SAN JUAN UNIFIED SCHOOL DISTRICT
CITIZENS’ OVERSIGHT COMMITTEE (COC)
San Juan Unified School District Offices – Board Room
May 5, 2014
6:00 pm

SJUSD COC MEETING MINUTES
Committee Member

Present

Absent

SJUSD Staff

Present

Michelle Adams - PTA

X

Saul Hernandez – Board
Member

Eric Bakke – Chairperson -Parent

X

Kent Kern – Superintendent

Brian LaPask – At-Large Community
Member

X

Brett Mitchell – Bond Program
Manager

X

Tom Fante – Construction
Manager

X

James Ray - At-Large Community
Member

X

Absent

X
X

Kip Skidmore - Business Rep

X

Tony Oddo – Mod Coordinator

X

Jeff Slowey

X

Maureen Harris – Secretary

X

Cherie Chenoweth – Acct.
Analyst

X

Mike Hall – Planner

X

1. Call to Order, Roll Call and Quorum Count and Welcome Visitors:
2. Approval of the Minutes from 3/18/14

A motion was made by Mr. Skidmore to approve the minuets from the March 18, 2014
COC meeting. Mr. La Pask seconded the motion. The motion carried unanimously.

3. Announcements – Mr. Bakke
Mr. Bakke reported that there are two applicants for the empty COC memberships. Mr.
Bakke will be presenting the applications to the Board for approval at the May 13, 2014
Board meeting. Mr. Wolfe, a guest at the meeting, expressed his interest in applying for
the last seat available for this committee. Mr. Wolfe is both a resident of the district and
a member of the Sacramento Taxpayers Association.
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4. Staff Announcements – Mr. Mitchell
 Arden Middle School Multi-Purpose Room Update: Mr. Mitchell reported that
there was a ground breaking ceremony at Arden Middle School for their new
multi-purpose room last week.
Mr. Mitchell also reported that the Del Campo High School and El Camino High
School Track and Field projects are now under construction.
 Organizational Structure – Program Staffing Update
Mr. Mitchell reported that much of the staffing issues were put on hold while the
District waited to hire a new superintendent. A Senior Director for Facilities,
Maintenance & Transportation position has been posted. Once that position is
filled Mr. Mitchell surmises that there will be more talk of staffing.
Mr. Bakke commented that he would like to make sure that there is sufficient
staffing for the Bond.
5. Project Construction Update – Mr. Mitchell for Mr. Oddo (Attachment A)
Mr. Bakke expressed concern about project planning and coordination to insure that
work done this year will not be torn up a couple of years later (Arden L&I and now MP
Room) as it is a waste of bond funds. Mr. Mitchell said that a completed Facilities
Master Plan (FMP) will solve these kinds of issues. Mr. Bakke also feels that talking
about project scopes prior to building will help.
It was confirmed by the attending Construction Management firms that the projects
slated for this summer will not impacting much of what was done a couple of years ago.
Mr. Bakke requested a full list of all projects that are being worked on to be presented at
the COC meetings. Additionally, he would like designation between Measure J and
Measure N projects.
6. Facilities Master Plan (FMP) Update – Mr. Mitchell
Mr. Mitchell reported that FMP Prioritization Guidelines will go before the Board for
approval on May 13, 2014. Mr. Mitchell will work with the DLR Group to develop a list of
projects by priority. He has reviewed the high school signature projects and will have
input from Technology Services to see how the priorities can be balanced over the next
few years. The first pass at the projects list will fit into the project funds. As the funding
amounts change so will the list of projects.
Mr. Mitchell reported that Mr. Stephens (District CFO) needs a three-year plan before he
will sell bonds in June. The three year plan is due to Mr. Stephens by the end of the
month. Once a plan is adopted by the Board it will be uploaded to the District website.
According to information from site assessments there is a $1 billion need at the sites. A
decision between wants and needs will need to be made. (Site assessments are on the
website now at http://www.sanjuan.edu/about.cfm?subpage=189159) Mr. Mitchell
reported that he is working on everything he can to try to stretch bond dollars and
demonstrating to the committee that we are spending bond dollars as wisely as possible.
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Mr. Mitchell stats that he does not want to lose sight of this being the communities’
money.
Board Member Hernandez reported that the Board has already promised a signature
project at each high school. They estimated, on average, $10 million per high school.
7. Project Scope Statement – Ms. Chenoweth (Attachment B)
Project Scope Statements were discussed as a way within the current process for the
COC to see what planned projects are coming down the line prior to them becoming full
blown projects. Additionally, if the COC feels a project is eligible for Prop 39 funds they
can communicate that to the Bond staff.
The example scope statement presented was for a preliminary design component only.
Board Member Hernandez would like to see the budget numbers on the project
construction update sheets. Mr. Skidmore felt that the "other" budget line is another way
to bury unforeseen costs.
Projects will follow the master plan once the FMP has been created. Mr. Bakke wants to
be in a position to recognize problems before they become projects but does not want to
