown for her doctorate. The cost was $869.60. The 
transaction date was March 25, 2021. Evison did not dispute that she had the District 
pay for it … It is Mr. Levin’s opinion that this purchase was clearly wrong and improper 
and that Evison should be made to reimburse the District.” (p.13).  I have no evidence to 
suggest the district sought reimbursement from Evison for this expenditure. 

• Referring to regulations under federal law regarding conflicts of interest in situations 
where federal funds (in this case Title II funds) are used: “Evison, in in [sic] Mr. Levin’s 
opinion, violated the two elements that numbered in red font. First, she participated in 
the selection, award, and administration of the contract with Allen when she had a 
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conflict. Second, she both solicited and accepted Allen’s assistance with regard to her 
Capstone Project” (pp13-14). 

• “Rowe’s [Evison’s attorney] letter does not deny that Allen assisted her with her 
Capstone Project. Instead, she stated that Evison did not receive any tangible personal 
benefit from ‘Allen’s contract with the Southern Lehigh School District.’ (Emphasis 
added) However, the federal regulations and Policy 827 do not require that the benefit be 
from ‘the contract.’ On the contrary, the policy and federal regulations require that the 
‘tangible personal benefit [be] from [the] firm considered for a contract.’ Simply stated, 
if Evison received any tangible personal benefit from Allen, the regulations and the 
Policy were violated. It is Mr. Levin’s opinion that Allen’s assistance with her 
Capstone Project is undeniably a ‘tangible personal benefit.’” (p.15, emphasis added to 
final sentence; earlier emphasis was in Levin Report). 

The Levin Report bizarrely cuts off at that point for the reasons discussed above, i.e., that only a 
portion of the report was released to the public. 

The irony of not releasing the actual report to the fullest extent permitted by law from an 
investigation report that arose out of a lack of transparency in the first place is obvious and 
ultimately self-defeating.  The Levin Report was the result of an investigation into public 
corruption. The best remedy for public corruption is transparency.  We got the opposite. 

 

[End of Section] 
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7.0 Divisive Ideologies From University Partners 

SLSD administrators established deep and enduring ties with multiple outside institutions that 
resulted in a steady stream of CRT-driven information, trainings, and materials being fed into our 
district.  The documents provided by the district in response to our RTK request evidence 
significant relationships from the Greater Lehigh Valley Consortium for Equity and Excellence 
(GLVCEE), the University of Pennsylvania Graduate School of Education, Lehigh University 
that allowed for the flow of activist political approaches into our district.  The Carbon Lehigh 
Intermediate Unit (CLIU), which serves as liaison between the Pennsylvania Department of 
Education and our school district, also provided a steady flow of such materials.  The individuals 
at these institutions, based on the documents we reviewed, appear to be social justice activists 
with a particular aim, i.e., to transform our district in the name of “equity” and “social justice.” 

Please see our discussion of how the meanings of words have changed based on social justice 
imperatives in Section 3.0 and the glossary in Section 13.0 of this report for the definitions of the 
various social justice-related terms that appear in this section. 

7.1 Greater Lehigh Valley Consortium for Equity and Excellence (GLVCEE) / 
Lehigh University 

The records the district provided show a deep entanglement with the GLVCEE.  The GLVCEE is 
“is an outgrowth of the Lehigh University School Study Council, which counts about 30 area 
school districts among its members.”  (<https://www.mcall.com/2016/05/23/lehigh-valley-
school-districts-join-forces-to-focus-on-student-equity/>, last visited June 2, 2023).  The 
consortium includes school districts covering Allentown, Bethlehem, Easton, Parkland, 
Salisbury, Souderton, Saucon, and Southern Lehigh; the Colonial Intermediate Unit and the 
Carbon Lehigh Intermediate Unit are also represented in GLVCEE (id.).  Attendance at 
consortium meetings “consists of superintendents, central office administrators, building 
administrators, counselors, and teacher leaders” and the board is “made up of local 
superintendents and the program is supported through Lehigh University” (email from Kathleen 
Evison dated April 29, 2020). 

Through our district’s work with the GLVCEE, we know exactly what is intended.  Former 
Superintendent Evison was a key player.  A letter to all of the superintendents of the districts in 
the consortium, a final draft of which was included in an email thread dated July 7, 2020 
provided by district, make clear where the consortium stands with respect to “equity,” “social 
justice,” “systemic racism,” and “anti-racism” and its activist role with respect to those issues.  
The letter, included in its entirety below, includes (emphasis added): 

• Praising the superintendents for their “commitment” to “social justice and anti-racism.” 

• “…how to take stronger action to counter systemic racism in the districts we lead.” 

• Suggestion that our teaching of history is “incomplete or inaccurate, biased” because it 
“portray[s] whiteness as normative…” 

• Intent to create “a just and anti-racist society.” 
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likelihood that one will act in a biased or racist way in actual interactions with non-“white” 
people.  However, there is ample evidence that the implicit bias test utterly fails it’s essential 
purpose, and does not, in fact, predict anything, let alone whether someone is likely to be a racist 
or act in a racist manner.  See “Psychology’s Favorite Tool for Measuring Racism Isn’t Up to the 
Job: Almost two decades after its introduction, the implicit association test has failed to deliver 
on its lofty promise” (Jesse Singal, January 2017, The Cut / New Yorker Magazine, 
<https://www.thecut.com/2017/01/psychologys-racism-measuring-tool-isnt-up-to-the-
job.html#_ga=2.179555820.932133484.1685822655-1119502699.1685822654>, last visited 
June 3, 2023) for a summary of the many failings of the test.  Signal summarize the state of the 
test as follows (emphasis added): 

“A pile of scholarly work, some of it published in top psychology journals and 
most of it ignored by the media, suggests that the IAT falls far short of the 
quality-control standards normally expected of psychological instruments. The 
IAT, this research suggests, is a noisy, unreliable measure that correlates far too 
weakly with any real-world outcomes to be used to predict individuals’ behavior 
— even the test’s creators have now admitted as such.” 

Professor Sokoloff shared and therefore endorsed a test to measure whether someone is likely to 
be a racist or act in a racist way, which even the creators of the test itself agree it cannot do. 

Our former Superintendent, Kathleen Evison, was also actively working with, and receiving 
training from Professor Sokoloff and his colleagues.  In an email dated August 8, 2020, she 
asked her assistant to add to her calendar a number of trainings to be held by the Graduate 
School of Education at the University of Pennsylvania: 

 

[Remainder of Page Left Intentionally Blank] 
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8.0 Social Justice Training and Materials at SLSD 

8.1 Introduction 

SLSD suggested, offered, gave credit for, or paid for training for employees based on or driven 
by a world view that takes “oppression” as a given, assumes racism is omnipresent, and ascribes 
moral guilt to individuals and groups based on the color of a person skin.  SLSD employees 
shared with one another materials from those trainings, materials from other sources, and ideas 
for bringing those concepts into the classroom, including for curriculum development.  Please 
see also Section 9.0 of this report, which discusses curriculum, library audits, and book 
selections that reflect these concepts.  The training and materials described in this section are in 
addition to the training materials and activities associated with Dr. Joseph Allen in Section 6.8. 

The sheer quantity of critical race theory/social justice/activist materials the district provided in 
response to our RTK request is mind boggling.  The representative examples below (there are 
many, many others) should give the reader an idea of just how prevalent this thinking is, and just 
how supported it was by people like former Superintendent Evison, former Director of 
Curriculum and Instruction Shane Cross, and a handful of activist teachers. 

Many of these individual involved appear to be well intended people trying to learn and 
understand topics that are supposed to be helpful in their day-to-day job activities, but ultimately 
being led into adopting a frame of analysis that takes as a given that whites oppress everyone 
else, that any disparity whatsoever means system racism is present, and that to be “anti-racist” 
one must actively discriminate in the present to correct past wrongs. 

We direct the reader to Sections 3.0 and 13.0 of this report for a discussion of how the race and 
gender ideologues have redefined words to mean things a well-intended lay reader would never 
imagine.  For example, a normal person would expect a term like “cultural competency” to mean 
that one has an understanding of how cultures differ among peoples, how those difference in 
culture may affect a person’s approach to communication, learning, perspectives on history, etc. 
Instead, “cultural competency” now more frequently means evaluating cultural difference within 
an intersectional oppression hierarchy, with “whites” as the “oppressors” and everyone else 
falling at different levels of “oppressed.”  A related term, “culturally responsive pedagogy,” is 
right out of seminal writing on CRT, as we’ve described in Section 13.0 of this report. 

This section is based on materials we received in response to requests for records under the PA 
Right to Know (RTK) law covering the period from January 2017 through May 2021.  We don’t 
know what happened before that, and we don’t know what happened after that in this area.  
Many of the records we received were incomplete, often missing crucial attachments.  The 
attachments in most cases would have shed further light on the content of the training or 
materials offered.  Obviously, if the email to missing files were attached was within the scope of 
the RTK request, so were the attachments, yet many were not provided.  A cynical person might 
view the omissions as intentional, to keep some of the worst “DEI” materials from seeing the 
light of day.  That’s possible.  It’s also possible that the individuals collecting, reviewing, and 
providing the materials were incompetent.  Either way, the omissions raise yet more questions 
about what was happening in SLSD and why. 
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We only have what we received from the district, so we are likely missing a substantial amount 
of information regarding training, curriculum, etc.  Likewise, we wouldn’t have, based on our 
RTK requests, any information about trainings that do not include a word like “equity,” even if 
the content of that training did include CRT-driven materials.  Finally, some documents were 
provided to us without any context, so unless we had a corresponding email with header 
information (To, From, CC, Date/Time), we don’t know how or when a particular document was 
used.  That said, the presence alone of some of these documents should be disturbing. 

We must ask ourselves whether training in “social justice” topics is appropriate for SLSD 
teachers and other staff.  Is this the framework of analysis that we want our teachers to apply 
when development lesson plans and interacting with students?  Are these the sorts of trainings 
and materials tax-payer dollars should be funding?  Another fair question would be how much 
better of a job might we have done on academics had we not spent endless time and money on 
“social justice” training? 

In the following pages we highlight 10 of the most glaring examples of “social justice” training 
at SLSD for administrators, counselors, teachers, and students, all using district resources and, of 
course, tax-payer dollars (there were numerous others as well…): 

1. White Fragility Book Club for 42 Employees for Professional Development/Academy 
Hours 

2. CRT-based “21-Day Challenge” for Faculty and Students 

3. Social Justice Training for School Counselors 

4. Credit for Professional Development in “Systemic Racism” and “White Privilege” for 
High School Counselors 

5. CRT-based Resources for Social Studies Teachers 

6. Materials Distributed to Principals and K-3 Guidance Counselor regarding CASEL’s 
Commitment to use “Social Emotional Learning as a Lever for Equity” 

7. $28,200 for Extensive Training in Social Emotional Learning for Staff and Students 

8. District Funds Course on “Cultural Competence” to Support “Curriculum Development” 

9. Distribution of “Resources for White Parents to Raise Anti-Racist Children” 

10. Training Program on Social and Emotional Learning that includes “Elevating Educational 
Equity through Social Emotional Learning” 

Please see also Section 8.0 of this report that discussions numerous additional CRT-based social 
justice trainings that occurred in connection with SLSD’s relationship with Lehigh University, 
the Greater Lehigh Valley Consortium for Equity and Excellence (GLVCEE), and the University 
of Pennsylvania Graduate School of Education and Section 6.8 of this report which discussions 
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“Individual whites may be ‘against’ racism, but they still benefit from a system 
that privileges whites as a group … these advantages are referred to as ‘white 
privilege,’ a sociological concept referring to advantages that are taken for 
granted by whites and that cannot be similarly enjoyed by people of color in the 
same context….” (p.24). 

Thus, in DiAngelo’s world, only “white” people can never be racist: 

“People of color may also hold prejudices and discriminate against white people, 
but they lack the social and institutional power that transforms their prejudice 
and discrimination into racism….” (p.22). 

Second, DiAngelo only sees people fundamentally in terms of groups, never as individuals.  
Thus, her work is replete with “white” oppressing “black” or “people of color,” always oppressor 
versus oppressed; it’s never an individual actor, it’s always “systemic racism” or “structural 
racism” as work.  “People of color” are forever and always “oppressed” by the group “white 
people.”  If this all sounds familiar, it should, it’s just Marxist conflict theory applied to race. 
The seminal writers in CRT readily admit this. 

What is “White Fragility”? 

DiAngelo defines “White Fragility” as (pp.1-2): 

The “racial stress” or “racial discomfort” that white people feel when confronted 
in “conversations about race” when it is suggested that being “white” connects us 
to a “system of racism” (i.e., systemic racism) that white people use to dominate 
society (i.e., to oppress people of color for the benefit of “whites”), because it 
challenges white people’s “very identities as good, moral people” and white 
perceive such challenges as “an unsettling and unfair moral offense.” 

The “racial stress” or “racial discomfort” white people experience manifests in a 
“range of defensive responses,” such as “feelings of discomfort and anxiety, 
anger, fear, guilt, and behaviors such as argumentation, silence, and withdrawal 
from the stress-inducing situation.” 

The “racial stress” or “racial discomfort” is caused by a “lack of racial stamina,” 
(i.e., an inability to tolerate being accused of racism or being called a racist) that 
infects white people because white people are usually “insulated from racial 
stress” because white people “white people in North America live in a society that 
is deeply separate and unequal by race, and white people are the beneficiaries of 
that separation and inequality.” 

A white person’s expression of white fragility is a “means of racial control,” a 
way to protect “white advantage,” and are intended to “reinstate white 
equilibrium as they repel the challenge, return our racial comfort, and maintain 
our dominance within the racial hierarchy.” 
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To summarize, “white fragility” is the feeling any white person of goodwill would have when 
someone calls them a racist solely and exclusively for being white! 
 
DiAngelo tells us that “most white people have limited information about what racism is and 
how it works” (p.100).  DiAngelo seems to be somehow miraculously unaware that we have 
been endlessly talking about and fighting about racism, debating it on the floors of state house 
and the US Congress, protesting about racism in the streets, litigating about race in our courts, 
and passing laws against racism and racist practices for as long as we have existed as these 
United States, not to mention literally breaking the country in half in a civil war fought primarily 
over the question of slavery that cost somewhere between 650,000 and 850,000 American lives.  
She just doesn’t like that we don’t all agree with her new definition of what “racism” constitutes. 

“White” or “Western”: The Difference is Essential 

A major flaw of White Fragility as a book is that it confuses “whiteness” with “Western.”  
DiAngelo has this to say about “whiteness,” “white culture,” and “white supremacy” (emphasis 
added): 

“…white supremacy is a descriptive and useful term to capture the all-
encompassing centrality and assumed superiority of people defined and perceived 
as white and the practices based on this assumption.  White supremacy in this 
context does not refer to individual white people and their individual intentions or 
actions but to an overarching political, economic, and social system of 
domination.” (p.28) 

“[white supremacy is] the unnamed political system that has made the modern 
world what it is today…” and that “…white supremacy has shaped Western 
political thought for hundreds of years….” (p.29, quoting Charles W. Mill). 

