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Eric Adams 

110 S. Greenwood Avenue 

Easton, PA  18045 

eadams19@msn.com 

484-239-4641 

 

 

June 24, 2019 

 

 

Easton Area School Board 

1801 Bushkill Drive 

Easton, PA  18040 

 

Ms. Tina Rosado  (rosadot@eastonsd.org) 

Mr. Brian Snyder  (snyderb1@eastonsd.org) 

Mr. Thomas Guth Jr.  (gutht@eastonsd.org) 

Ms. Susan Hartranft-Bittinger  (bittingers@eastonsd.org) 

Ms. Meg Sayago  (sayagom@eastonsd.org) 

Mr. George Chando  (chandog@eastonsd.org) 

Mrs. Jodi Hess  (hessj@eastonsd.org)   

Mrs. Billie Weiss  (weissb@eastonsd.org) 

Mr. Robert Fehnel  (fehnelr@eastonsd.org) 

 

 

Dear School Director: 

 

Based on the Morning Call’s reporting
1
, I understand that seven board members voted on 

June 11 to appraise the easement in preparation for condemnation and to authorize the 

solicitor to intervene and essentially side with the township against me and my wife in the 

land use appeal that we filed against the township on April 22, 2019.  We are grateful to 

Mrs. Hess for her vote against the resolutions. 

 

Please consider our side of the dispute, one last time, before you vote on the highly 

controversial use of eminent domain to take our property by force. 

 

Recall that the proposed project, the de facto design of the township’s engineer, is NOT a 

typical pipe running underground THROUGH our yard.  As shown in Figure 1, the 

proposed 30-inch diameter by 410-foot long pipe is buried when it enters our property but 

near the end of the run the pipe emerges from the ground in order to discharge stormwater 

ONTO a new 30-foot wide by 40-foot long riprap apron on our lawn.  A riprap apron is a 

bed of boulders.  No resident of the community would desire the construction and 

                                                 
1
 “’They’re stealing my property’: Easton Area district wants to take property through eminent domain for 

new school,” M. Merlin, Morning Call, June 12, 2019. 
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perpetual maintenance of such infrastructure on their property – especially their primary 

residence. 

 

 

 

Figure 1.  30’ x 40’ riprap apron, manhole and half of the proposed  
stormwater pipe shown; 4+ mature trees removed 

 

 

Even worse, SOME of the stormwater will flow off of our property and into an existing 

culvert underneath Greenwood Ave, but the rest of the stormwater will flood our yard at 

peak rates up to 560,000 gallons per hour
2
.  We know from meeting minutes

3
 that the 

school district’s engineer never calculated the capacity of the existing culvert to determine 

if it could handle the capacity of the new stormwater pipe.  Consequently, the school 

district has designed a stormwater drainage system that will cause flooding instead of 

prevent it. 

 

I know that some board members are opposed to a “six-figure settlement.”  My wife and I 

respectfully maintain that $135,000 was a generous offer.  After paying restoration costs, 

capital gain taxes and our legal defense expenses, my wife and I would have cleared no 

more than $45,000.  And the presence of the proposed stormwater infrastructure near the 

                                                 
2
 According to the school district engineer, the peak capacity of the proposed stormwater pipe is 29 cubic feet 

per second (CFS), but the capacity of the existing culvert underneath Greenwood Avenue is only 8.4 CFS for 

a difference of 20.6 CFS or 560,000 gallons per hour. 

3
 Township meeting minutes of October 23, 2018, page 5. 
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middle of our yard would have no doubt have DECREASED the market value of our 

property.  A very conservative 10% loss in value would have been enough to wipe out the 

entire  settlement - leaving us with nothing.  So please understand why we have no 

incentive to settle for less, and why any claims that we are taking advantage of the school 

district are spurious. 

 

We made it clear from the very beginning that $135,000 was the MINIMUM amount that 

we were willing to accept and not the maximum amount we were hoping to get from the 

school district.  We are paying our attorney by the hour, not a percent of the final 

settlement, so there is no incentive to run up the number.  $135,000 is the cost of the 

easement, just as a million dollars is the estimated cost of the township’s stormwater 

drainage system. 

 

We offered the school district our very best price up front, but Mr. Freund refused to listen.  

Instead he issued one “final offer” after another, FIVE times in total, and each time 

repeating his threat to take our land by force.  In hindsight, it is clear that Mr. Freund has 

wasted 7+ months of the school district’s time in an exercise that has done nothing more 

than drive up legal expenses for both sides.  Now you have just voted to pay Raymond 

Geiger for another appraisal of the easement which Mr. Freund expects to be “south of 

$10,000.”  More wasted time, more wasted money. 

 

My wife and I understand that there is no guaranteed outcome, for either side, if the school 

district files a lawsuit to condemn our property.  However, we are confident that we would 

prevail in court for very specific and clear reasons.  According to our understanding of 

established eminent domain law in Pennsylvania, the school district may only take private 

property for its own current valid public needs, not the needs of other entities such as the 

township or for speculative needs (see Figures 2 and 3 at end of this letter).  The school 

district’s proposed plan is also prohibited by the township’s own ordinances.  If you have 

not done so already, please take a moment to read our attorney’s analysis before it is too 

late (attached). 