put the COC in the position to "approve" projects and would like to agendize a meeting
to review project scope statements. Mr. Bakke asked at what point in the process the
COC should review the project scope statements. Ms. Chenoweth stated that she will
try to create a simple report that will list projects in design and go through bid. Mr.
Bakke said that the COC could work with the FMP and the first two pages of the project
scope statements and any notification on changes in numbers from accounting. These
numbers should reflect figures in preliminary design, original budget and after bid project
scope statements. Mr. Bakke suggested that this process should be started now and
the committee can see how it works. Mr. Bakke feels this gives the COC a good step
forward.
8. Capital Improvement and Public Financing Proposal – Mr. Mitchell (Attachment C)
Board Member Hernandez stated that there is a lot of money to be saved by using
straight pay as you go for bond spending; however, it limits the amount of work that can
be done year to year.
Guest: Michael Day of the Sacramento Taxpayer's Association (STA) – Mr. Day reported
that he used the feedback of M&O cost benefit analysis and the total needs of the district
to look at the total debt of the District. The debt is getting larger as the tails of the
Measures are getting longer. Mr. Day stated that STA is not opposed to taxes but is
opposed to sub-optional spending. They do want to support another bond. He feels that
the COC’s job is to look at ways to save first costs and total costs over time. Mr. Day
suggested using a combination of payment options with the end of this bond issuance
and a second issuance for a two year $30 million building pace over the two years and
then go for a “bond X.” If that doesn't work, he suggests doing a traditional issuance and
long term debt. The three options are pure pay as you go, traditional issuances and
staggering the bonds and layering them on top of each other to get a steady revenue
stream. Mr. Day referred to this option as an "Evergreened Facilities Revenue Stream."
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Guest: Emily Henkel – of the Libertarian Party. Ms. Henkel stated that paying far into
the future for equipment that will already be past its life expectancy (i.e. HVAC) is not a
reasonable option for the District.
Guest: Sarah Foster - Private Citizen. Ms. Foster stated that bonded indebtedness is a
creature of the last decade. She asked that the District not saddle the future generations
with so much debt. She feels the pay-as-you-go or a hybrid are the best solutions.
David Wolf – of the California League of COCs and Harold Jarvis Taxpayers
Association. Mr. Wolf’s general comments were that he is intrigued and excited by what
he had seen and expressed interest in becoming a COC Member himself. He liked the
pay go option as he felt that the District is running out of options. He sees it as unlikely
that a state GO Bond will be authorized by the Legislature, so Districts won't get those
matching funds. He wants to see bond funds benefit the greatest number of students
but that they are being paid off. He is concerned about appropriate spending of bond
dollars.
Mr. LaPask asked if has the District considered an incremental approach.
Mr. Slowey feels that a pay as you go is great, if the numbers right. A hybrid approach is
a way to get there as well, but the District needs a better approach to how the money is
spent.
Mr. Skidmore stated that he was on the Measure N committee. There was a lot of
expectations for passing the bond. Pay as you go sounds good but when the signature
projects take four years to get built, that won’t help to pass another bond. He supported
the hybrid approach.
Mr. Ray agreed and stated that finding the priorities of the "other things" will be the hard
part.
Ms. Adams also agreed. She added that she watches how her personal money is spent
and wants to know where the bond money is spent.
Mr. Bakke agreed as well. He stated that a strategy needs to be developed that
identifies what the bond is going to do, and all efforts by the District need to focus on the
projects and reduce bond interest. Another bond will not come if good fiscal
responsibility is not shown with this one. Mr. Bakke stated that the needs and the wants
of the community must be balanced as we proceed with this bond. He suggested that
coming up with a plan for two issuances simultaneously is critical to balance the needs
and wants of a program that is truly in excess of $1 billion. There is a need to be
supportive of a hybrid approach as the District makes a transition in order to make the
goal of another bond a reality. Mr. Bakke believes a staggered $60-80 million issuance
over the next two years to address both the signature projects and balance the needs of
the District will be critical.
Mr. Bakke has been asked to present his position at the Board Meeting on May 13, 2014
and he will report out to the COC afterward.
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Mr. Skidmore made a motion to support the hybrid approach under the parameters that
were discussed. Mr. Ray seconded the motion. The motion carried unanimously.
9. Committee Interests
None to discuss.
Meeting adjourned 7:50 pm
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Attachment A
School Sites with Construction Projects
School