“White supremacy describes the culture war we live in, a culture that positions 
white people and all that is associated with them (whiteness) as ideal.  White 
supremacy is more than the idea that whites are superior to people of color; it is 
the deeper premise that supports this idea—the definition of whites as the norm or 
standard for human; and people of color as a deviation from that norm.” (p.33) 

“When ideologies such as colorblindness, meritocracy, and individualism are 
challenged, intense emotional reactions are common.” (p.28) 

“Narratives of racial exceptionality obscure the reality of ongoing institutional 
white control while reinforcing the ideologies of individualism and meritocracy.” 
(p.27) 

That “social system,” that “political system,” and those “ideologies” that DiAngelo references 
have nothing at all to do with race.  What DiAngelo so ineptly describes is in fact Western 
Civilization itself and Western Civilization has nothing to do with race and everything to do with 
universal ideas that have enabled the flourishing of humankind over the past 500 years.  Western 
Civilization is open to and welcoming of all.  These attacks on Western Civilization, or “white 
culture” to use DiAngelo’s words is not uncommon when viewing the world through a CRT lens.  
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• Limited, representative government that protects individual rights 
• Development and Application of the Scientific Method to both natural phenomena and 

ideas 
• Economic freedom 
• Political freedom 
• Freedom of speech and thought 
• Freedom of commerce/competition 

None of those principles have anything to do with race; rather, they are eternal ideas available 
to all people whatever they look like and from wherever they come.  Western Civilization is 
what DiAngelo attacks as “whiteness” or “white culture.”  We live in a strange time when the 
very fundamentals of a fair society (e.g., individual rights, fealty to the rule of law, meritocracy) 
are now held in disdain as impediments to “social justice.” 

As a single example among hundreds, consider what Western Civilization has given us through 
the application of the scientific method to human disease and injury.  This process led to one of 
the most remarkable success stories of our species and catapulted us out of misery in the late 19th 
and early 20th century by finally coming up with a way to treat and nearly eradicate infectious 
diseases, communicable diseases, and trauma injuries as an all but guaranteed cause of death.  In 
the span of approximately 50 years, this particular fruit of Western Civilization resulted in a 
doubling of human life expectancy, and these benefits have been spread across the globe through 
the adoption of Western medicine.  From an evolutionary perspective, that’s unprecedented and 
remains one of the most remarkable achievements of the human race.  We strongly recommend 
the book “Enlightenment Now: The Case for Reason, Science, Humanism, and Progress” by 
Steven Pinker and “Civilization: The West and the Rest” by Niall Ferguson to those who wish to 
more fully understand the monumental achievements brought to the entire world by Western 
Civilization. 

When these “Western” values are adopted outside of the “West” (think non-“Western” countries 
like Japan, South Korea, Singapore, and India), people tend to thrive; when they don’t, you get 
less favorable, actually oppressive outcomes. 

For the uninitiated, wildly successful racial subgroups in the US like our friends and neighbors of 
South Asian and East Asian descent would be dismissed as “model minorities” by critical race 
theorists because they exhibit “internalized whiteness,” i.e., they exhibit key behaviors and 
preferences consistent with “Western Culture” and tend to prioritize intact family structures and 
the value of education.  DiAngelo, and CRT in general, can provide no other explanation to 
explain the distribution of median household incomes in the US as reflected in the following 
chart based on data from the US Census Bureau.  If the US is truly a “white supremacist 
country,” it is the least effective system of maintaining the “white supremacy” one could 
imagine! 
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So, if a “white woman” is upset about being called a racist solely because she was born white, 
and tears up as a result, she is engaging in a “pernicious enactment of white fragility” and 

therefore racial oppression!  You can’t make this stuff up. 

DiAngelo’s Recommendations 

In Ms. DiAngelo’s pessimistic world, everyone is separated into racial groups that are endlessly 
in conflict with each other over power and privilege and only “white” people can be racist.  The 
core teaching of DiAngelo’s work is that if as a “white” person you object or reject in any way to 
the new CRT-based definition of racism, then you are exhibiting “white fragility.” Thankfully, 

she offers some helpful guidance to those afflicted by “white fragility”: 

1. “Be Less White” 

“…a positive white identity is an impossible goal.  White identity is inherently racist; 
white people do not exist outside the system of white supremacy.” (p.149, emphasis 

added) 

“…be ‘less white.’  To be less white is to be less racially oppressive.  This requires me to 
be more racially aware, to be better educated about racism, and to continually challenge 
racial certitude and arrogance.  To be less white is to be open to, interested in, and 

compassionate toward the racial realities of people of color.” (p.150, emphasis added). 

“I strive for a less white identity for my own liberation and sense of justice…” (p.150). 

2. Increase Your Racial Stamina 

“An antidote to white fragility is to build up our stamina to bear witness to the pain of 
racism that we cause….” (p.128). [To translate, she’s saying don’t be offended when 
you’re called a racist for being white…] 

3. Become an Activist for “Social Justice” 

“…demand that we be given this information [CRT-based view of racism] in schools and 
universities and that we not be required to take special or elective courses to be exposed 
to it.” (p.146) 

“…get involved with multiracial organizations and white organizations working for racial 
justice.” (p.146) 

“…take action to address our own racism, the racism of other whites, and the racism 
embedded in our institutions.” (p.148) 

“…follow the leadership of antiracism* from people of color…” (p.148) 

“…break the silence about race and racism with other white people.” (p.148) 
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o “Understand systemic racism….” 

o “Honor and respect racial affinity spaces for students of color.”  If you’re not 
familiar with this concept, “affinity spaces” means segregated spaces for students 
based on their race.  Thought we left segregation behind us generations ago?  
Think again. 

o “All white people are white in the context of a society that continues to 
disadvantage people of color based on race.” 

o In order to create a positive racial identity, “requires an understanding of systemic 
racism.” 

o “While students may need to be reassured that they did not ask to be white, or for 
any of the advantages that might come with it, they should also know that the 
reality in which they are embedded ascribes unearned privileges to their 
whiteness.” 

o “Whites” should “foster an antiracist white identity” (and remember, “antiracist” 
does not mean simply “against racism” anymore). 

(https://www.nais.org/magazine/independent-school/summer-2014/what-white-children-
need-to-know-about-race/, last visited October 17, 2022) 

• Identified in “10 Ways Well-Meaning White Teachers Bring Racism Into Our Schools”:  

o “Being ‘Race Neutral’ Rather than Culturally Responsive” because “Race 
neutrality lends itself to defensiveness to the ways Whiteness and racism are 
problematic in our teaching.” 

o “Using Racially Coded Language,” which includes, incredibly, “if only the 
parents cared about their kids education” 

o “Unintentionally Mispronouncing Names” 

o “(Inadvertently) Valuing Whiteness” … “One of the more insidious ways that 
White teachers bring racism into schools is in how we (often inadvertently) value 
Whiteness and European ways of being above all others.  Whether we are strictly 
teaching the “canon” that is almost exclusively White or using examples in math 
or science problems that are more accessible to White and/or wealthy students 
than others, White teachers inject Whiteness into our classrooms all the time.” 

o “Doing Little or Nothing to Advocate for More Teachers and Staff of Color.”  
(Got it? This resource advocates hiring based on race in violating of the Civil 
Rights Act of 1964 and the 14th Amendment to the US Constitution). 

(https://everydayfeminism.com/2015/08/10-ways-well-meaning-white-teachers-bring-
racism-into-our-schools/, last visited October 17, 2022) 
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o “Use your professional development days to gain more diversity and inclusion 
training” 

o “Use content warnings” 

o “Supplement your curriculum.  Make sure your curriculum doesn't center around 
a European male point of view.” 

(https://www.weareteachers.com/tips-tricks-inclusive-classroom/, last visited October 
17, 2022) 

• In an article titled “10 Ways Teachers can Fight Racism and Teach Tolerance,” the 
author recommends: 

o “Racism is such a deeply ingrained part of our society that we may not even 
recognize it.” 

o “A good place to begin is by reading this piece, “The Racist Beginnings of 
Standardized Testing” on the National Education Association’s website.” 

o “Need some inspiration? This guide offers 8 Ways Teachers Can Address White 
Supremacy in the Classroom.” 

o “Start a diversity committee at your school.” 

(https://www.weareteachers.com/teachers-fight-racism/, last visited October 17, 
2022) 

8.7 Social Justice Training Example 6 
Materials Distributed to Principals and K-3 Guidance Counselor regarding 
CASEL’s Commitment to use Social Emotional Learning as a “Lever for “Equity” 

In emails dated June 24, 2020, Social Emotional Learning materials and links from CASEL (the 
Collaborative for Academic, Social, and Emotional Learning) focused on “Racial Equity” were 
distributed to SLSD principals, vice principals, and at least one K-3 guidance counselor.  CASEL 
is a major vendor and promoter of “Social Emotional Learning” (SEL) materials. 

Please ask yourself, if SEL is just about helping our students manage their emotions, reactions, 
and behaviors during the school day so that they can be effective learners, then why is CASEL 
promoting “SEL as a Lever for Equity and Social Justice?”  Also, why are we encouraging our 
administrators and counselors to engage with this information?  Finally, why is our CLIU, our 
“intermediate unit,” pumping CRT-based “equity” concepts into our schools? 

Of course, “equity” in this context has the “new” social justice meaning.  Fundamentally, 
CASEL is an organization that believes SEL should be leverages to “take action to fight 
injustice” (<https://casel.org/events/sel-as-a-lever-for-equity-and-social-justice/>, last visited 
May 30, 2023).  When you see CASEL uses terms like “self-awareness,” “self-management,” 
and “responsible decision-making” in SEL materials, bear in mind those terms mean something 
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session should make clear that “SEL” is intimately tied to the Social Justice concept of “Equity” 
(a reminder, these terms are defined in Sections 3.0 and 13.0 of this Report). 

 
[End of Section] 
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• What is White Privilege? 

• What is the Black Lives Matter Movement? 

• What is Anti-Racism? 

• What Does it Mean to Defund the Police? 

• How Can I be an Ally? 

 

   

 

  

Wing is a controversial figure.  She was recently in the news for expressing anti-white tweets 

and is under investigation by the Department of Defense, where she works as the head of 

“diversity, equity, and inclusion” at the Department of Defense’s school system (“Pentagon 
probing school diversity official’s ‘racially divisive’ Twitter posts,” New York Post, October 4, 

2022).  She described herself as “woke.” Her statements included (emphasis added): 
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Wing and Erickson divide the world into White on one side and Black/Indigenous/Person of 
Color on the other side, with “White” guilty of “racial bias” and “racism” that is “ongoing.”  
Shouldn’t we have learned by now that dividing people up by race or ethnicity and ascribing 
moral guilt on a group basis is a path that leads to horrible places? 

Wing and her co-author Fatima D. El-Mekki express the concept as follows in “How Can I Be 
An Ally?”  (p.8): 

“An ally can be someone who belongs to a group that is oppressing another 
group, but the ally stands with those who are being oppressed in order to get 
justice”. 

You are either oppressor or oppressed based on the color of your skin.  The concept doesn’t 
remain non-specific for long in this book.  On that same page, the authors state: 

“When it comes to race, an ally is a White person who decides to be an upstander 
and support Black people….” 

In Wing’s twisted world view, a Black person can never be an ally, because all Black people are 
part of the “oppressed,” where as a White person can be an “ally” because all White people are 
part of the “oppressors” (even if you are an “ally,” that doesn’t relieve you of the moral guilt of 
being an oppressor based on the color of your skin as dictated by your DNA, to be clear, in their 
view). 

Each of these books also includes a two page section on “How Can We Be Anti-Racists?”  
Remember, “anti-racist” no longer means “against racism.”  It has been defined.  Now it means 
that you take active steps to fight “systemic racism” and all “disparate outcomes.” It means that 
you support active discrimination today!  In the words of Ibram X. Kendi, who popularized this 
new meaning in his best seller “How to Be An Anti-Racist” (p.19, emphasis added): 

“The only remedy to racist discrimination is antiracist discrimination.  The only 
remedy to past discrimination is present discrimination.  The only remedy to 
present discrimination is future discrimination” (Kendi, p.19). 

Wing puts it this way: “Becoming anti-racist requires actively working against racism using 
words and actions” (p.16 in “How to Can I Be An Ally,” p. p.24 in “What is White Privilege,” 
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p.26 in “What is the Black Lives Matter Movement,” p.20 in “What is Anti-Racism,” and p.20 in 
“What Does it Mean to Defund the Police”).   It’s not enough to be against racism.  It’s not 
enough not to be racist yourself.  It’s not enough to not do racist things or act in discriminatory 
ways.  No, you have to fight every disparity wherever one can be found even if there is no 
evidence that the disparity was caused by racism, because all disparities are, of course, due to 
oppression based on race in world of Wing and Kendi. (see Section 6.5 of this report for a 
discussion why this idea is so very flawed).  

Wing’s books, selected and endorsed at the highest levels of our school district administration, 
ask our students to pledge themselves to an ideology with which they (let alone their parents) 
may not agree.  Is this the role of our teachers and administrators?  Is this the role of our schools?  
These books are intended to create activists out of nine through 13 year olds.  When did our 
school board approve teaching about “white privilege” to our nine year old students? 

 
The Intent is Clear… 

When taking into account the information presented above, together the pipeline of social justice 
activist information and training sessions from academia into SLD as described in Section 7.0 
and the social justice training that has been pervasive for years at SLSD as described in Section 
6.8 and 8.0, it is clear that the intent of those involved has been and is to remake our school 
district in the name of social justice. 

 

[End of Section] 
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Simply put, Nord was working with Desai and the outgoing superintendent to make it easier for 
like-minded politicians to get elected or re-elected in the election that was to be held that fall 
(2021).  To be fair, we do not have any responses to Ms. Nord’s email but given that she felt 
comfortable speaking so freely about manipulating district communications to benefit her 
political allies in the fall election, we suspect there was no meaningful pushback to her approach.  
Also, if those responses do exist, they would have included Ms. Nord’s e-mail in the thread, and 
therefore should have been provided to us under our Right to Know requests.  If they exist and 
were not provided, the district would have again violated its obligations under the RTK law. 
 
As a reminder, we directly asked Evison on multiple occasions how the district defines “equity.”  
She artfully dodged the question every time we asked and never provided any definition 
whatsoever.  We asked that same question at school board meetings during the public comments 
section, and never got an answer.  Nord, Desai, and Evison were at those meetings, and any one 
of them could have provided a definition, but they did not.  In the 1,682 individual documents 
the district provided in response to our Right to Know requests, the district does not define 
“equity” (or “diversity” or “inclusion” for that matter) even a single time.  Yet, in Nord’s email, 
hiring someone who “understands and values equity” is a top priority.  They seem to know what 
it means, even if they’re unwilling to say it publicly. 
 
We have not spent time analyzing whether Nord’s actions violate any applicable law or policy, 
but presumably it may be problematic, if for no other reason that it is the obvious use of district 
IT resources for political purposes (see, e.g., SLSD Board Policy No. 815 on Acceptable Use of 
Electronic Resources, Section 1, 3rd paragraph, and Section 4, General Prohibitions, Subsection 
21, and SLSD Board Policy No. 707, Use of School Facilities, Section 2). 
 
Nord wasn’t the only one that was willing to act in inappropriate and corrupt ways to achieve 
“equity” goals.  Please see Section 11.0 of this Report, which discusses Ms. Kathleen Parson’s 
advocacy for using race and national original in hiring decisions to achieve “diversity” goals in 
contravention of state and federal law, as well as existing board policies. 
 
 

[End of Section] 
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Of course, both federal and Pennsylvania law prohibit the use of race and national origin in 
hiring decisions.  At the federal level, the Equal Protection Clause of the Fourteenth Amendment 
to the Constitution of the United States of America and Title VII of the Civil Rights Act of 1964, 
among other laws, make it illegal to discriminate based on race or national origin.  At the state 
level, the Pennsylvania Human Relations Act prohibits discriminating based on race or national 
origin in employment decisions. 
 
In addition, SLSD has multiple Board policies that prohibit using race or national origin in hiring 
decisions.  For example, Board Policy No. 104 (“Nondiscrimination in Employment and 
Contract Practices”) states (emphasis added): 
 

“The Board declares it to be the policy of this district to provide to all persons 
equal access to all categories of employment in this district, regardless of 
race, color, age, creed, religion, sex, sexual orientation, ancestry, national 
origin, handicap/disability, or genetic information.” 

