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39 SCHOOL FACILITIES. 55% LOCAL VOTE. BONDS,
TAXES. ACCOUNTABILITY REQUIREMENTS.
Initiative Constitutional Amendment and Statute.

Official Title and Summary Prepared by the Attorney General

SCHOOL FACILITIES. 55% LOCAL VOTE. BONDS, TAXES.
ACCOUNTABILITY REQUIREMENTS.
Initiative Constitutional Amendment and Statute.

• Authorizes bonds for repair, construction or replacement of school facilities, classrooms, if approved by
55% local vote for projects evaluated by schools, community college districts, county education offices for
safety, class size, and information technology needs.

• Accountability requirements include annual performance and financial audits on use of bond proceeds.

• Prohibits use of bond proceeds for salaries or operating expenses.

• Requires facilities for public charter schools.

• Authorizes property taxes in excess of 1% limit by 55% vote, rather than current two-thirds, as necessary
to pay school bonds.

Summary of Legislative Analyst’s Estimate of Net State and Local Government
Fiscal Impact:

• Increased debt costs for many school districts, depending on local voter approval of future school bond
issues (these costs would vary by individual district). District costs throughout the state could total in the
hundreds of millions of dollars each year within a decade.

• Potential longer-term state savings to the extent local school districts assume greater responsibility for
funding school facilities.
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BACKGROUND
Property Taxes

The California Constitution limits property taxes to 1 percent of the
value of property. Property taxes may only exceed this limit to pay for
(1) any local government debts approved by the voters prior to
July 1, 1978 or (2) bonds to buy or improve real property that receive
two-thirds voter approval after July 1, 1978.
School Facilities

Kindergarten Through Twelfth Grade (K–12). California public
school facilities are the responsibility of over 1,000 school districts and
county offices of education. Over the years, the state has provided a
significant portion of the funding for these facilities through the state
schools facilities program. Most recently, this program was funded
with $6.7 billion in state general obligation bonds approved by the
voters in November 1998.

Under this program, the state generally pays:
• 50 percent of the cost of new school facilities.
• 80 percent of the cost of modernizing existing facilities.
• 100 percent of the cost of either new facilities or modernization

in “hardship cases.”
In addition to state bonds, funding for school facilities has been

provided from a variety of other sources, including:
• School district general obligation bonds.
• Special local bonds (known as “Mello-Roos” bonds).
• Fees that school districts charge builders on new residential,

commercial, and industrial construction.
Community Colleges. Community colleges are part of the state’s

higher education system and include 107 campuses operated by 72

local districts. Their facilities are funded differently than K–12 schools.
In recent years, most facilities for community colleges have been
funded 100 percent by the state, generally using state bonds. The
state funds are available only if appropriated by the Legislature for the
specific facility. There is no requirement that local community college
districts provide a portion of the funding in order to obtain state
funds. However, community college districts may fund construction
of facilities with local general obligation bonds or other nonstate
funds if they so choose.
Charter Schools

Charter schools are independent public schools formed by
teachers, parents, and other individuals and/or groups. The schools
function under contracts or “charters” with local school districts,
county boards of education, or the State Board of Education. They are
exempt from most state laws and regulations affecting public schools.

As of June 2000, there were 309 charter schools in California,
serving about 105,000 students (less than 2 percent of all K–12
students). The law permits an additional 100 charter schools each
year until 2003, at which time the charter school program will be
reviewed by the Legislature. Under current law, school districts must
allow charter schools to use, at no charge, facilities not currently used
by the district for instructional or administrative purposes.

PROPOSAL
Provisions of the Proposition

This proposition (1) changes the State Constitution to lower the
voting requirement for passage of local school bonds and
(2) changes existing statutory law regarding charter school facilities.
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Analysis by the Legislative Analyst



same period, however, over $13 billion of bonds received over
55 percent but less than two-thirds voter approval and therefore
were defeated.

• Community Colleges. Local community college bond
measures totaling almost $235 million received the necessary
two-thirds voter approval. During the same period, though,
$579 million of bonds received over 55 percent but less than
two-thirds voter approval and therefore were defeated.