Projects

Progress
Three sets of gang restrooms, ADA path of travel. This phased project began in late 2013.

La Vista
Center
(John Holst)

Restroom
Renovation

Phase 1 complete; Phase 2 - Epoxy floors are in process and will be complete by 5/7. The fire alarm testing
is scheduled for next Thursday with the punch tentatively scheduled for May 15th or 19th.

Five sets of gang restrooms, plus locker room RR’s, and ADA path of travel. This phased project began in late
2013.
Starr King K-8

Arden Middle
School

Restroom
Renovation

MP Building
(New
Construction)

Ralph
Richardson
Center

Restroom
Renovation

Schweitzer
Elementary

Restroom
Renovation

Thomas Kelly
Elementary

Mira Loma
High School
Phase 2

Restroom
Renovation

Infrastructure,
landscape, and
irrigation

Phase 1 substantially complete; Phase 2 - Painting and tile being done. Epoxy flooring scheduled 2 weeks
out. Fingers being pinched in partition doors – architect requesting changing hinges from springs to gravity
on this and all projects.
Pad was certified on Tuesday, April 29. Site ground breaking was scheduled for May 1 at 9 am, planned by
PTA. Site work continues, domestic water changeover Friday May 2. In the afternoon. Storm drain being
done to swale. Contractor is scheduling Pre-Con with County for fire line tap.

Six sets of restrooms and ADA path of travel for severely handicapped students. Construction to start June 5.

One set of restrooms and ADA path of travel. Contractor has been turning in submittals. Scheduled for May
13th Board Approval. Scheduled to begin June 5th.
Two sets of student restrooms and ADA path of travel. Contractor is submitting post-bid submittals.
Scheduled for May 13th Board Approval. Contractor is waiting on DOJ ORI #. Scheduled to begin
June 5th.
Water, storm water drainage, and sanitation lines to be replaced and/or repaired throughout the work area.
Electrical and data conduit lines to be replaced/repaired as needed. Non-ADA travel paths to be repaired,
which improves the overall climate through beautification and adds outdoor learning spaces. Small
amphitheater to be placed in area where heritage oak was removed by necessity two years ago.
Awarded to Olympic Land Construction. Contractor has submitted post-bid documents and is turning in
submittals. Scheduled to begin June 5th.
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School

Projects

Progress
Fourteen new classrooms to replace aging/failing portable classrooms and add capacity at a growing, highdemand middle school.

Winston
Churchill

21st Century
Classrooms/
portables
removal

Modern classroom designs being researched and planned through core planning group, which includes site
principal & teachers, and district personnel.
DD work hampered by Fire Marshall and DSA ratings. Interim housing bid opening is scheduled for May 7th.
Portable removal and interim housing phases to be completed summer 2014.

Del Campo HS
and
El Camino HS

Track & Field
renovations

Robert A. Bothman is the Lease/Leaseback Contractor. Submittals are currently being turned in. Contractor
began work on April 23rd. Transite pipe was removed and bagged. Rough grading began 5/1.
Five sets of gang restrooms, plus locker room RR’s, and ADA path of travel. This phased project began in late
2013.

Encina HS

Restroom
Renovation

PH 1 (N&H RR) Restrooms turned over for site use. Contractor working on Architect punch items;
PH 2 (L&Q RR) Abatement complete in L with rough carpentry and plumbing underway; Abatement underway
in Q.
Three sets of gang restrooms, ADA path of travel. This phased project began in late 2013.