 
Board Policy No. 304 (“Recruitment, Selection and Approval of Administrative Employees”), 
Board Policy No. 404 (“Recruitment, Selection and Approval of Professional Employees”), and 
Board Policy No. 504 (“Recruitment, Selection and Approval of Classified Employees”) and each 
state that (emphasis added): 
 

“All recruitment and selection procedures shall comply fully with the laws of the 
Commonwealth of Pennsylvania and the Congress of the United States of 
America and be applied without prejudice in any form and shall not discriminate 
against any applicant on the basis of race, religion, sex, age, handicap, sexual 
preference, marital status, ethnic group, or political affiliation.” 

 
Despite numerous board members having been copied on Ms. Parson’s email, I’m sad to say that 
I did not see any follow-up emails in which anyone objected to the notion of making hiring 
decisions based on the color of the applicant’s skin or their “nationality.”  It’s possible someone 
did, but if so, that document was improperly withheld from us as it would have fallen within the 
scope of our record requests and would have had to have provided for the same reason the e-mail 
above was provided. 
 
Thus, Ms. Parsons expressly advocated for SLSD to make hiring decisions based on race 
and/or nationality and thereby violate both state and federal law, as well as multiple Board 
policies.  Based on Ms. Parson’s own words, it appears she is comfortable discriminating 
against some people based on the color of their skin for the benefit of other people based on 
the color of their skin. 
 
We reject this approach as divisive and deeply retrograde.  Applicants should be judged as the 
individuals they are.  We should hire based solely on each applicant’s qualifications for the job, 
and never on the color of an applicant’s skin or from where the applicant hails. 
 
Parsons wasn’t the only one that was willing to act in inappropriate ways to achieve “DEI” goals.  
Please see Section 10.0 of this report, which discusses Ms. Mary Ann Nord’s proposal to 
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manipulate district communications by suppressing use of the term “equity” in the recruitment 
process for a replacement superintendent so as to not “make the hill any harder to climb in the 
next election.” 
 
 

[End of Section] 
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12.0 Gender Ideology at SLSD: Secret Policies and Egregious 
Violations of Parents Rights 

12.1 The Most Difficult Section to Write 

This section of the Report was by far the most difficult for us to write for a number of reasons. 

First and foremost, it directly involves children who are struggling to find their place in the 
world, trying to understand who they are as individuals and who they may become as they grow, 
and frequently suffering through embarrassing changes that we have all been through during our 
own adolescence.  They are doing so in a brutal environment where communication occurs 
instantaneously through social media and where bullying that could have at least been left behind 
at the end of the school day a generation ago can now follow that student online for the 
remainder of the day and stalk them through every weekend.  They are doing so in an 
environment where peer pressure comes from not just students in our district but also from 
everyone on whatever social media platforms the student participates in (regardless of age or 
absence of real world geographic connection).  They are doing so in an environment where 
“affirmation” is readily available in endless supply from strangers that are more than willing to 
become that student’s new “glitter family” (a group of people, mostly online, who will encourage 
and “affirm” the adoption of a new “gender identity” by a child, suggesting that their actual 
family does not love them if they don’t “affirm” the new identity ) on a moment’s notice, 
drawing the student further and further away from their own family and friends.  They are doing 
so in an environment where our own school counselors and administrators will gladly conspire 
with them to conceal their new “identities” from their own parents. 

Second, this is the area where the district’s conduct is most egregious in our view.  The district’s 
position on gender issues reflects a fundamental belief that parents are a danger to their own 
children, assuming guilt with no evidence.  Parents are deemed guilty unless proven “affirming” 
and supportive of new “identities.”  In furtherance of this view, the district has taken steps to 
actively conceal important information that may directly affect the social, emotional, 
psychological, and potentially physical well-being of their children from parents. 

Third, the district’s conduct is this area, based on the district’s own recent records, is very much 
ongoing, despite at least some of these issues being raised by members of the public at school 
board meetings over the past two years. 

Finally, it is the topic on which our school board, our district administrators, and the public seem 
most unable to separate one topic from another and to deal with each individual issue in a 
rational manner based on the attributes of that individual issue.  While people may throw around 
terms like “the transgender issue,” it is most certainly not one monolithic issue; rather, it is half a 
dozen or more related issues, each with its own substance, nuance, challenges, and risks. 

Nonetheless, we feel a duty to make public the information we received from the district in 
response to our requests for relevant records.  In doing so, our hope is that parents will begin to 
understand that a small group of dedicated gender ideologues at SLSD have adopted and 
perpetuated a view and an approach that is wildly out of line with past practice in our district, 
and which directly and actively undercuts the fundamental, foundational, and essential 
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relationship between parents and their own children.  To be clear, most of what you will see 
below is based on decisions that precede our current administration and four of our nine school 
board members.  Nonetheless, the policies and practices they inherited appear to be very much 
intact and continue to govern what is happening in this area on a day-to-day basis.  While they 
may not have created the problem, it’s unfortunately theirs to deal with now. 

All of our students (regardless of how they “identity”) should be treated with dignity, respect, 
and kindness, and our policies against unlawful harassment and bullying should be applied 
equally in all cases to ensure that we have create and maintain an environment where 
children can focus on learning (the very reason they are entrusted to our schools by their 
parents). 

A Note Regarding the Materials in this Section 

The documents in this Section 12 were obtained in response to two targeted requests for records 
that were separate from requests for records described earlier in this Report and on which all 
Sections except this one is based. 

The first request was submitted on the fall of 2022.  That request was for two specific documents 
we knew existed.  We knew because a handful of brave teachers came forward on a confidential 
basis (because they are terrified of retaliation from administrators and counselors) to tell us that 
they did.  That request resulted in our receipt of (i) the “secret policy” on gender identity 
discussed at length in Section 12.3 below and (ii) receipt of portions of a training presentation 
from a training given by the gender clinic at the Children’s Hospital of Philadelphia (CHOP) to a 
number of SLSD employees.  We presented those documents to the school board and the 
administration, appalled by the idea that our administration and counselors were telling teachers 
to keep gender identity information about their own children secret from parents and to take 
instruction from children in our district (including as young as elementary school age) on what 
they should be called and what their “new pronouns” are.   We spoke publicly at a school board 
meeting about the documents and what our schools were doing.  What followed was a handful of 
opaque “updates” at school board meetings that conveyed no meaningful information it appeared 
to us that no significant changes would be made, or any at all for that matter. 

The failure of the district to course correct led us to file a second and final request for records.  
We received approximately 3,160 pages of documents, which was quite a surprise, especially 
considering that we and others were repeated told that there was no “policy.”  What they 
provided was a treasure trove of records confirming that SLSD had fully adopted “gender 
affirming care” as its framework for dealing with gender identity-related issues, key individuals 
were receiving seemingly endless updates and other communications from gender ideology 
activist organizations, and the district was receiving guidance from various solicitors that was 
more activist in nature than disinterested assessments of where the law currently stands.  We 
present and summarize many of those records in this Section 12, and a number of the key 
documents (when not already presented in full in the body of this Report) are attached to this 
Report for those that wish to go even deeper. 
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12.2 What is Gender Ideology? 

Definitions 

What follows in this subsection is what we hope is a helpful summary of “Gender Ideology” and 
“Queer Theory,” the ideas and framework that underpin all of the gender-related approaches and 
activities at SLSD.  For most readers, the first paragraph immediately below will provide a 
general understanding of “gender theory.”  For others, the remainder of this subsection may be 
helpful and seeing the full breadth of the field.  Fair warning: these concepts get very technical 
and very dense very quickly. 

“Gender Ideology” / “Gender Theory” is a catch-all term for Queer Theory (defined below as 
well), transgender ideology, and gender identity activism generally.  The premise of this 
ideology is that sex and gender are “socially constructed” (i.e., created by society through 
words rather than based on reality as observed through scientific observation).  Gender 
ideologues believe that the “sex binary” and “gender binary” (e.g., male/female, man/woman, 
boy/girl, masculine/feminine) are artificial distinctions made to “oppress” people that do not 
perceive themselves as fitting neatly into those categories.  They believe that this system of 
“cis-hetero-normativity” must be “disrupted” and “dismantled” to relieve “oppression.”  

Gender Ideology is therefore political and activist in nature. 

In order to “disrupt” and “dismantle” accepted norms on sex, gender, and sexuality, Gender 
Ideology supports any approach that rejects binary thinking on those issues (and in doing so, 
rejects the abundant science on which those binaries are based).  Gender Ideology therefore 
embraces “neo-sexual identities,” such as transgender, queer, genderqueer, non-binary, 
agender/genderless, gender non-conforming, gender atypical, gender fluid, bigender, neuter 
gender, pansexual, polysexual, or two-spirit, regardless in all cases of whether that person 
presents as typically male, typically female, or otherwise.  For the same reasons, Gender 
Ideology embraces neo-pronouns, as they too reject the sex or gender binary reflected in standard 
pronouns (he/him, she/her), including the use terms like “they/them,” “em/eir/eirs,” 
“fae/faer/faers,” “xe/hir/hirs,” “xe/xem/xyr,” and “ze/zir/zirs” (note that each of the foregoing are 
not associated with “male” or “female” or “man or woman,” thus rejecting the sex and gender 
binaries).  See Attachment 22 to this Report for a list of neo-pronouns that was included among 
the records provided to us by the district. 

“Queer Theory” is one of the major branches of thought within “Critical Social Justice,” one that 
is particularly interested in, though not limited to, issues of sex, gender, and sexuality.  Queer 
Theory views the very existence of categories of sex, gender, and sexuality to be artificial and 
“oppressive,” and believes that those categories must be “disrupted” and “dismantled” to 
“liberate” those “oppressed” by them. 

Queer Theory derives directly from postmodernism (drawing particular inspiration from the 
works of Michel Foucault and Jacques Derrida) and is radically skeptical that these categories 
are based in any biological reality (i.e., it rejects what we perceive as reality based on scientific 
observation and testing).  Instead, it sees sex, gender, and sexuality as existing wholly as a 
product of how we talk about those issues (what postmodernists, including Queer theorists, 
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would call “discourses”), believing them to be “social constructs” (i.e., something that society 
makes up and perpetuates through language, rather than being based in objective, verifiable fact).  
Among other things, Queer theorists argue that sex and gender are distinct and that there is no 
correlation between the two, and that in any event, both of those categories are social constructs 
anyway and therefore mean nothing. 

“Norms,” “Normal,” and “Normativity” are considered pejorative in Queer Theory and are often 
marked by prefixes to denote their status (such as “cis-hetero-normative”).  Norms are the very 
thing that Queer Theory seeks to “Queer.” “Queer” as a verb means to make change or to act in a 
way that rejects both the normal and norms as a matter of principle. 

Like other “Critical Social Justice” disciplines, Queer Theory is political and activist in 
orientation (i.e., it seeks to move society toward what “should be” rather than simply observing 
and describing “what is”).  Seminal writers in Queer Theory include Gayle Rubin, Judith Butler, 
and Eve Kosofsky Sedgwick. 

Queer Theory, like Gender Ideology generally, endorses “transgressive” sex as a way to liberate 
oneself from the system of “cis-hetero-normativity,” and therefore supports, among other things, 
“kink culture,” exposing children to non-cis-hetero-normative sexuality as early as possible to 
minimize the likelihood that those children are oppressed by it then and as they grow, and “drag-
queen story hours.”  Central figures in Gender Ideology have even endorsed “disrupting” and 
“dismantling” the stigma associated with pedophilia (with pedophiles now termed “minor 
attracted persons) and incest. For example, in his famous essay “Thinking Sex” (1984) Gayle 
Rubin, a seminal writer in Queer Theory, stated (emphasis added): 

“…boylovers are so stigmatized that it is difficult to find defenders for their civil 
liberties, let alone for their erotic orientation ...The law is especially ferocious in 
maintaining the boundary between childhood ‘innocence’ and ‘adult’ sexuality. 
Rather than recognizing the sexuality of the young, and attempting to provide 
for it in a caring and responsible manner, our culture denies and punishes erotic 
interest and activity by anyone under the local age of consent.” 

And in her seminal work “Undoing Gender” (2004) (Chapter 7, “Quandaries of the Incest 
Taboo,” p. 157) key Queer Theory figure Judith Butler argued: 

“I do think that there are probably forms of incest that are not necessarily traumatic or 
which gain their traumatic character by virtue of the consciousness of social shame that 
they produce”; and 

“ It might, then, be necessary to rethink the prohibition on incest as that which 
sometimes protects against a violation, and sometimes becomes the very instrument of a 
violation.” (id., p.160) 

If you’ve read the preceding two pages, it is likely becoming clear to you that the aims of Gender 
Ideology/Queer Theory/Transgender movement are quite different from what most people would 
understand and think of as the “gay rights movement.”  The core argument of the gay rights 
movement was “we are the same as you and therefore should have the same rights as you”; 
fundamentally it became seen as an extension of the civil rights movement.  The gay rights 
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movement, however, never argued that “sex” is different than “gender,” or that both of them are 
simply “social constructs” to be “disrupted and dismantled” to free the “oppressed.”  The gay 
rights movement never argued that a “man can be a woman,” that a “transwoman is a woman” or 
that a “woman is anyone that identifies as a woman.”  The gay rights movement never had 
trouble defining what a woman is and in fact static definitions of man and woman were essential 
to the movement itself. 

If you disregard the accepted and previously universally understood meaning for a word like 
“woman” and instead adopt a definition that includes any human who says “I identify as a 
woman,” then the word “woman” ceases to serve its essential function, i.e., to characterize that 
human as not a girl, not a boy, and not a man.  Before the influence of Gender Ideology and 
Queer Theory, the word “Woman” was universally understood in the English language to mean 
“an adult human female,” just like the word “girl” was understood to mean “a female that is not 
yet an adult.”  If now any biological boy or man can say “I am a girl” or “I am a woman,” then 
the words male, female, man, woman, boy, and girl all mean the same thing and therefore all 
mean nothing other than “I am a human of some type” (we already have a word for that, it’s 
“human”). 

The gay rights movement never asked for different or new rights, instead it advocated for the 
same rights that heterosexual people have, whether it was to have access to the same jobs or the 
right to be married before the law.  The transgender movement instead argues for new and 
different rights than other people have.  For example (but without limitation): 

• The right to be treated as whatever that person “identifies” as on any given day; 

• The right to compel other people to call them by a new name (to do otherwise is the 
deeply offensive act of “deadnaming”); 

• The right to compel people to use newly selected pronouns (i.e., a word like “he” or “his” 
used to refer to a person to an entirely different person!), which may change from day to 
day (to do otherwise is the deeply offensive act of “misgendering”); 

• The right to access spaces historically reserved as safe spaces for the opposite biological 
sex, like bathrooms and locker rooms (to deny access would make one a bigot or 
transphobe); 

• The right to participate in sports historically reserved (after a long social battle resulting 
in Title IX) for women, even if the inherent difference between biological men and 
women would result in the “transgender girls/women” routinely outperforming their 
biologically female competitors (to deny access would make one a bigot or transphobe); 
and 

• The demand that others stop using “gendered language” like “he” and “she” to be more 
“inclusive.” 
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The gay rights movement did not ask for any of those new rights.  These and other differences 
between the gay rights movement and the gender ideology/transgender movement have given 
rise to significant rifts in the “LQBTQIA+ community.” 

Search the word “TERF,” which is an acronym for “trans-exclusionary radical feminist.”  A 
“TERF” is a biological woman who is homosexual, i.e., a lesbian (a female sexually attracted to 
biological women) that refuses to date “transwomen” (a biological male).  The transgender 
movement labels these “TERFs” as transphobes because they refuse to date transgender women.  
Imagine, a lesbian is being labeled a “transphobe” because she refuses to date MEN; it’s 
happening every day. Obviously, it’s also happening in the other direction.  Biological men that 
refuse to date “transwomen” (biological men) are likewise being as “transphobes.”  TERFs also, 
no surprise, object to transgender women being permitted access to spaces generally reserved for 
biological women, e.g., bathrooms, locker rooms, women’s shelters, women’s prisons, etc. 