 

The fact that Mr. Reinhart has agreed to obtain an easement on our property in exchange 

for approval to build a new elementary school does NOT mean that the proposed 

stormwater drainage system serves a valid public need.  The school district has no valid 

need for the off-site drainage system because the school district is proposing to build a new 

school with LESS impervious surface and also construct a massive stormwater retention 

basin to REDUCE stormwater runoff by 52 to 65% (depending of severity of storm event). 

 

Furthermore, it is well known that the construction of the elementary school preceded the 

construction of the adjacent development by several decades.  To my knowledge, the 

township has certainly insinuated but never categorically claimed that the school is 

responsible for the flooding problems in the township’s development, presumably because 

there is no evidence to support such a claim. 
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School district officials have acknowledged that the school district has no need for the 

proposed stormwater infrastructure.  Recall, for example, Mr. Reinhart’s memo to the 

school board on October 21, 2018 in which he wrote
4
: 

 

“The township has been most disrespectful in causing us to spend thousands of tax-

payer dollars on ideas that will help them solve a township problem.  We have all tried 

to contain our frustration at these circumstances by dealing with the township with 

respect and following their directions in spite of serious questions in their judgment.” 

 

In the same memo, Mr. Reinhart wisely advised the school board to take the following 

actions: 

 

“We could and should formally request that the township negotiate the easement 

directly with Mr. Adams and pay for the cost of it.” 

 

But five months later Mr. Reinhart did just the opposite.  The superintendent formally 

agreed to obtain the easement and pay for all of the costs.  Inexplicably, he also agreed to 

have the school district pay for the township’s legal defense costs in the event that a land 

use appeal was filed – against the TOWNSHIP. 

 

 

Mr. Freund told the Express-Times that I have a “case of blind confidence” in my legal 

position
5
.  To the contrary, I have just shared with you our legal position including the 

specific reasons why my wife and I believe we would prevail in court.  In an effort to 

AVOID litigation, please recall that our legal analysis was shared with the school district 

over a year ago.   

 

In contrast, Mr. Freund seems unwilling or unable to share the school district’s legal 

position with the public or refute our legal analysis.  It is true that the township has 

required the school district to build a stormwater drainage system in exchange for a 

building permit and that the superintendent has agreed to these conditions, but these facts 

dodge the central question of whether or not the school district has a valid public need for 

the drainage system and therefore a valid reason to use eminent domain to take our land. 

 

What if the township required the school district to purchase a new million-dollar fire 

truck
6
 and then dedicate the new truck to the township in exchange for a permit to build a 

new elementary school?  Even if the superintendent agreed to these conditions, everyone 

would see why this would be wrong.  I struggle to see any difference between this 

hypothetical example and the actual matter at hand.   

 

                                                 
4
 Excerpt of e-mail from J. Reinhart to BOE on October 21, 2018; Eric & Jennifer Adams copied. 

5
 “School district takes ‘big Gamble,’ will tear down Palmer Elementary and go to court without a pathway in 

place for a new school,” R. Miller, Express-Times, June 13, 2019. 

6
 The hypothetical fire truck would be one that causes fires instead of putting them out, analogous to the 

proposed stormwater drainage system that causes flooding instead of the preventing it. 
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Before you vote to condemn our property, please ask the solicitor to explain why YOU 

should be confident in the school district’s legal position and what exactly would happen if 

the school district did NOT prevail in court.  Please remember that you were elected to 

serve the interests of the Easton Area School District, but the solicitor and the 

superintendent were both hired to serve the interests of the school board.  Listen to the 

solicitor’s legal counsel and support the superintendent’s day-to-day operation of the 

school district, of course, but please do not allow either of them to make a long-term 

strategic decision for which only you are accountable. 

 

 

In conclusion, my wife and I urge you to vote against any resolution to take our land by 

force.  Many residents of the community, having concluded that there was no valid public 

need for the easement, would be shocked and stunned by such an action.   

 

Voting against eminent domain does not mean that you must vote to purchase the 

easement.  This is the false dilemma fallacy.  You still have the third option of directing 

the superintendent to confront the township and demand a permit to build the new 

elementary school without obtaining an easement and without building the township’s 

stormwater drainage system.  You may have been told that the township will never relent, 

but how will we ever know unless the township’s elected board of supervisors is given the 

opportunity to do so?  

 

The third option is a winning scenario for all three parties involved in this dispute.  The 

school district would save about a million dollars and get the project back on track, my 

wife and I would preserve our home, and township residents would get flooding relief from 

the school district’s installation of a massive stormwater retention basin.  Real power lies 

in the support of public opinion.  It is evident to me that our community is firmly behind 

the third option. 

 

Thank you for considering my thoughts on this matter.   

 

Sincerely, 

 

 

Eric Adams 

 

cc: Mr. John Reinhart, Superintendent 

 Ms. Michelle Merlin, Morning Call 

 Mr. Rudy Miller, Express-Times 

 

ATTACHMENTS  

  

Legal Analysis, M. Faherty, 6/19/18. 
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Figure 2.  Evidence on stormwater plan (approved on October 23, 2018)  
of school district’s intent to obtain easement FOR the township. 

 

 

 
 

Figure 3.  Evidence from original stormwater plan indicating an unlawful  
speculative use (“future tie-in”) for the proposed easement. 