Laurel Ruff
Center

Restroom
Renovation

PH 1 (RR near Rm 1&3) - Minor punch items remain.
PH 2 (RR by MP Room) - RR near MP room, above ground plumbing underway; RR near Rm 10, electrical
conduit hit, Contractor proposing a fix for District approval.
Four sets of gang restrooms, ADA path of travel. This phased project began in late 2013.

Orangevale
Open K-8
(Roberts)

Restroom
Renovation

PH 1 (RR near Rm 5) - Formal punch sent to Contractor Tues (04/29).
PH 2 (Boys B1 and Girls B2) - Concrete demo and excavation complete; Underground piping underway.
Installing a larger hammer arrestor in PH 1 RR to alleviate noise - scheduling work.
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School Sites with Construction Projects
School

Projects

Progress
Two sets of student restrooms and ADA path of travel.

Dyer Kelly
Elementary

Restroom
Renovation

Green Oaks
Elementary

Restroom
Renovation

Kingswood
K-8

Restroom
Renovation
and
infrastructure,
landscape &
irrigation

Contract scheduled for the May 13th board; Material submittals being routed; Pre-construction mtg on 05/12
at 10am. Z Squared Construction is contractor.
Two sets of student restrooms and ADA path of travel.
Contract scheduled for the May 13th board; Material submittals being routed; Pre-construction mtg on 05/09
at 1pm. Owens Construction is contractor.
Two sets of student restrooms and ADA path of travel.
Buskirk apparent low bidder; Collecting and routing post-bid docs for the May 27th Board meeting.
L&I - Bids were opened 5/1.
Two sets of student restrooms and substantial ADA path of travel.

Pershing
Elementary

Restroom
Renovation

Contract scheduled for the May 13th board; Material submittals being routed; Pre-construction mtg on 05/09
at 1pm. Owens Construction is contractor; NOITA issued, ICS collecting post-bid docs.
Two sets of student restrooms and ADA path of travel.

Skycrest
Elementary

Pasteur
Middle School

Restroom
Renovation

Infrastructure,
landscape, and
irrigation

Contract scheduled for the May 13th board; Material submittals being routed; Pre-construction mtg on 05/12
at 10am. Z Squared Construction is contractor; NOITA issued, ICS collecting post-bid docs.
Amphitheater and outdoor learning areas, non-ADA compliant travel paths are being repaired.
Contract Broward Builders Board approved; Material submittals being routed; Pre-construction mtg on 05/22
@ 1:30pm.
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Attachment C

Capital Improvements and Public Financing
A Conceptual Review of the “Pay as you Go” Funding Model

Prepared by
Kent G. Stephens, MBA
Chief Financial Officer

Attachment C
Introduction
The municipal bond market is extremely dynamic and large; much larger than the stock market.
Transactions are closely governed by federal, state, and county agencies. While the assumptions and
estimates in this paper are reasonable, precise figures cannot be known until transactions are complete.
For example, future tax rates are dependent on two significant and unpredictable factors closely tied to the
economy and markets; interest rates and the value of property. Although this analysis is primarily
conceptual in nature, the general principles discussed are based on rational expectations.

Community Support
San Juan Unified School District voters have approved three separate General Obligation Bond measures
since 1998. The measures provided a combined authorization of about $850 million, the most recent
being Measure N, approved in 2012, authorizing the issuance of $350 million in bonds.
Measure N and Measure J (2002) were both passed using the rules of Proposition 39, which limits the tax
rate to $60 per $100,000 of taxable assessed valuation (AV). The current AV of property within the
District boundaries is about $28.3 billion. Consequently, both Measure J and Measure N each have a
capped tax collection amount of about $17 million annually ($28,300,000,000/$100,000 x $60). Measure
S (1998) was not passed using the rules of Proposition 39; however its current rate is similar, about $50
per $100,000.

Selling Bonds
Traditionally, bonds are sold by the District to investors, with a promise to repay investors over a 20 to 25
year term. Aggregate borrowing costs for this type of agreement have recently been about 3.5%, but can
vary depending on market conditions. Investors require higher returns for long-term bonds than shortterm bonds, due to accepting higher risk. For example, a bond which is fully paid in one year might have
an interest rate of less than .50%, while a 20 year bond may require a rate of 5.00%.
Property Tax
Payers
Pay taxes to
cover debt
Lend cash to District
Investors/
Bond Buyers