Search “GaysAgainstGroomers” and visit their website.  GayAgainstGroomers is a rapidly 
growing national organization of gay Americans, with chapters in 20 states already.  They stand 
against (i) the sterilization and mutilation of minors in the name of “gender affirming care,” (ii) 
drag and PRIDE events involving children, (iii) propagandizing youth with LGBTQ+ media, and 
(IV) Queer Theory and Gender Ideology being taught in the classroom (<https://www.gays 
againstgroomers.com>, last visited October 15, 2023).  They have almost 400,000 followers on 
Twitter/X. 

Search the hashtag “#LGBwithouttheTQ” and see what you see. 

Search the hashtag “#detransition” and see what you see. 

Visit the “r/detrans" subreddit and see what you see. 

“LGB” is fundamentally based on biology.  A “gay man” is a “man” sexually attracted to other 
“men.”  A “gay woman” is a “woman” sexually attracted to other “women.”  The definitions of 
“man” and “woman” are understood and essential (and no different than they have been 
understood for all of history).  The attributes of the other person based on biology are at the very 
center of the attraction. 

“TQIA+” is fundamental based on ideology.  It rejects biology and all the things that arise it.  It 
posits that anyone can reject the “socially constructed roles” of male/female, man/woman, 
boy/girl, and masculine/feminine at any time and instead “identify” as anything one feels that he 
or she is.  It then demands that the world recognize, “affirm,” and cater to that new identity. 

These things are not the same.  LGB ≠ TQIA+. 

 

[Remainder of Page Left Intentionally Blank] 
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Gender Affirming Care 

Gender affirming care is steps taken by people around a person who had selected a new “gender 
identity.”  “Gender Identity,” according to GLSEN (a gender ideology activist organization) is: 

“A person’s deeply held knowledge of their own gender, which can include being 
a man, woman, another gender, or no gender. Gender identity is an innate part of 
a person’s identity.” 

That definition comes from p.14 GLSEN’s “Model Local Education Agency Policy on 
Transgender and Nonbinary Students” (Revised October 2020) (<https://www.glsen.org/activity 
/model-local-education-agency-policy-on-transgender-nonbinary-students>, last visited October 
6, 2023), which is attached to this Report as Attachment 19.  Note that the definition includes 
only an internal “knowledge.”  It is not observable or testable.  It cannot be confirmed or 
disconfirmed.  It is the very definition of non-falsifiable. There is no way to confirm that the 
person’s self-diagnosis is correct, let alone beneficial for that person in either the short or long 
term. 

Try to list the other significant psychological or medical maladies for which we accept a person’s 
self-diagnosis as definitive.  Would we accept as a teenage girls’ assessment that she is “obese” 
because she “feels obese” and therefore needs to be on a severely calorie restricted diet, even 
though she was obviously and demonstrably dangerously underweight?  Or would we instead 
question whether she might have anorexia nervosa or bulimia and saw to it that she received 
appropriate psychiatric evaluation and treatment?  Should her “internal sense” or her “deeply 
held knowledge” of who she is rule the day? 

The only way you can know another person’s “gender identity” is if they tell you what it is 
(hence the phrase often heard nowadays, “please don’t assume my gender”).  You must accept as 
truth what the person says, because only that person has access to the “deeply held knowledge” 
that tells them what they are and are not.  This is self-diagnosis at its finest, and it is potentially 
quite dangerous. 

This meaning of the word “gender” is relatively new and arises directly out of Gender Ideology 
and Queer Theory.  It differs radically from the traditional definition of “gender.”  “Sex” and 
“gender” used to be basically synonymous, both referring to male and female.  “Sex” was more 
often used to refer to biology-based differences between men and women and gender was 
generally used in reference to grammatical forms (masculine form v. feminine form, for 
example).  It was common to see (and still is common to see) either “sex” or “gender” used on a 
form follow by check boxes for “male” and “female.”  What was never unclear, though, was that 
both “sex” and “gender” referred to either male or female or masculine or feminine, never 
neither or both or something else.  Now it means something entirely different, i.e., sex is entirely 
separate from gender and vice versa, and both are in any event socially constructed so they really 
don’t mean anything (at least accordingly to gender ideology/queer theory). 

In any event, we accept solely for the purposes of discussing “gender affirming care” GLSEN’s 
definition of “gender identity.” 
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“Gender affirming care,” simply put, is a series of social, psychotherapeutic, and medical 
interventions intended to bring a person’s social interactions and outward appearance in line with 
their “gender identity” (as defined above).  Once a person “identifies” as something other than 
the sex/gender they were born based on an “internal sense” of who they are (e.g, “I was 
‘assigned’ male at birth, but now I ‘identify’ as female”), “gender affirming care” typically 
progresses as set out below: 

1. Social Transition / Social Affirmation.  Social transition / social affirmation is public 
adoption of a newly selected “gender identity.”  This usually takes the form of changes in 
clothing, use of make-up (if the transition is from male to female), selection and use of a 
new name, and selection and use of new “pronouns.”  Social transition typically also 
includes the use of chest binders (to “masculinize” the female chest) and “genital 
tucking” (to hide the penis and scrotum). 

2. Administration of Puberty Blockers.  If person is a child and is near or already 
experiencing puberty, puberty blockers can be administered to “give the child time” to 

figure out their gender identity. 

3. Administration of Cross-Sex Hormones. Cross-sex hormones are administered to be 

“transitioning” the person’s body to more closely align to their “gender identity.” 

4. Gender Affirming Surgeries.  Surgeries of various types may occur, including such 

medical procedures as (non-exclusive list, there may be others): 

a. facial surgeries (creation of a faux-Adam’s Apple to create a more masculine look 

or shaving of the jaw bone for a more feminine look) 

b. double mastectomy (euphemistically called “top surgery”) to remove both breasts 

to create a more masculine look; 

c. cosmetic surgery to create breasts on an otherwise male body; 

d. phalloplasty (creation of a faux-penis); 

e. vaginoplasty (creation of a faux-vagina); 

f. orchiectomy (removal of the testicles/castration); and 

g. scrotectomy (remove of the scrotum). 

To be clear, not all people who identity as “transgender” proceed through all of the steps 
described above.  People who support the transgender person through these steps are called 
“gender affirming” and “supportive.”  People who do not are labeled “transphobic,” “hateful,” 
and “bigots.” 

Needless to say, almost all of the steps above result in irreversible changes to the person who 
undergoes them.  The administration of cross-sex hormones is a good example.  A biological 
female who begins taking testosterone for as few as two to three months will experience 
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permanents changes like (i) a deepening of her voice, (ii) increased body and facial hair, (iii) 
partial masculinization of her facial features, and (iv) clitoral enlargement (Abigail Shrier, 

Irreversible Damage, 2020, p.170).  Eliminating testosterone does not return the female back to 
where she started, those effects are persistent. Biological females who stay on testosterone for 

longer periods of time experience vaginal atrophy, muscle aches, painful cramping due to 
endometriosis, increased sweating, moodiness, and aggression, as well as heightened risk of 

diabetes, stroke, blood clots, heath disease, and cancers (endometrial cancer in particular) (id., 
p.171).  Women who have been on testosterone for several years often have a hysterectomy, 

resulting in, obviously, permanent sterility (id.). 

Obviously, SLSD is not prescribing testosterone to your female students; we make no such 

assertion.  What is obviously, though, as you will see in heart breaking detail later in this Section 
12, is that SLSD is in fact fully supporting the first, second, and third steps of the “gender 

affirming care” progression set out on the previous page in a fulsome and dedicated manner.  It is 

important then, to be very clear about what “social transition” is. 

Social Transition / Social Affirmation 

As we described above, “Social Transition” (often also called “social affirmation”) is the public 

adoption of a newly selected “gender identity.  Social transition is public adoption of a newly 
selected “gender identity.”  This usually takes the form of changes in clothing, use of make-up (if 

the transition is from male to female), selection and use of a new name, and selection and use of 
new “pronouns.”  Social transition typically also includes the use of chest binders (to 

“masculinize” the female chest) and “genital tucking” (to hide the penis and scrotum). 

Dr. Miriam Grossman, M.D., is board certified in child, adolescent, and adult psychiatry, has 

been in practice for over 40 years, and routinely treats people of all ages with gender dysphoria.  
In her recent book “Lost in Trans Nation,” she highlights some of the realities and implications 

of social transition/social affirmation (Grossman, 2023, all quotes below are from pp.118-122): 

“…what [social transition] affirms is your child’s rejection of their body, their 

material reality…you and other adults endorse the child’s belief he or she is in the 
wrong body…affirming a falsehood is not a loving gesture, especially if it leads to 

harm” 

“‘Affirmation’ has a positive connotation… ‘Affirming’ your child seems kind 

and loving, instead of distressed, she’s comfortable, she’s happy…” 

“‘Social transition’ is a big deal, it’s not a simple act of kindness or a show of 

respect… if you validate your son’s girl identity, you agree that his body is 
wrong, and should be rejected.  You confirm the disconnect between his mind and 

his physical reality.  You agree that he knows best who he is, and what he needs, 
and you inform everyone else in his life to follow suit: change how they speak, 

change how they think” (emphasis in the original)… think of the impact in your 
son. He feels like a girl, and you agree! He wants to run the show, and you’re 

stepping aside.  I’m listened to, I’m special, I’m getting so much attention at home 
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and at school. Adults are making big changes for me. He’s never felt so 
empowered.  You’ve turbocharged his self-esteem.  Of course it feels good…” 

Dr. Grossman notes, however, that people who are engaged in these acts of “social 
affirmation” don’t seem to consider the many different ways in which they may be 
harming the child: 

“Consider also the possibility that your son’s social affirmation may affect the 
wiring of his brain…neuroplasticity is the well-established phenomenon in which 
thinking, behavior, and experience alter brain microstructure. Each time your son 
hears his new name and pronouns it’s a learning experience that creates a 
memory.  We all know repetition is a key to learning.  We all know that the brain 
is constantly rewiring – its structure changing – in response to life experiences 
…the new name and pronouns concretize false beliefs, perhaps even on a cellular 
level.” 

Dr. Grossman also points out the dilemma faced by a student for whom authority figures 
in his or her life have twisted themselves in knots and bent over backward to provide a 
“gender affirming” environment that prioritizes respect for each person’s “gender 
identity” and “inclusion”: 

“What if after one or two years, or more, your son starts to doubt: he’s not sure 
about his girl identity after all.  Now he has a dilemma.  Yes, he had been so sure.  
His parents, teachers, friends, therapist, principal, and even the lunch lady went 
through the trouble of accepting his new identity and getting used to his new 
name and pronouns.  Everyone was careful not to ‘misgender’ or ‘deadname’ him.  
There were many phone calls, appointments, and meetings.  He got to use the 
girls’ bathroom.  Maybe it caused conflict within the family, between you and 
your spouse, siblings, or grandparents.  You went through a lot, all for him, 
because he was so sure… How do you make a U-turn after all that?  Even an adult 
would need lots of confidence and courage.” 

The reader would be well served to remember that childhood-onset gender dysphoria has been 
shown to have a high rate of natural resolution, with as high as 98% of children reidentifying 
with their biological sex during puberty (Jiska Ristori and Thomas D. Steensma, Gender 
Dysphoria in Children, <https://pubmed.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/26754056/>, last visited October 16, 
2023).  However, once social transition/social affirmation is introduced, those resolution rates 
appear to decrease significantly.  In 2014, The American Psychological Association (APA) 
warned (as quoted in Grossman, p.121): 

“…premature labeling of gender identity should be avoided and early social 
transition… should be approached with caution to avoid foreclosing this stage of 
(trans)gender identity development,” noting that “social transition might be 
‘challenging to reverse’ even if the person is no longer gender dysphoric.” 

A Dutch study supported this idea, finding that “cross-gender identification and social 
role transition” were “associated with persistence of childhood [gender dysphoria]” 
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(quoted in Grossman, p.119, citing the original study, Factors Associated with Desistence 
and Persistence of Childhood Gender Dysphoria: A Quantitative Follow-Up Study which 
appeared in the Journal of the American Academy of Child & Adolescent Psychiatry, 
<https://www.sciencedirect.com/science/article/abs/pii/S0890856713001871>, last 
visited October 16, 2023).  Another researcher found that “social transition of prepubertal 
children will increase dramatically the rate of gender dysphoria persistence (Grossman, 
p.119).  And finally, Pediatrics, a journal of the American Academy of Pediatrics, 
reported in an article published in 2022 titled “Gender Identity 5 Years After Social 
Transition” that “Of children who were six to seven years old when they socially 
transitioned, by the age of eleven to twelve, 97.5% remained transgender-identified or 
“non-binary” (<https://publications.aap.org/pediatrics/article/150/2/e2021056082/ 
186992/Gender-Identity-5-Years-After-Social-Transition?autologincheck=redirected>, 
last visited October 16, 2023). 

The last several paragraphs were quite dense, so let us summarize them as succinctly as possible.  
There is good evidence that if you take a watchful-waiting approach and do not allow a social 
transition of a child, most of the time that child’s gender dysphoria will resolve entirely on its 
own.  If instead you enable and support a “gender affirming social transition,” that child is 
far more likely than not to remain transgendered.  Got it?  You are likely to ensure that that 
child’s gender dysphoria persists. 

Based on the information presented in the preceding the preceding pages, it should be clear to the 
reader that allowing, enabling, or supporting a “social transition” for a child is an active 
psychotherapeutic intervention that has a significant impact on a child’s mental state and 
prospects for seeing his or her gender dysphoria resolve in the future. 

We urge you to keep the above information in mind as you read the following pages and learn 
just how thoroughly SLSD has adopted the “gender affirming” model for dealing with “gender 
identity” issues in our school district. 

12.3 SLSD has Adopted the “Gender Affirming Care” Model by Allowing, Enabling, 
and Supporting “Social Transition” of Students Without the Knowledge or 
Consent of Parents 

We have repeatedly advocated for increased transparency in district activity, both in 
communications with our school board and in public comments at school board meetings.  
Transparency builds trust and facilitates constructive exchanges.  We argued from the beginning 
that if you have to hide what you’re doing, you probably shouldn’t be doing it.  We seem, 
nonetheless, to again find ourselves in a situation where controversial policies and practices are 
being adopted, implemented, and enforced outside of the oversight of our school board and the 
public. 

In this case, and as presented throughout this Section 12, it is clear that SLSD has adopted the 
“gender affirming care” model of dealing with “gender identity” and “transgender” issues in our 
school district.  It has done so by actively and readily supporting “social transition” or “social 
affirmation” of students’ new “gender identities.”  As you will recall from Section 12.2 above, 
“social transition”/ “social affirmation” is an active psychotherapeutic intervention that has a 
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significant impact on a child’s mental state and prospects for seeing his or her gender dysphoria 
resolved in the future.  SLSD has adopted and implemented this model without consultant with 
parents of the children underdoing the “social transition,” despite the fact that a “social 
transition” may in fact be contraindicated.  SLSD wouldn’t even know whether the child has an 
existing care team addressing his or her gender dysphoria.  Nonetheless, as you will see, our 
administrators and counselors have decided they know better, they know better than parents and 
they know better than a child’s existing care team.  In doing so, as you will see below, they have 
needless put children at risk, but students that identify as “transgender” and those that do not. 

Our counselors are doing a great job in many areas, but dealing with gender issues is not one of 
them.  In that area, they have fully adopted the “gender affirming care model,” including hiding 
essential information about the wellbeing of children from their parents. 

SLSD Adopted a Secret Policy and Practice on Gender Identity 

On September 2, 2022, we informed the district that we had information that our Intermediate 
School was as a matter of policy engaging in the active deception of parents with respect to 
gender identity issues.  Dr. Mahon engaged with us on a timely basis in his typical professional 
manner.  He did some initial internal investigation and informed us that after speaking with the 
principals and others that he was unable to find evidence to substantiate our assertions, and that 
in fact he had been assured it wasn’t happening at a meeting with the principals.  Dr. Mahon was 
sadly being misled (through, at the time, no apparent fault of his own). 

We then provided Dr. Mahon with a further level of specificity with respect to the internal emails 
we knew to exist.  We were informed of the existence of these emails through district employees 
who disagreed with the policy but had decided to remain anonymous for fear of retaliation by 
district administrators.  Having failed to receive a meaningful update from Dr. Mahon or the 
school board, we decided, and in order to drag these controversial matters into the view of the 
public where they could be properly reviewed and debated we submitted in late September 2022 
a request for records seeking the two specific records that we knew to exist.  We received in due 
course the two requested documents within the required response period with no inappropriate 
redactions or other noncompliances. 

The first of the two documents we received from SLSD confirmed that the principal of our 
Intermediate School established a school-wide policy that requires the active concealment of 
gender identity-related information from parents, as well as the use of names and “pronouns” 
that vary from the student’s enrolled name. 

In an email dated October 7, 2021, Mr. Sean McGinty, principal of our Intermediate School, sent 
an email to the “SLIS Staff” email distribution list (which presumably includes, at a minimum, 
the 84 individuals listed as “Staff” in the 2021/2022 JPLIS yearbook) that directs them, as 
“guidelines” and “expectations” of the top manager, the principal, at the Intermediate School to 
do the following: 

(i) Use a student’s preferred name and pronouns even if they do not match biological 
sex; 
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enabling, and supporting “Social Transitions” of our students without the knowledge or consent 
of parents? 

Being “kind” doesn’t have to mean adopting “gender affirming care” as the model for which 
we deal with our students.  We can be “kind” by being tolerant, by protecting individual 
expression (whether it be in choice of appearance or in ideas expressed), and protecting every 
student from bullying and harassment.  You can disagree with gender ideology and not be 
“transphobic” or a “bigot.” 

12.4 SLSD Maintains Secret and Separate Records on Gender Identity 

The records we received from SLSD on gender identity-related topics also suggest that SLSD 
has adopted a policy and practice of maintaining two sets of student records, one for “official” 
use and one secret set of records for “preferred” gender identity information.  This bifurcation of 
record keeping is, of course, entirely consistent with the secret “gender identity” policy 
examined in Section 12.3 above. 

The records we received do not show that SLSD at any point undertook an analysis of whether 
maintain two separate sets of records on a single student is compliant with the requirements of 
the Family Educational Rights and Privacy Act or “FERPA” (20 U.S.C. § 1232g; 34 CFR Part 
99).  It’s possible that they did, and withheld that analysis based on attorney-client privilege, but 
the privilege log (where they summarize what they withheld and what legal exception they relied 
on to do so) that they provided to us in the Right to Know process did not list such an analysis. 

You may recall from Section 6.7 of this Report that FERPA is the federal law that SLSD violated 
when it disclosed sensitive student information to the subsequently terminated “DEI consultant” 
Dr. Joseph Allen.  In this case, though, SLSD may be in violation of, or be at serious risk of 
violating, FERPA requirements by not disclosing student information to parents when and if 
requested.  Obviously maintaining separate secret records would certainly suggest that SLSD 
intends not to comply with FERPA if a parent of a student who identifies as anything other than 
birth sex/gender, or who wishes to use non-traditional pronouns, requests to view that student’s 
records. 

What are the consequences of violating FERPA requirements to disclose a student’s education 
records to a parent? Section 1232g(a)(1)(A) of FERPA states that if an educational agency or 
institution (that receives federal any federal funds, which SLSD does) has a “policy of denying, 
or which effectively prevents, the parents of students … the right to inspect and review the 
education records of their children” then “no [federal] funds shall be made available” to that 
education agency or institution.  The full text of this subsection section reads (emphasis added): 
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(some of whom have thankfully moved on) and counselors to set us on a path that, in our 
opinion, potentially harms children (and has, in several incidents already harmed children) and 
reckless exposes the district to litigation.  In the absence of leadership from our school board, our 
district has turned to GLSEN for guidance. 

Who is GLSEN? 

GLSEN is a radical activist organization dedicated to the promotion of gender ideology and 
gender affirming care.  GLSEN described itself as (emphasis added): 

“…a multi-racial, intergenerational LGBTQ+ organization working nationally and 
locally to transform K-12 educational systems in the United States. Each year, 
GLSEN programs and resources reach millions of students and educators in K-12 
schools, via action at the national, state, and local level. Since 1990, GLSEN has 
improved conditions for LGBTQ+ students across the United States and helped 
launch an international movement to address LGBTQ+ issues in education” (this 
is teh “About GLSEN” paragraph at the end of each of GLSEN’s press releases, 
available at < https://www.glsen.org/news-press-list?program=All&type= 
All&issue=All&topic=All>, last visited October 1, 2023). 

GLSEN further states that its work is “grounded in racial justice” and “gender justice” (these are 
part of “Social Justice” generally (see Sections 3 and 13 for an explanation of this essential 
term), and that its mission includes ensuring that “educators and administrators should call 
students by their preferred names and correct pronouns” (<https://www.glsen.org/ 
news/glsen-faces-onslaught-attacks-lies-right-wing-extremists>, last visited October 1, 2023). 

Given the intent to “transform K-12 educational systems” in the name of LGBTQ+ ideas, it 
should be no surprise that (emphasis added): 

“GLSEN’s policy work strives to dismantle all identity-based oppressions 
including but not limited to, race, ethnicity, ability, and immigration status.” 
(<https://www.glsen.org/state-and-local-policy-manager>, last visited October 6, 
2023) 

In the Social Justice context, “Dismantle” has a very particular meaning, and its use by GLSEN 
is both intentional and reflective of GLSEN’s world view.  “Dismantle” in this context means to 
tear down and eliminate systems of power, privilege, dominance, oppression, and 
marginalization that “woke” or “critically conscious” people believe plague our society because 
those “systems” allegedly create, maintain, inscribe, and reinforce the relevant oppression, 
thereby freeing the “oppressed.”  In the quote from GLSEN’s website above, they specifically 
identity “race, ethnicity, ability, and immigration status” as areas in which systems of 
“oppression” must be dismantled.  So, you have to believe first and foremost that there is 
“systemic racism” to believe there is “system” of “oppression” to “dismantle.”  See Sections 3 
and 13 for discussions of various Social Justice language and concepts. 

When did our school board approve taking guidance from an organization that intends to 
“transform K-12 education systems” in the name of “gender justice,” or to “dismantle all 
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A number of classrooms also have “safe space” stickers that are not from GLSEN, as well as 
“Pride Progress” flags: 
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Notice these last pictures.  They’re not GLSEN stickers, but they mean the same thing.  You 
don’t need the special circle and inverted triangle (meaning gender affirming/ally space) to 
indicate that your classroom is a positive space and welcoming to all students, one in which our 
existing policies against harassment and bullying will be enforced. 

What’s the thought here?  That our classrooms aren’t also “safe spaces” for students that don’t 
“identify” as LGBQT?  Aren’t all of our students equally protected by our policies against 
harassment and bullying in every classroom?  Do only some students get the benefit of being 
“safe” in our classrooms?  Has anyone considered the implications of this?  Weren’t our students 
“safe” before the posters and stickers went up?  Will they cease to be safe if they come down? 

By adopting this program and posting these stickers in their classrooms, these particular teachers 
aren’t saying “hey, this is a positive space where we don’t tolerate bullying, we expect kindness 
and tolerance, and all are welcome regardless of how you each choose to express yourself.”  
Instead, whether they know it or not, what they are instead saying is “I am an advocate for 
gender ideology and queer theory in our schools, I will affirm you no matter what you say you 
are, and I will keep it all secret from your parents.”  Is that the sort of relationship we want to 
encourage?  One where secrecy is front and center and parents are assumed to be dismissive and 
out of touch at best and hateful or even abusive at worst? 

To be clear, we think many of the teachers who have posted the GLSEN safe space sticker or 
poster are simply unaware of for what they have inadvertently signed up.  If we are wrong in 
this, then things are indeed much worse than we thought. 

On a related note, the GLSEN website which our schools are quite obviously encouraging 
students to use by posting it our classrooms across the district, includes a function allowing the 
student to press “esc” three times to immediately make the page disappear and wipe its presence 
from the browser’s history, thereby hiding from parents not only the site itself but also that the 
site was even visited.  Is this what our school board intends to promote or at least condone?  
Literally teaching our children how to hide things from their parents? 

















 220 

Note: The records provided to us include two similar but somewhat different 
presentations from CHOP.  Because of how the records were provided to us, it is 
impossible to tell which was linked to in the “Grade Level Meeting” document in which 
place.  We have included both presentations in Attachment 20 to this Report. 

We can of course surmise that Cooke believed that the CHOP materials were in fact a good thing 
to share, and would be useful in informing her colleagues on how to deal with transgender issues 
in the course of their jobs, otherwise, why would she share it?  Twice?  We also note that none of 
the records the district provided indicate that anyone objected to the materials Cooke distributed 
to them, e.g., suggesting that perhaps adopting “gender affirming” care as the framework for 
dealing with SLSD students (if such records do exist, they were not provided, and the district 
would have as a result again violated the Pennsylvania Right to Know law). 

To be crystal clear, discussions of how to handle issues relating to students who identify as 
“transgender” is an absolutely reasonable and appropriate topic for discussion among teachers, 
administrators, and counselors.  As we have said repeatedly in this Report, each of these 
students should be treated with tolerance and kindness, their freedom of expression should be 
protected, and they should each be protected under our policies against bullying and other 
harassment just like every other student, and obviously held to those same standards with 
respect to their own conduct.  However, the content of the discussions at Grade Level Meetings, 
or any other meeting formal or informal in the district matters very much.  As you will see 
below, based on the information distributed at least twice to a broad set of employees in the 
district is based wholly on the “gender affirming care” model, which is in turn based wholly on 
Queer Theory /Gender Ideology.  That is political by its very nature and has no place in our 
schools. 

Distribution of CHOP Gender Training Materials to Other SLSD Employees 

The “CHOP Handout” that Cooke repeatedly distributed to other SLSD employees is primer of 
Queer Theory / Gender Ideology concepts and a series of recommendations to align school 
operations with those concepts.  Below is a series of slides from the presentation.  The 
presentation is included in full in Attachment 20 to this Report.  As you read the slides below, 
note how perfectly they align with both the materials from GLSEN discussed in Section 12.5 and 
the policies adopted by SLSD as reflected in the McGinty email discussed in Section 12.3. 
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Obviously, this sort of bullying and harassment is a violation of existing school policies.  Those 
policies should be enforced in all cases regardless of who the transgressor is.  Student must know 
that there are consequences for behavior that is so fragrantly out of line with our board-approved 
district policies.  We have no evidence to know whether those policies were enforced in this 
case, i.e., the district did not provide any records that would suggest that any action was taken – 
it’s possible it was, we just don’t know. 

If Webb or Cooke believed the transgender child was at risk from his or her own parents, they 
would have an legal duty under mandated reporting rules to notify child protective services.  
There is no evidence that they have done that. 

Based on the content and context of the email, the student being bullied and harassed is likely a 
biological boy who has “socially transitioned” at SLSD with the support of our administrators, 
counselors, and teachers to a “transgender girl” and adopted a new name. Under our existing 
“policies” (and in particular, the express direction of Principal McGinty at the Intermediate 
School discussed at length in Section 12.3 of this Report), remember that if (i) a child asks to be 
called by a different/new name, the SLSD employee should do so, and (ii) the SLSD employee 
should not tell the parents that a social transition has occurred.  Under SLSD “policy,” everyone 
can know what’s happening except the parents. 

The email above makes clear that the child has not “come out” to “her” parents because the last 
sentence of the email is a request from Webb to Cooke for Cook to “support her in sharing her 
gender identity/name with her parents.”  Got that?  Webb and Cooke (and presumably all of this 
students teachers and classmates) know this child has socially transitioned from boy to “girl” and 
has adopted a new name, but the child’s parents are completely oblivious.  As a reminder, 
students in our Intermediate School are typically between nine and 12 years old.  Our 
Intermediate School was (and still may be) actively hiding this information from the parents of a 
child that may have been as young as nine years old at the time this email was sent. 

If that wasn’t egregious enough, it is clear that while Webb had “already contacted home about 
this [the bullying incidents],” the nature of the bullying itself has not been disclosed to the 
parents.  The context of the email strongly suggests that the bullying and harassment are directly 
based on the students “gender identity,” otherwise why would both topics be so intertwined in 
the email itself? 

In our view Webb and Cooke are very much engaged in the unauthorized practice of medicine, 
making judgments about the mental and physical health of the bullied child outside of the 
knowledge of that student’s parents.  Webb and Cooke don’t seem to consider for even a 
moment that this student may already be receiving psychological and medical care from an 
existing care team in coordination with the student’s parents.  Webb and Cooke don’t seem to 
have considered for even a moment that there may be an existing care plan under which a 
“social transition” for this student is in fact contraindicated for this student’s mental health.  
What Webb and Cooke are doing here, through willful blindness and intentional disregard of 
parental rights, needlessly puts our most vulnerable of children at significant additional risk. 

This particular situation is all the worse because the idea of suicide has been repeatedly and 
viciously put into this child’s head by other students.  Yet, Webb and Cooke refused to 



 229 

affirmatively share with the child’s parents’ essential information about what’s happening so that 
they can provide what is likely much needed support and care (possibly including psychological 

and medical care).  In the view of Webb and Cooke, that can’t happen until the child shares his 
or her gender identity information and new name with his or her parents first!  This is an 

egregious disregard of the schools’ fundamental duty to keep parents informed of what’s 
happening with their children while entrusted to the schools.  By keeping secrets from this 
child’s parents, Webb and Cooke may have in fact increases this children’s risk of suicide or 
other self-harm. 

What if this child fixates on the ugly recommendations of those doing the bullying?  What if the 
pressure and discordance of “socially transitioning” at school with the full and eager support of 

the most important figures of authority in our schools while continuing to live a separate identity 
outside of school causes such distress that the student tries to harm him or herself?  What if this 

child as a result attempts suicide?  What if this child is successful in doing so?  This exact 
scenario has happened before.  Is SLSD really unaware, or not concerned, that this has happened 

many times in other districts? 

A key example of the potential consequences of secret “social transitions” comes out of 

California.  Yaeli Mozzelle Galdamez was “affirmed” in gender transition by her teachers and 
counselors in her school in Los Angeles County, California.  The transition, along with all of the 

referrals and contacts the district provided, were kept secret from Yaeli’s parents.  Another trans 
student taught Yaeli what do to and say to be removed from her parents’ home and placed in 

foster care so that she could get the state to pay for her “gender reassignment surgery.”  Without 
her parents’ consent, Yaeli was put on cross-sex hormones and set on a path of endless 

medicalization.  Yaeli committed suicide by kneeling on track trains with her arms raised to the 
sky in 2022.  Yaeli’s mother was told the heart breaking story of Yaeli secret transition by the 

schools and subsequent medicalization before the Judiciary Committee of the California State 
Senate on June 13, 2023.  We urge you to watch it. Her testimony is available on YouTube at 

(last visited October 14, 2023): <https://youtu.be/glygWmWD_6w?si=lptfoU_CDEWBeXND>.  
What if instead of keeping secrets from Yaeli’s parents, they were informed what was going on 

with their own daughter?  What if her parents had the time to get Yaeli the psychological and/or 
medical help she needed?  Would she be alive today?  Does this sound like “kindness” and 

“inclusion” to you?  To us it sounds like unmitigated cruelty. 

Our district’s conduct here is appalling, irresponsible, and direct act on the rights of this 

student’s parents to protect and raise their own child.  It exposes this district to massive lawsuits 
should one of these children hurt themselves or others.  These are the sorts of things that happen 

when our school board fails to adopt clear policies on important matters and instead leaves 
individual school principals, vice principals, counselors, and other staff to come up with 

approaches on their own. 