District

Repay investors
Over time

Use cash for
construction

Construction
Projects
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Shorter term bonds have lower interest rates for borrowers, like the District. However, fewer payments
also mean higher payments. This concept can be compared to a homeowner mortgage. A 15 year
mortgage typically has a lower interest rate than a 30 year mortgage, saving the borrower significant costs
in the long run. However, since the debt is repaid in a much shorter period of time, payments are higher.
Let’s assume the District sells $15 million in bonds. Typically, the bonds would be repaid over a 25 year
period, at an interest rate of 3.5% (based on recent transactions). Payments would be about $910,000 per
year, and tax payers would be assessed about $3.22 per $100,000 of AV for 25 years. The total interest
cost would be about $7.75 million, for a total payback of $22.75 million.
Now, let’s imagine that the District sells the same amount, $15 million, but agrees to repay the debt in
one year. The interest rate would be about 0.5% (based on recent transactions). The total interest cost
would be just $75,000, with a total payback of $15.075 million. Tax payers would be assessed $53.21 per
$100,000 AV for just one year, and would have saved $7.675 million in future interest costs.
Example: $15 million Issuance
Principal Amount
$15,000,000
$15,000,000

$16,000,000
$14,000,000

Project Cash

Term
Years
25
1

$15,000,000
$15,000,000

Interest %
3.5%
0.5%

Total
Interest
$7,750,000
$75,000

One year repayment
$75,000 Interest cost

$12,000,000
$10,000,000
$8,000,000
$6,000,000

25 year repayment
$7,750,000 Interest cost

$4,000,000
$2,000,000
$0
Principal

Interest

Tax Rate/
$100,000
$3.22
$53.21
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Measure N
The District sold $20 million of Measure N bonds in 2013 and has authorization to sell $330 million
more. This first transaction was sold using a short-term strategy and the debt will be completely paid by
August 2015. Total interest cost for the two year term is about $300,000.
The remaining $330 million could be sold using two different strategies. With a traditional approach, the
District could sell the bonds in $110 million blocks beginning in 2014, with subsequent sales in 2016 and
2018. This would provide about $55 million each year for construction needs through 2020.
Each future bond
sale would be repaid
during a 25 year
term. These bonds
would not be fully
paid until 2042.
Taxpayers would be
assessed near $60
per $100,000 of AV
for most of this 29
year period.
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$80
$60

55
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55

55

55

2015
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2017
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2019

2020

$40
$20

20

18
2

$0
2013

2014

Sales

Spending
Millions

An Alternative Approach to Bond Sales

An alternative approach to selling bonds is sometimes referred to as the “pay-as-you-go” strategy. It
capitalizes on the advantage of short-term borrowing, drastically reducing interest costs. Using this
strategy, the District would have smaller sales ranging from $45 million in 2014 to $63 million in 2029.
Each sale would be repaid during a three year term, and interest costs would be greatly reduced.
Spending, however,
$70
would be limited to
63
60
57
about $17 million to
$60
54
51
$20 million per year.
45
$50
Using this approach,
$40
all bonds would be
$30
22 22
20 20 20 21 21 21
20
19
fully paid by 2031.
17 17 17 18 18 18 19 19 19
$20
Taxpayers would be
$10
2
assessed near $60
$0
per $100,000 AV
2014 2016 2018 2020 2022 2024 2026 2028 2030
during the next 18
years.
Sales
Spending
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Comparison
Term of Each Sale
Debt Paid in Full
Construction Completion
Number of Sales
Estimated Interest Rate (based on recent transactions)
Total Principal
Estimated Total Interest Cost
Estimated Total Payback
Estimated Average Tax Burden per $100,000 of AV
Net Present Value of Construction Spending (6% discount)
Average Spending per Year
Average Amount of Tax Proceeds Spent on Construction

Traditional
Approach
25 Years
2042
2020
4
3.5%
$350,000,000
$175,000,000
$525,000,000
$55.00 to $60.00
$258,600,000
$55 Million
66%

“Pay as you Go”
Approach
3 Years
2031
2031
7
0.65%
$350,000,000
$4,000,000
$354,000,000
$55.00 to $60.00
$198,200,000
$17 to $21 Million
99%