12.8 SLSD Disregards the Safety and Well-Being of Female Students 

The preceding incident, which took place at the Intermediate School, is one in which our schools 
failed to protect a transgender student.  Below is an example of direct harm caused by SLSD’s 

policies and practices to a biological female, one quite serious and heartbreaking.  We have 
omitted the names of the students involved and are intentionally vague on dates.  We relate the 
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story below with the permission of the young woman involved and her family.  Our account is 
based on direct testimony. 

A high school student, we’ll call her Jane in the interests of anonymity, was raped.  The rape 
occurred off school grounds, but the girl carried with her the trauma of that experience every day 
and was working toward healing as time went by.  One day at our high school, she was in the 
girls’ bathroom when a “transgender girl” (a biological young man) walked in and used the 
facilities.  The “transgender girl” (biological young man) was at this time dressed in a typically 
male fashion (at later times this student began to present in a manner that was somewhat more 
feminine). 

The presence of a biological male in the girls’ bathroom shocked Jane, made her feel deeply 
uncomfortable and vulnerable, and as a result, she immediately left the bathroom.  The presence 
of the biological boy in what was supposed to be an actual safe space for her re-opened the 
trauma of her rape.  On her way out, she ran into two other high school girls, she told them there 
was a boy in the bathroom, and they immediately turned away and did not enter the bathroom; 
they too were obviously uncomfortable. 

Jane reported this both to her parents and to the administration.  Jane and her parents were told 
by our school high school psychologist and Jane’s school counselor that they could help her “get 
comfortable” with the “transgender girl” (biological young man) being in the girls’ bathroom.  
Jane and one of her parents was told by her school counselor that, and we quote: “The policy is 
that if someone identifies as a male or female they can go in which ever bathroom they 
prefer/choose.”  When pressed for a copy for the “policy,” the school could produce none.  The 
parents even submitted their request for a copy of the “policy,” and were told by the district that 
none exists.  Somehow the counselors and administrators all know what the “policy” was even 
though the district tells us there is no policy. 

It was Jane that had to adjust, of course, because SLSD has adopted a “gender affirming” and 
“inclusive” approach to dealing with these issues.  At SLSD, the legitimate concerns of our 
biologically female high school students must take a back seat to the preferences of a handful of 
students who “feel” that they are “female” in the name of “inclusion,” despite being enrolled in 
our schools as males.  The message was clear – this was Jane’s problem to deal with, not the 
school’s or the “transgender girl”/biological young man’s problem. 

Jane again encountered the “transgender girl” (biological young man) in the girls’ bathroom 
room.  This repeated forced exposure to a “transgender girl”/(biological young man) in a 
space our high school girls reasonably expect to be private and safe caused Jane to have a 
panic attack, including severe chest pains.  Jane was admitted to the hospital for treatment as 
a result. 

There were multiple occasions where Jane saw the “transgender girl” (biological young man) 
near or about to go into the girls’ bathroom.  She would avoid going to the bathroom entirely 
each time this occurred. 

It would be fair to ask whether Jane over reacted.  It would be fair to ask whether the 
“transgender girl” (biological young man) was simply trying to “exist” in a space where “she” 







 233 

locker rooms historically reserved for biological females.  They have told us that they refuse to 
come forward for fear of being labeled “transphobic” and suffering social consequences as a 
result.  In a district that has adopted the “gender affirming care” model, facilitating and 
supporting “social transitions” without the knowledge or consent of parents, this is not a surprise.  
The message from the authority figures in our district like principals, vice principals, and 
counselors is clear: you must accept this whether you like it or not, and if you don’t, you are 
the problem. 

We hope that the examples above shocked you. They certainly shocked us.  The callous 
disregard for safety and well-being of the young women in our district is inexcusable. 

12.9 An Appalling Disregard for the Fundamental and Constitutionally Protected 
Rights of Parents and Teachers 

The idea that the people to whom the community has entrusted their children for the limited 
purpose of academic instruction is, as an official policy, actively hiding essential information 
about the social, emotional, psychological, and potentially physical well-being of their children 
is appalling and a breach of trust that is difficult to put into words.  The idea that our 
administrators and counselors have put teachers in the position of having to actively deceive 
parents, and to take direction from students as young nine year old or younger on how to 
communicate with parents, is patently absurd and deeply offensive.  Our teachers are owed an 
apology for having been put into such an awful position.  Let teachers do the jobs we hired them 
to do (which does not include being forced to lie to parents). 

Setting aside the betrayal of public trust and the impossible position our administration and 
counselors we have put our teachers in, our district has needlessly and recklessly exposed itself 
to litigation on multiple fronts.  For example (and without limitation): 

• Actively concealing information about the social, emotional, psychological, and 
potentially physical well-being of students violates parents’ rights under the 14th 
Amendment to the US Constitution to direct the upbringing and education of their 
children, giving rise to individual legal actions by parents, as well as parents as a group in 
a class action setting (see, e.g., Troxel v. Granville, 530 U.S. 57, 65 (2000) (this right is 
“perhaps the oldest of the fundamental liberty interests recognized by this Court” 
(emphasis added)); Wisconsin v. Yoder, 406 U.S. 205, 232 (1972) (“This primary role of 
the parents in the upbringing of their children is now established beyond debate” 
(emphasis added)); and Pierce v. Society of Sisters, 268 U.S. 510, 534-35 (1925) (the 
state may not interfere with “the liberty of parents and guardians to direct the upbringing 
and education of children under their control.”)); 

• Requiring district employees to use a name or “preferred pronouns” that doesn’t match 
the student’s enrolled name and sex may constitute prohibited compelled speech under 
the First Amendment to the US Constitution and Article I, Section 7 of the Constitution 
of the Commonwealth of Pennsylvania; 

• Requiring district employees to use a name or “preferred pronouns” that don’t match the 
student’s enrolled name and sex may constitute a violation of freedom of religion under 
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the First Amendment to the US Constitution and Article I, Section 3 of the Constitution 
of the Commonwealth of Pennsylvania; and 

• By allowing or suffering the “establishment of policy” at the intermediate school 
regarding the handling of gender identity-related information without submitting that 
policy to the required process of review, discussion, and approval at a public board 
meeting, the district may have violated the PA Sunshine Act because, among other 
things, the “establishment of policy” constitutes an “official action” under that act that 
requires a public meeting, etc. 

We provided these case citations to the school board in October 4, 2022, but it doesn’t seem to 
have been considered, let alone supported a course correction, at least based on the records we 
obtained from the district and the public statements of our board and administration. 

Our district should take note, though, that we are now routinely seeing litigation on these issues 
across the country, and they generally being won or settled in favor of those advocating for 
transparency and parents’ rights. 

The Eight Circuit Court of Appeals just ruled in favor of the plaintiff Parents Defending 
Education against Linn-Mar Community School District in Iowa 
(<https://www.thegazette.com/staff-columnists/linn-mar-lost-in-court-but-laws-against-
discrimination-havent-changed/>, last visited October 16, 2023; opinion can be read in full at 
<http://media.ca8.uscourts.gov/opndir/23/09/222927P.pdf?fbclid=IwAR16x360b2-
997TlbxGIzXAmZapFsaND6l8sVUI5E6HFqVZEeur1oqWTUYk>, last visited October 16, 
2023).  Linn-Mar had a policy in place that included the same key concepts as SLSD’s policies 
and practices, specifically hiding gender identity information from parents and requiring teachers 
to use new names and pronouns of students with new “gender identities” students.  The court 
concluded that Linn-Mar’s policy requiring students and staff to “respect” others’ gender identity 
by mandating the use of preferred gender pronouns was “unconstitutionally vague.” The relevant 
district court has now issued a preliminary injunction, prohibiting the school district from 
enforcing the policy during the rest of the litigation.  The Eighth Circuit also made clear that 
Linn-Mar’s policy of hiding a student’s transgender status from their parents is unlawful 
throughout the State of Iowa. 

A Wisconsin court ordered a school district not to socially transition children without parents’ 
consent earlier this month in the matter of T.F., et al. v Kettle Moraine School District (opinion 
available at < https://reason.com/wp-content/uploads/2023/10/TFvKettleMoraineSchool 
District.pdf>, last visited October 16, 2023).  The decision included the following order: “Kettle 
Moraine School District is enjoined from allowing or requiring staff to refer to students using a 
name or pronouns at odds with the student's biological sex, while at school, without express 
parental consent.” 

Another relevant legal action was filed in the US District Court of Kansas in the matter of 
Pamela Ricard v. USD 475 Geary County Schools Board Members (filed 3/7/22).  That 
complaint survived a motion to dismiss and the matter was then settled by the district in favor of 
the plaintiff teacher, with a $95,000 payment (see related press release at <https://adfmedia.org/ 
case/ricard-v-usd-475-geary-county-schools-school-board-members#>, last visited October 16, 
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2023). The facts of the case will sound familiar: the district violated a math teacher’s First 

Amendment rights when it reprimanded and suspended her for addressing a student by the 

student’s legal and enrolled name and forced her to conceal the student’s social transition from 

the student’s parents. 

A new lawsuit has been filed by the Parents Defending Education organization against the 

Olentangy Local School District in Ohio, which allegedly “forces students to use their peers’ 

‘preferred’ pronouns, which compels students to affirm a specific viewpoint on gender ideology 

that is contrary to the students’ deeply held beliefs … Refusal to do so can result in severe 

punishments, including expulsion” (<https://defendinged.org/lawsuits/17-states-and-15-

advocacy-organizations-file-amicus-briefs-in-parents-defending-education-v-olentangy-local-

school-district-board-of-education/>, last visited October 16, 2023).  The plaintiff Parents 

Defending Education has received the support of 10 amicus curiae briefs (these are “friend of the 

court” briefs that encourage the court to rule in this case in favor of the plaintiff) from a broad 

range of organizations, including a coalition of 17 state attorneys general and groups ranging 

from religious groups through the First Liberty Institute to the ACLU. 

This short list of representative examples suggests a trend in this area, even if they don’t provide 

binding precedent here in Pennsylvania; however, they certainly stands for the proposition that 

hiding information about children from their parents is generally not a good way for a school 

district to proceed (let alone rebuild trust after the actions of former Superintendent Evison and 

others). 

Our teachers, counselors, and administrators are not primary caregivers, parents are.  In this area 

it is the job of the district to inform parents of information that is relevant to a child’s well-being 

so that parents can make the important decisions.  If a teacher believes a child is at risk of abuse 

or is being abused, they are required to report it, so SLSD’s policy and practices in this area 

(“gender identity” matters) is obviously about something more.  If administrators, teachers, or 

staff (including, without limitation, guidance counselors) believe students are so at risk based on 

information about their gender identity that it must be actively concealed from parents, have 

those individuals complied with their obligations as mandated reporters under the PA Child 

Protective Services Laws?  Presumably there would have been a significant number of reports 

filed by mandated reporters within SLSD on this issue under the CPS laws, otherwise our 

administrators, teachers, and staff would be subjecting themselves to criminal penalties for the 

failure to report suspected child abuse (see § 6319 of PA CPS Law, which makes it a crime, 

among other things, to willfully fail to report a reasonable suspicion of abuse). 

To us, from the evidence presented in this Report, the district’s positions on this important matter 

sadly appear to be an ideological preference for “gender affirming care.”  That is a political act 

because the Gender Ideology on which it is based, as you know from Section 12.2 of this Report, 

is inherently and explicitly political and activist in nature.  Former Superintendent Evison may 

have set us on this path, but nobody has yet had the courage to get us off of it. 

12.10 What Neutrality Would Look Like 

The issues our schools face with regarding how best to handle issues relating to gender identity 

are numerous, different, and difficult.  It is not simply of question of whether to “be kind”; 
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although well intended, that is far too simple a concept for an issue set that is so complex and 
varied, with social, psychological, and legal implications.  Many significant rights and 
obligations are implicated, including (but not limited to): 

• the right of parents to direct the upbringing of their children as protected under our 
federal constitution and supreme court precedent; 

• the right of individual students to express themselves as they see fit within the bounds of 
the first amendment, including by dressing and presenting themselves to the world in a 
manner that doesn’t align with traditional concepts of masculine and feminine; 

• whether we should (or can) compel SLSD employees to use new names and neo-
pronouns; 

• whether we should (or can) hide essential information (and even keep separate secret 
records) about the physical and psychological wellness of children from their parents and 
guardians; 

• whether our schools should support “social transitions” that may in fact be 
contraindicated for a given student, thus putting our administrators, teachers, and 
counselors in the role of licensed doctors and therapists; and 

• whether our schools should take a position on hotly debated political topics, including in 
this area, by adopting and acting under a “gender affirming care” model, without fulsome 
public discussion and the adoption of a clear and unambiguous school board policy. 

Given the diverse views in our community and the highly contentious state and national debate 
that continues to rage around these issues, our view is that our schools should adopt a position as 
close to neutral as possible.  It is not the role of our schools to affirm or disconfirm what any 
student believes about anything.  It is the role of our schools to teach the subjects they have been 
appointed to teach and to generally create an environment that is safe for all students (in the 
traditional, objective, measurable sense).  Our policies against bullying and harassment should, 
of course, be enforced equally, regardless of whether the violator identifies as “transgender.”  
That’s it. Sometimes the answer to “what should we do!?” is “nothing.”  Obviously, we are 
always required to do the bare minimum that we are actually and specifically required to do by 
well-settled law. 

The adoption and implementation by SLSD of “gender affirming” measures consistent with the 
recommendations of the most radical gender ideology advocacy groups in the country is a 
political act.  Our administrators and counselors should not be using gender theory-based 
approaches as a framework for interacting with our student body.  Our schools should not be in 
the business of adopting and implementing a highly controversial, deeply divisive viewpoint.  If 
you change the status quo by introducing something new and then people notice and object, it’s 
not the objection that caused the problem, it’s what you introduced. 

Many of those gender identity-related measures SLSD adopted were hidden from public view, 
undermined parental rights, and damaged the trust we put in our schools.  We have a simple rule 



 237 

in our home that we think applies here: if you have to hide what you’re doing, you probably 
shouldn’t be doing it. 

Our teachers, counselors, and administrators should not play a role in the sexuality or “gender” 
of our children, other than providing the same sort of standard biology-based sex education class 
that all intermediate/middle school students receive.  Our schools should not be propagating 
concepts such as “gender identity” or “social construction” at a time in our culture where those 
concepts remain the subject of heated debate across our country and the subject of endless 
rounds of legislation and litigation.  Likewise, there should never be a situation where a district 
employee says, “hey kid, don’t worry, I’ll keep what you tell me about sexuality and gender 
identity a secret from your parents, you can trust me...”  That sort of institutional secrecy does 
nothing but dangerously interfere with the relationship between a parent and a child, alienating 
the child from the parent in favor of an unrelated adult.  This is not what parents sign up for 
when they enroll their children in our taxpayer funded public schools.  Our district’s position on 
“gender identity” should be only that it will comply with the clear requirements of the law, but 
beyond that it doesn’t have a position because our children’s sexuality and “gender identity” is 
none of their business. 

 

[End of Section] 
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13.0 Glossary of Social Justice Terminology 

13.1 Introduction 

We present the definitions and chart below for the purposes of helping the reader understand 
how these terms are used by people who support “Social Justice,” and by extension, what these 
terms mean when used in the various SLSD document referenced or included in this report.  We 
do not agree with many of the definitions, as they reject the common, long-standing, and relied 
upon understanding of meaning of these words that enable us to communicate effectively with 
our fellow citizens. 

Hijacking and redefining essential words like “racism,” “diversity,” and “inclusion” to mean 
something other than what we all thought they meant five minutes ago is an exercise in deception 
and manipulation and we reject it.  Please see Section 3.0 of this report for a discussion of how 
the definitions of important words have been changed for purposes of “Social Justice.” 

A number of these concepts are quite complicated and reflect the development of certain streams 
of Western philosophy over the course of many decades.  While we have strived to keep the 
definitions as short and understandable as possible, some of the definitions are unavoidably 
lengthy.  We have attempted to provide a graphical representation of the developments in this 
area following the body of the glossary as sometimes a chart can go a long way in pulling it all 
together. 

The definitions below were assembled from numerous sources to achieve balance of perspective, 
fullness of explanation, understandability, and readability.  Where possible, definitions are 
copied from or based directly on the work of the applicable seminal author (e.g., Richard 
Delgado and Jean Stefancic for “critical race theory,” Gloria Ladsen-Billings for “culturally 
responsive pedagogy,” Ibram X. Kendi for “antiracist,” Robin DiAngelo for “white fragility,” 
and Kimberlé Crenshaw for “intersectionality”). Other key sources were Cynical Theories by 
Helen Pluckrose and James Lindsay (2020) and their other works generally, Critical Race 
Theory: An Introduction by Richard Delgado and Jean Stenfcic (2017), Critical Race Theory: 
The Key Writings That Formed the Movement, edited by Kimberlé Crenshaw, Neil Gotanda, 
Gary Piller, and Kendall Thomas (1995), Is Everyone Really Equal?: An Introduction to Key 
Concepts in Social Justice Education by Ozlem Sensoy and Robin DiAngelo (2012), Whiteness 
as Property by Cheryl I. Harris (1993), Thinking Sex by Gayle Rubin (1984), Undoing Gender 
by Judith Butler (2004), Irreversible Damage by Abigail Shrier (2020), and Lost in Trans Nation 
by Miriam Grossman (2023). 

Below are the most relevant “social justice” terminology for what has happened at SLSD.  The 
Glossary is followed by a chart showing the relationship among the various “theories” and 
“studies” referenced below and their application in the real world. 

 
[Remainder of Page Left Intentionally Blank] 
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13.2 Glossary 

Critical Consciousness 

The state of seeing society in terms of systems of power, privilege, dominance, oppression, 

and marginalization coupled with a dedication to become an activist against these perceived 

systems. 

If you have attained “critical consciousness” then you have become aware that you are either 

oppressed or an oppressor—or, at least, complicit in oppression as a result of your 

socialization into an oppressive system. To have a critical consciousness is to be aware of—

and generally unhappy about—your position in society, i.e., your relationship to systemic and 

institutional power as determined by Critical Theory and based mostly on facts concerning 

what demographic groups of which you are a part. 

Critical Consciousness is referred to colloquially as being “Woke” (see below). 

Critical Race Theory or “CRT” 

Critical Race Theory is the belief that: 

(i) racism is ordinary, not aberrational (i.e., it is everywhere all the time); 

(ii) our system of white-over-people color supremacy serves important purposes for 

whites that are both psychological and material; and 

(iii) race is a “social construct” made up to maintain the existing “white over people of 

color” order. 

The purpose of Critical Race Theory is to: 

(i) understand how a regime of white supremacy and its subordination of people of 

color have been created and maintained in America, and in particular, to examine 

the relationship between that social structure and professed ideals such as “the rule 

of law” and “equal protection”; and 

(ii) to change that regime. 

Critical Race Theory rejects traditional civil rights discourse, which stresses incrementalism 

(i.e., step-by-step “progress,” no matter how small each step is). 

Critical Race Theory rejects the very foundations of the liberal order, including equality 
theory, legal reasoning, Enlightenment rationalism, and neutral principles of constitutional 
law. 

Critical Race Theory is an activist theory because it has the stated goal of changing the 

regime that it purports to have described. 
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Critical Theory 

 “Critical Theory” is framework of analysis and activism that seeks human “emancipation 
from slavery,” acts as a “liberating … influence,” and works “to create a world which 
satisfies the needs and powers” of human beings.  Because of this last element, Critical 
Theory is activist in orientation. 

Critical Theory arose among a group of German philosophers and social theorists in the 
Western European Marxist tradition known as the Frankfurt School (which among others, 
included Max Horkheimer and Herbert Marcuse).  These theorists initially sought to explain 
why Marxism had not spread more effectively to the “West” while it had succeeded wildly in 
what became the USSR and China.  The essential observation of these theorists was that 
Marx was wrong about capitalism in that capitalism did not result in a worse life for the 
“workers” (in fact, it generally led to higher standards across the West as compared with the 
rest of the world.  Marcuse observed that “the working class” (in Marxist terminology, the 
“proletariat”) would no longer be the base of Marxist revolution because they did not see 
themselves as oppressed as the Russian and China proletariat did. 

Instead, these theorists apply Marxist conflict analysis (i.e., the proletariat oppressed by 
bourgeoise, leading to class conflict, leading to revolution, leading to an “equitable,” 
classless society, which is to say, socialism/communist) to types of “oppression” that are not 
“economic.”  As a result, and when combined with postmodernism (also defined in this 
glossary), a number of subfields were born.  These include: Critical Race Theory, Critical 
Social Justice (often referred to as simply “social justice”), Queer Theory, Postcolonial 
Theory, Intersectional Feminism, Disability Studies, and Fat Studies, among others.  Thus, 
because all of these are based on Marxist conflict analysis, these various sub-theories are 
frequently referred to as “cultural Marxism” (as opposed to the “economic Marxism” of the 
original).  They are also often called “grievance studies” because they start from the premises 
that a particular group is “oppressed” by another group. 

Fundamentally, any field of inquiry or mode of analysis that first and foremost seeks to 
identity an “oppressor” and an “oppressed” at the group level, is likely to fall with the family 
of “Critical Theory” subfields.  Critical Race Theory is called Critical Race Theory because 
it is a “Critical Theory” of Race (i.e., Critical Theory applied to “race” as dimension of 
oppression). 

The focus on identity, experiences, and activism, rather than an attempt to find truth, leads to 
conflict with empirical scholars and undermines public confidence in the worth of 
scholarship that uses this approach. Because critical theories nearly always begin with their 
conclusion—their own assumptions about power dynamics in society, how those are 
problematic, and the need for their disruption or dismantling—and then seeks to find ways to 
read them into various aspects of society (see discourse analysis and close reading), the body 
of scholarship that has been growing for the last fifty years has become a towering and 
impressive mountain with very insecure foundations. 
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Critical Theory is often referred to in the literature simply as “Theory” due to the fact that it 
has become so pervasive over the past several decades as an underpinning in the social 
sciences that it need not be differentiated with other approaches. 

Culturally Relevant Pedagogy 

Application of Critical Race Theory to educational environments, as pioneered by Gloria 
Ladson-Billings.  Common variations of this term include: 

• culturally responsive education practices 
• culturally relevant teaching 
• culturally congruent teaching 
• culturally responsive teaching 
• culturally responsive learning practices 
• culturally competent /cultural competency 
• culturally aware 

Disrupt 

In the context of Critical Theory, Critical Race Theory, and Social Justice generally, 
“Disrupt” means to: 

(i) Interrupt what the person perceives to be a situation in which oppression is 
occurring, for example by silencing or shaming someone in the moment by chanting 
slogans or shouting them down (also referred to as cancelling or de-platforming), 
engaging in sit-ins, blocking throughways, presenting administrators with lists of 
“demands” as part of a protest, etc.; 

(ii) call attention to the allegedly oppressive situation; and  

(ii) by doing so, imply that the person doing the disrupting is either oppressed him or 
herself or acting as an “ally” by standing up for the oppressed. 

Dismantle 

In the context of Critical Theory, Critical Race Theory, and Social Justice generally, 
“Dismantle” means to tear down systems of power, privilege, dominance, oppression, and 
marginalization that “woke” or “critically conscious” people believe plague our society 
because those systems create, maintain, inscribe, and reinforce the relevant oppression.  The 
call to “dismantle” is typically directed at the “systems” that purportedly support and 
reinforce racism, sexism, homophobia and heteronormativity (i.e., the notion that 
heterosexuality is the preferred or “normal” mode of sexual orientation), transphobia and 
cisnormativity (i.e., the idea that having a “gender identity” that aligns with your biological 
sex is preferred or “normal”), ableism, fatphobia and thin-normativity (i.e., that idea that 
being thin conveys health benefits, is preferred, and is “normal”), patriarchy, misogyny, and 
white supremacy, to name a few. 
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Diversity 

Representation of groups (typically but not always race or sex) in a given context 
proportional to their presence in society generally.  “Diversity” in this context takes into 
account “privilege” and “marginalization” in evaluating who is “represented” and who is not 
and calls for corrective action to address a failure to achieve appropriate “representation.”  
Therefore “diversity” aims to privilege the marginalized and marginalize the privileged in 
order to correct under representation of a particular group. 

Diversity, Equity, and Inclusion (DEI) 

A set of tools used by Social Justice adherents to disrupt and dismantle systems of power, 
privilege, dominance, oppression, and marginalization.  See individual definitions for 
“Diversity,” “Equity,” and “Inclusion.” 

Occasionally appears as Diversity, Inclusion, and Equity (DIE). 

Equity 

Forced redistribution of access, rights, and resources to achieve equal outcomes to correct for 
the results of systems of power, privilege, dominance, oppression, and marginalization.  To 
quote Vice President Kamala Harris from a 2020 campaign ad, “equitable treatment means 
we all end up in the same place” (i.e., equal outcomes) (<https://youtube.com/shorts/w4kowE 
_YIVw?feature=share>, last visited 8/3/2021). 

Gender Affirming Care 

As used in Gender Ideology (defined below), “gender affirming care” is a series of social, 
psychotherapeutic, and medical interventions intended to bring a person’s social interactions 
and outward appearance in line with their “gender identity” (defined below).  Once a person 
“identifies” as something other than the sex/gender they were born based on an “internal 
sense” of who they are (e.g, “I was ‘assigned’ male at birth, but now I ‘identify’ as female”), 
“gender affirming care” may progress through the following stages: (i) social 
transition/affirmation, (ii) administration of puberty blockers, (iii) administration of cross-sex 
hormones, (iv) performance of various “gender affirming” surgeries or other medical 
procedures including, without limitation, (a) facial surgeries (creation of a faux-Adam’s 
Apple to create a more masculine look or shaving of the jaw bone for a more feminine look), 
(b) double mastectomy (euphemistically called “top surgery”) to remove both breasts to 
create a more masculine look, (c) cosmetic surgery to create breasts on an otherwise male 
body, (d) phalloplasty (creation of a faux-penis), (e) vaginoplasty (creation of a faux-vagina), 
(f) orchiectomy (removal of the testicles/castration), and (g) scrotectomy (remove of the 
scrotum). 

Gender Identity 

As used in Gender Ideology (defined below), “gender identity” is a person’s deeply held 
knowledge of their own gender, which can include being a man, woman, another gender, or 
no gender. Gender identity is an innate part of a person’s identity. 
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Gender Ideology / Theory 

“Gender Ideology” / “Gender Theory” is a catch-all term for Queer Theory (see separate 
entry below), transgender ideology, and gender identity activism generally.  The premise of 
this ideology is that sex and gender are “socially constructed” (i.e., created by society 
through words rather than based on reality as observed through scientific observation). 
Gender ideologues believe that the “sex binary” and “gender binary” (e.g., male/female, 
man/woman, boy/girl, masculine/feminine) are artificial distinctions made to oppress people 
that do not perceive themselves as fitting neatly into those categories.  They believe that this 
system of “cis-hetero-normativity” must be “disrupted” and “dismantled” to relieve 
“oppression.”  Gender Ideology is therefore political and activist in nature. 

In order to “disrupt” and “dismantle” accepted norms on sex, gender, and sexuality, Gender 
Ideology supports any approach that rejects binary thinking on those issues (and in doing so, 
rejects the abundant science on which those binaries are based).  Gender Ideology therefore 
embraces neo-sexual identities, such as transgender, queer, genderqueer, non-binary, 
agender/genderless, gender non-conforming, gender atypical, gender fluid, bigender, neuter 
gender, pansexual, polysexual, or two-spirit, regardless in all cases of whether that person 
presents as typically male, typically female, or otherwise.  For the same reasons, Gender 
Ideology embraces neo-pronouns, as they too reject the sex or gender binary reflected in 
standard pronouns (he/him, she/her), including the use terms like “they/them,” “em/eir/eirs,” 
“fae/faer/faers,” “xe/hir/hirs,” “xe/xem/xyr,” and “ze/zir/zirs” (note that each of the foregoing 
are not associated with “male” or “female” or “man or woman,” thus rejecting the sex and 
gender binaries). 

Gender Ideology endorses “transgressive” sex as a way to liberate oneself from the system of 
“cis-hetero-normativity,” and therefore supports, among other things, “kink culture.”  
Likewise, Gender Ideology supports exposing children to non-cis-hetero-normative sexuality 
as early as possible to minimize the likelihood that those children are oppressed by it then 
and as they grow, and therefore supporting things like “drag-queen story hours” and early 
education about sex generally but with inclusion of detailed information on non-heterosexual 
activity.  Central figures in Gender Ideology have even endorsed “disrupting” and 
“dismantling” the stigma associated with pedophilia (with pedophiles now termed “minor 
attracted persons) and incest (like Gayle Rubin in his essay “Thinking Sex” (1984) (Rubin’s 
essay is available free online at <https://bpb-us-e2.wpmucdn.com/sites.middlebury.edu/dist/ 
2/3378/files/2015/01/Rubin-Thinking-Sex.pdf>) and Judith Butler in “Undoing Gender” 
(2004)). 

Inclusion 

Creation of a welcoming environment for groups considered marginalized from a Social 
Justice perspective.  Feelings and perceptions of the “marginalized” take precedent.  Creation 
of an “inclusion environment” may require the exclusion of those considered “oppressors” or 
“privileged” (resulting in a “safe space”), the de-prioritization of the “oppressors” or 
“privileged” by limiting the number in attendance, ask them to listen but not speak, asking 
them to sit toward the rear of the venue, charging them a higher fee, etc.  Because the 
feelings of the “marginalized” are paramount, concepts such as words (of those who are not 







 247 

verifiable fact).  Among other things, Queer theorists argue that sex and gender are distinct 
and that there is no correlation between the two, and that in any event, both of those 
categories are social constructs anyway and therefore mean nothing. 

“Norms,” “Normal,” and “Normativity” are considered pejorative in Queer Theory and are 
often marked by prefixes to denote their status (such as “cis-hetero-normative”).  Norms are 
the very thing that Queer Theory seeks to “Queer.” “Queer” as a verb means to make change 
or to act in a way that rejects both the normal and norms as a matter of principle. 

Queer Theory, like Gender Ideology generally, endorses “transgressive” sex as a way to 
liberate oneself from the system of “cis-hetero-normativity,” and therefore supports, among 
other things, “kink culture,” exposing children to non-cis-hetero-normative sexuality as early 
as possible to minimize the likelihood that those children are oppressed by it then and as they 
grow, and “drag-queen story hours.”  Central figures in Gender Ideology have even endorsed 
“disrupting” and “dismantling” the stigma associated with pedophilia (with pedophiles now 
termed “minor attracted persons) and incest. For example, in his famous essay “Thinking 
Sex” (1984)1 Gayle Rubin, a seminal writer in Queer Theory, stated (emphasis added): 

“…boylovers are so stigmatized that it is difficult to find defenders for their 
civil liberties, let alone for their erotic orientation ...The law is especially 
ferocious in maintaining the boundary between childhood ‘innocence’ and 
‘adult’ sexuality. Rather than recognizing the sexuality of the young, and 
attempting to provide for it in a caring and responsible manner, our culture 
denies and punishes erotic interest and activity by anyone under the local age 
of consent.” 