The “pay as you go” model has a few obvious advantages over the traditional model. First, interest costs
are greatly reduced, saving tax payer an estimated $171 million. The debt is paid in full by 2031, eleven
years earlier than the traditional approach. Finally, nearly all the tax proceeds (99%) provided by
property owners are available for construction spending. Using a traditional approach, tax payers pay a
total of $525 million, only 66% used for construction spending; 34% is spent for interest costs.
The drawbacks to the model are equally substantial. Construction spending is slowed considerably to $17
to $21 million per year. Not only is this pace insufficient to meet the needs of the District, but, due to
inflation, future dollars are less valuable. The estimated net present value of future projects in “today’s”
dollars would be about $198 million. Using the traditional model, spending dollars much more quickly,
the net present value is much higher, $258 million. The District will complete many more projects and
get more “bang for its buck” if it expedites construction. Having access to more cash earlier is very
advantageous.
So, with the “pay as you go” model, the District forfeits purchasing power in exchange for drastically
reduced borrowing costs. This model works best when voters are asked to approve concurrent, smaller
bond measures. Let’s consider the possibility of an additional $170 million bond measure, approved by
voters in November, 2014. We will refer to this as Measure X. Bonds could be issued as early as 2015
and spent over a nine year period, accelerating construct “pace” from $17 to $21 million per year to $35
to $40 million
65
$70
63
annually. These
60
57
54
$60
51
51 54
bonds would also be
45
$50
repaid in three year
37 37 38 35 35 36 40 40 40
$40
terms. Theoretically,
$30
21
21
21
20
20
20
20
a new, third measure
19
19 19
$20
could be approved in
$10
2
2022, allowing the
$0
spending pattern to
2014 2016 2018 2020 2022 2024 2026 2028 2030
continue.
Measure N Sales

Measure X Sales

Spending

Attachment C

Comparison
Term of Each Sale
Debt Paid in Full
Construction Completion
Number of Sales
Estimated Interest Rate (based on recent transactions)
Total Principal
Estimated Total Interest Cost
Estimated Total Payback
Estimated Average Tax Burden per $100,000 of AV
Net Present Value of Construction Spending (6% discount)
Average Spending per Year
Average Amount of Tax Proceeds Spent on Construction

Traditional
Approach
25 Years
2042
2020
4
3.5%
$350,000,000
$175,000,000
$525,000,000
$55.00 to $60.00
$258,600,000
$55 Million
66%

“Pay as you Go”
Approach
Measures N&X
3 Years
2031
2031
10
0.65%
$520,000,000
$6,000,000
$526,000,000
$55.00 to $120.00
$310,700,000
$35 to $40 Million
99%

Using a traditional model, tax payers would contribute $525 million during the next 29 years and benefit
from $258.6 million in new construction (NPV). With a “pay as you go” approach, tax payers would
contribute $526 million during the next 18 years and receive over $310 million in new construction
(NPV). Although the debt is fully paid much sooner, the tax burden would be higher through 2023.
Conclusion
Both approaches have advantages and disadvantages. Clearly, there are huge interest cost savings using a
“pay as you go” model. However, if the bond measure authorization is too large (larger than about $180
million), some may perceive the funds as being spent too slowly, deflating the present value of future
projects. A traditional approach comes with much higher borrowing costs, but allows the District to
spend bond funds more quickly and combat the enemy of inflation. Since buildings are a long-term asset,
it is certainly acceptable to pay for them over a long period of time, spreading the costs to those who use
them for much of their useful life.
Ideally, the best funding strategy is to determine the annual District construction needs and build a plan
that supports those needs. If the District has a replacement need for $35 to $40 million annually, then the
best approach and highest return on the taxpayer investment would be to have two concurrent bond
measure authorizations of about $175 million each. This would generate about $35 million per year,
maintain a reliable and consistent tax burden of about $120 per $100,000 (tax payers currently pay about
$160), and cost very little in borrowing costs. Indeed, about 99% of the tax proceeds would be spent
directly on construction projects. Two bond measures would be approved (through elections), and
proceeds would be spent in ten year cycles. After which, two new measures would need to be approved.
Getting to an ideal model becomes problematic, however, due to the debt structure currently in place and
the current expectations of the community. The cost of a fourth bond measure, which is likely necessary
to keep pace with needs, would drive tax rates well over $200 per $100,000, which many may see as an
unanticipated burden. In addition, many in the community likely supported the bond with the anticipation
that projects would begin soon. A shift to a new, long-term approach should be communicated effectively
to tax payers prior to requesting their authorization in an election.