And in her seminal work “Undoing Gender” (2004) (Chapter 7, “Quandaries of the Incest 
Taboo,” p. 157) key Queer Theory figure Judith Butler argued: 

“I do think that there are probably forms of incest that are not necessarily 
traumatic or which gain their traumatic character by virtue of the consciousness of 
social shame that they produce”; and 

“ It might, then, be necessary to rethink the prohibition on incest as that which 
sometimes protects against a violation, and sometimes becomes the very instrument 
of a violation.” (id., p.160) 

Like other “Critical Social Justice” disciplines, Queer Theory is political and activist in 
orientation (i.e., it seeks to move society toward what “should be” rather than simply 
observing and describing “what is”).  Seminal writers in Queer Theory include Gayle Rubin, 
Judith Butler, and Eve Kosofsky Sedgwick. 

 
1 A full copy of Rubin’s essay is available free online at <https://bpb-us-
e2.wpmucdn.com/sites middlebury.edu/dist/2/3378/files/2015/01/Rubin-Thinking-Sex.pdf>. 



 248 

Racism 

As redefined in Critical Race Theory and Social Justice literature, “racism” means a structure 
that works to preserve the power of “white” people to the detriment of “people of color.” 

Under this new definition, only “white” people can be racist, because only white people have 
“power.”  While individual “white” people can be against racism, they still benefit from the 
system that privileges “whites as a group” and are therefore always “racist.” 

Under this new definition, “people of color” may have prejudice or discriminate, but that 
can’t constitute “racism” because “people of color” do not have the social and institutional 
power that would transforms that prejudice or discrimination into racism. 

Safe Space 

A physical or electronic space free for members of an “oppressed group” that is free from 
those that are “oppressors” or “privileged over the “oppressed group.”  A “safe space” would 
be physical (or even electronic) space that is free from the presence, speech, or other stimuli 
(signs, videos, images, etc.) that represents or embodies the source of the “oppression, 
privilege, dominance, or marginalization.” 

Social Justice 

As used in works based on Critical Theory (defined above in this glossary), “Social Justice” 
refers to a specific theoretical perspective that asserts that society is stratified (i.e., divided 
and unequal) in significant and far-reaching ways along social group lines that include race, 
class, gender, sexuality, and ability.  Critical social justice asserts that inequality is deeply 
embedded in the fabric of society (i.e., as structural), and actively seeks to change this (i.e., 
“social justice” is activist in orientation). 

The term “Social Justice” is an overarching term for any field of endeavor that seeks to 
address inequities in any area (per above, race, class, gender, sexuality, etc.).  “Social 
Justice” applied to these various areas would share the following principles: 

• All people are individuals, but they are also members of social groups. 

• These social groups are valued unequally in society. 

• Social groups that are valued more highly have greater access to the resources of a 
society. 

• Social injustice is real, exists today, and results in unequal access to resources 
between groups of people. 

• Those who claim to be for social justice must be engaged in self-reflection about their 
own socialization into these groups (their “positionality”) and must strategically act 
from that awareness in ways that challenge social injustice. 
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Systemic Racism 

The idea that the systems of our country (broadly understood) are conceived and maintained 
in such as a way as to oppress people of color in favor of whites.  Any disparate outcome 
between white people and people of color is evidence of “systemic racism.” 

Systems of Oppression 

Any system of power, privilege, dominance, or marginalization that allegedly disadvantages 
one group in favor of another group. 

Transgender 

As used in Social Justice studies generally, and in Gender Ideology and Queer Theory in 
particular (see separate entries for each of the foregoing terms), a person is considered 
“transgender” when that person “identifies” with a “gender” other than that typically 
corresponds to that person’s biological sex.  So, if a biological male “feels” or “identifies” as 
a “female,” then that person is a “Transgender Woman/Girl.”  The belief or feeling itself is 
the thing that renders to person “transgender.” 

The core idea of “transgender” is based on the proposition that “sex” and “gender” are two 
different things and that in any event both are “social constructs,” i.e., created by society 
through the use of words rather than based on objective reality and scientific observation.  
Thus, because the categories of “male” and “female,” and “man” and “woman” are socially 
constructed, a person can reject them and “identify” as the other, neither, or somewhere in 
between.  Obviously the belief is entirely internal to the person claiming to be “transgender,” 
and is therefore not testable or verifiable through any objective test or process whatsoever. 

A person may be “transgender” regardless of whether that person presents as typically male, 
typically female, androgenous, or otherwise. 

White Fragility 

A term coined by author Robin DiAngelo, author of “White Fragility,” which she defines as 
follows. 

“White Fragility” is the “racial stress” or “racial discomfort” that white people feel when 
confronted in “conversations about race” when it is suggested that being “white” connects us 
to a “system of racism” (i.e., systemic racism) that white people use to dominate society (i.e., 
to oppress people of color for the benefit of “whites”), because it challenges white people’s 
“very identities as good, moral people” and white perceive such challenges as “an unsettling 
and unfair moral offense.” 

The “racial stress” or “racial discomfort” white people experience manifests in a “range of 
defensive responses,” such as “feelings of discomfort and anxiety, anger, fear, guilt, and 
behaviors such as argumentation, silence, and withdrawal from the stress-inducing situation.” 
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The “racial stress” or “racial discomfort” is caused by a “lack of racial stamina,” (i.e., an 
inability to tolerate being accused of racism or being called a racist) that infects white people 
because white people are usually “insulated from racial stress” because white people “white 
people in North America live in a society that is deeply separate and unequal by race, and 
white people are the beneficiaries of that separation and inequality.” 

A white person’s expression of white fragility is a “means of racial control,” a way to protect 
“white advantage,” and are intended to “reinstate white equilibrium as they repel the 
challenge, return our racial comfort, and maintain our dominance within the racial 
hierarchy.” 

Whiteness 

A “socially constructed” system of power reflected the privileges “white” and “white 
behaviors” over all others that is centered as “normal” in our society and therefore 
“marginalized” the “race” and “behaviors” of people of color.  Social Justice / Critical Race 
theorists assert that “Whiteness” consists of legal political, economic, and social rights and 
privileges that are denied to people of color, and that therefore “white” people have unjust 
access to by virtue of having been classified as white. 

Social Justice / Critical Race Theory further holds that “Whiteness” is in fact a type of 
“property” that belongs solely to those classified as “White,” although some “people of 
color” can access that property, and therefore those benefits, but in doing so they become 
“complicit” with “White Supremacy.”  Such “people of color” may be accused of: “acting 
white,” “talking white,” being a “model minority,” having “internalized racism” or 
“internalized oppression,” or of seeking “white approval.” 

White Supremacy 

A descriptive term to capture the all-encompassing centrality and assumed superiority of 
people defined and perceived as white and the practices based on this assumption.  White 
supremacy in the social justice context refers an overarching political, economic, and social 
system of domination that is intended to ensure the ongoing dominance of “whites” over 
“people of color.” 

In Social Justice circles, any disparate outcomes between “white” and “people of color” is 
evidence and confirmation of the existence of “white supremacy.” 

Woke, Woke-ism 

The state of seeing society in terms of systems of power, privilege, dominance, oppression, 
and marginalization coupled with a dedication to become an activist against these perceived 
systems.   

Woke is the belief that (i) all of society is currently and intentionally structured to oppress, 
(ii) all gaps in performance between “groups” illustrative that oppression, and (iii) 
“diversity,” “equity,” and “inclusion” are the solutions to the “problem.” 
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Frequently preceded by “stay,” as in “Stay Woke,” meaning that it is imperative to remain 
aware of the impact of “systems of power, privilege, dominance, oppression, and 
marginalization” and remain focused on engaging in activist to “disrupt”/“dismantle” those 
systems. 

Synonymous with “Critical Consciousness” (see above). 

Woke Policies / Practices 

Any policy, practice, or approach that is intended to disrupt and/or dismantle systems of 
power, privilege, dominance, oppression, and marginalization that oppress or disadvantage 
“groups” of people with the intent of creating a more “diverse,” “equitable,” and “inclusive” 
world, as those terms are used Social Justice studies, i.e., fields of study based on Critical 
Theory. 

 
[Remainder of Page Left Intentionally Blank]  
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13.3 Development of “Social Justice” Studies and Elements of Applied “Social Justice” 
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14.0 Final Thoughts 

We never expected to have to ask a school district superintendent how the district defines a 
particular word like “equity.”  We never expected to be denied basic information about what was 
going in our schools.  We never expected to feel compelled to speak at public meetings in favor 
of viewing people as individual humans with their own attributes regardless of the color of their 
skin.  We never expected to have to resort to legal processes to force the district to disclose what 
it was doing behind closed doors, let alone find what we found.  We never expected to feel that 
we had a duty to the public to inform them of what went on. 

Our intent is not and never was to stir up controversy or to dig up things that happened “years 
ago,” let alone do anything that would damage the reputation of our schools.  However, it was 
clear to us that our district had unfortunately been led down a path that is inconsistent with its 
core mission, i.e., to teach our children mathematics, science, reading and writing, critical 
thinking, etc.  Led initially by former Superintendent Evison, our administrators were spending 
substantial amounts of time training in Social Justice topics and were working, in their own 
words, to remake our schools accordingly.  So, for whatever consternation our disclosures may 
cause (every one of them backed up by the district’s own records, don’t forget), our hope is that 
they help refocus our schools on educating our children and put an end to efforts to bring Social 
Justice ideology into all areas of district operations. 

Imagine if instead all of the time and money spent on the activities described in this Report (from 
the time Evison spent conspiring with activist professors at Lehigh University to remake our and 
other school districts in the name of social justice (see Section 7.0) to the hours our teachers 
spent reading and discussing the book “White Fragility” for district training hours, learning that 
only white people can be racist and that white people can never not be racist (See Section 8.1)), 
that time and money had been spent ensuring that our teachers were armed with the best 
curricula and other tools to maximize the likelihood that our children would flourish 
academically.  What if our schools spent more time identifying individual students who were 
falling behind and targeting those students with additional assistance? 

Imagine if instead of endlessly punting to the administration, previous SLSD school boards had 
done their core job of providing oversight to ensure that the administration stayed focused on 
education rather than ideology?  What if our school board took the responsibility of establishing 
clear policies for our administration to follow that required staff to keep parents apprised of 
major mental wellness issues like whether their child out of nowhere asked to be called by a 
different name and to access the bathrooms historically reserved for students of the opposite sex? 
What if our school board had told our administrators and counselors, no, you cannot enable and 
support the active psychotherapeutic intervention of “social transition”/“social affirmation” for a 
student without that student’s parents’ involvement and consent?  Perhaps we wouldn’t have had 
secret policies and practices adopted in our schools out of public view and without oversight (see 
Section 12).  Perhaps our guidance counselors wouldn’t be allowed to turn to one of the most 
radical transgender advocacy organizations in the world for how to handle students experience 
gender identity issues (see Section 12.6). 

One issue that continues to bother us deeply is that it does not appear that any administrator or 
school board member at any time asked whether and how any of these social justice-related 
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activities (including the DEI initiative centered on the work of the district’s “DEI consultant” Dr. 
Joseph Allen) would contribute to the academic success of our students.  No one seems to have 
inquired as to how we would measure success.  If you can’t measure it, you can’t manage it, and 
therefore you can’t improve it.  If evidence of such inquiries exists, we could not find it the many 
thousands of pages of district records we reviewed, nor is it reflected in school board minutes. 

If anyone had asked these important questions, they would have rapidly learned that there is no 
convincing evidence whatsoever that these DEI programs as an independent variable have any 
positive effect at all, let alone ones that are lasting.  In a recent Wall Street Journal article, one of 
the two co-creators of the infamous “implicit bias test” so popular in Social Justice circles 
acknowledges that DEI programs as formulated in recent years (i.e., those based on Critical 
Theory and Social Justice concepts) simply do not work and are more often than not 
counterproductive, leaving participants feeling they were unfairly accused of being racist.  Even 
Harvard and the University of North Carolina were unable to marshal any convincing evidence 
in their defense of affirmative action (which falls into the “diversity” bucket of the “DEI” world) 
that forced diversity based on the color of one’s skin conferred any academic benefit to anyone at 
all.  If instead they recruited for diversity of viewpoint, diversity of experience, and diversity of 
expertise rather than on melanin levels dictated by DNA, perhaps their programs never would 
have been challenged in the first place, let alone overturned at the Supreme Court this year. 

We should not be asking why students who belong to this racial group outperform that racial 
group.  We should be asking why any of our students are underperforming against established 
competency benchmarks, and to the extent any SLSD student is underperforming, how we can 
help that individual student get on track to competency, and hopefully eventually to academic 
excellence.  As we argued in Section 6.5 of this Report, a student may fail to excel for any 
number of reasons and not a single one of them has anything to do the color of that student’s skin 
or from where his or her ancestors come. 

These programs ultimately fail to produce any measurable enduring benefits for the obvious 
reason (obvious to us, anyway) that they have departed so far from commonly held and long 
cherished American civil rights values, like that we should judge people not on the color of their 
skin but on the content of their character (this is commonly referred to acting in a “colorblind” or 
“race-neutral” fashion).  Instead, DEI programs today are almost inevitably based on a Social 
Justice world view, which is in turn based on Critical Theory (see Section 3.0 and 13.0).  This 
basis for otherwise well intended work fails because it by definition starts by dividing people 
into groups and then classifies them as oppressor and oppressed.  It takes as evidence of 
oppression any disparate outcome between large groups (e.g., income level, education level, 
discipline rates, etc.) as evidence of oppression (most commonly racism), but it does so without 
establishing any causal link whatsoever.  We must reject this flawed view of the world.  How can 
we come closer together if we don’t focus on the common humanity we share?  We should reject 
these color-based, group-based approaches and instead focus on the success of each individual 
SLSD student as the individual human being that they each are. 

In light of the events, policies, and practices reflected in this report, we respectfully offer the 
following recommendations: 
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First, have patience with your neighbors and those who serve us on the school board and in our 
schools.  Our board members, administrators, teachers, and other SLSD staff are busy people 
who serve our community, a commitment which we hold in high regard.  The vast majority of 
them are doing a great job for us all and we should remember to thank them from time to time, 
even if we disagree with them on a particular issue.  Assume good intentions, ask questions 
reasonably, and give people a reasonable time to respond.  Seek to understand where your views 
differ and why.  Appreciate that people of good will and intent can see the same issue differently 
and can respectfully agree to disagree.  Sometimes that simply will not be possible, but we think 
the ideas in this paragraph should always be your starting point for interacting with our public 
servants. 

Second, embrace a pro-human approach to equality and tolerance, one that focuses on 
“advancing civil rights and liberties for all Americans, and promoting a common culture based 
on fairness, understanding, and humanity,” while also providing “an inclusive learning 
environment that recognizes both our unique identities and common humanity” and 
“encourage[ing] curiosity and critical inquiry, welcom[ing] a diversity of opinions and 
perspectives, and teach[ing] students to engage in civil discourse as a constructive means toward 
a better and more unified future” (fairforall.org/fair-schools). 

Third, reject all approaches, wherever and however they appear, that would ascribe moral or 
legal blame to individuals or groups based on the color of their skin, their national origin, or 
other immutable characteristics. Ensure that no training or other activity that contradicts that 
principle is permitted.  Where issues of race, history, war, and the manifold ways humans can be 
awful to one another, ensure that those topics are taught fairly with context and balance. 

Fourth, embrace transparency on all fronts and at all levels to the extent permitted by law (some 
things, like student-specific information, are required by law to be kept confidential, of course). 
Parents and other community members have the right to know what’s going on, and their 
questions should be answered directly and without needless delay even if the answers may be 
embarrassing.  Getting caught hiding something will make you look far worse than if you had 
been transparent in the first place.  Errors in judgment can be forgiven, public corruption cannot. 

Fifth, given that our community, like most others, includes people of many different viewpoints 
from all sorts of backgrounds, recommit to the principle that administrators, teachers, counselors, 
and other SLSD employees must be politically neutral while acting within the scope of their 
employment.  Our schools shouldn’t be taking political positions on disputed issues or endorsing 
as orthodoxy things that are very much not. 

If you’ve made it this far, we offer our sincere thanks for your dedication and willingness to 
engage with difficult content and frustrating ideas and facts. 

 

[End of Section] 
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