Districts approving bond measures that otherwise would not have
been approved would have increased debt costs to pay off the bonds.
The cost to any particular district would depend primarily on the size
of the bond issue. (See box for the impact on a typical property
owner.) The total cost for all districts throughout the state, however,
could be in the hundreds of millions of dollars annually within a
decade.

State Impact
The proposition’s impact on state costs is less certain. In the near

term, it could have varied effects on demand for state bond funds.
For instance, if more local bonds are approved, fewer local
jurisdictions would qualify for hardship funding by the state. In this
case, state funding would be reduced from 100 percent to 50 percent
of the cost for a new local school. On the other hand, there are over
500 school jurisdictions that do not currently participate in the state
school facilities program. To the extent the reduced voter-approval
requirement encourages some of these districts to participate in the
state program, demand for state bond funds would increase.

In the longer run, the proposition could have a more significant
fiscal impact on the state. For instance, if local districts assume greater
funding responsibility for school facilities, the state’s debt service costs
would decline over time.

The actual impact on state costs ultimately would depend on the
level of state bonds placed on the ballot in future years by the
Legislature and the Governor, and voters’ decisions on those bond
measures.

Charter Schools
The requirement that K–12 school districts provide charter schools

with comparable facilities could increase state and local costs. As
discussed above, districts are currently required to provide facilities for
charter schools only if unused district facilities are available. The
proposition might lead many districts to increase the size of their
bond issues somewhat to cover the cost of facilities for charter
schools. This could also increase state costs to the extent districts
apply for and receive state matching funds. The amount of this
increase is unknown, as it would depend on the availability of existing
facilities and the number and types of charter schools.

39

The constitutional amendments could be changed only with another
statewide vote of the people. The statutory provisions could be
changed by a majority vote of both houses of the Legislature and
approval by the Governor, but only to further the purposes of the
proposition. The local school jurisdictions affected by this proposition
are K–12 school districts, community college districts, and county
offices of education.

Change in the Voting Requirement. This proposition allows (1)
school facilities bond measures to be approved by 55 percent (rather
than  two-thirds) of the voters in local elections and (2) property taxes
to exceed the current 1 percent limit in order to repay the bonds.

This 55 percent vote requirement would apply only if the local
bond measure presented to the voters includes:

• A requirement that the bond funds can be used only for
construction, rehabilitation, equipping of school facilities, or the
acquisition or lease of real property for school facilities.

• A specific list of school projects to be funded and certification
that the school board has evaluated safety, class size reduction,
and information technology needs in developing the list.

• A requirement that the school board conduct annual,
independent financial and performance audits until all bond
funds have been spent to ensure that the bond funds have been
used only for the projects listed in the measure.

Charter School Facilities. This proposition requires each local
K–12 school district to provide charter school facilities sufficient to
accommodate the charter school’s students. The district, however,
would not be required to spend its general discretionary revenues to
provide these facilities for charter schools. Instead, the district could
choose to use these or other revenues—including state and local
bonds. The proposition also provides that:

• The facilities must be reasonably equivalent to the district
schools that these students would otherwise attend.

• The district may charge the charter school for its facilities if
district discretionary revenues are used to fund the facilities.

• A district may decline to provide facilities for a charter school
with a current or projected enrollment of fewer than 80
students.

Provisions of Related Legislation
Legislation approved in June 2000 would place certain limitations

on local school bonds to be approved by 55 percent of the voters.
The provisions of the law, however, would take effect only if this
proposition is approved by the voters. These provisions require that:

• Two-thirds of the governing board of a school district or
community college district approve placing a bond issue on the
ballot. (Current law requires a majority vote.)

• The bond proposal be included on the ballot of a statewide
primary or general election, a regularly scheduled local election,
or a statewide special election. (Currently, school boards can
hold bond elections throughout the year.)

• The tax rate levied as the result of any single election be no more
than $60 (for a unified school district), $30 (for a school district),
or $25 (for a community college district), per $100,000 of
taxable property value. (Current law does not have this type of
restriction.)

• The governing board of a school district or community college
district appoint a citizens’ oversight committee to inform the
public concerning the spending of the bond revenues. (Existing
law does not require appointment of an oversight committee.)

These requirements are not part of this proposition and can be
changed with a majority vote of both houses of the Legislature and
approval by the Governor.

FISCAL EFFECT
Local School Impact

This proposition would make it easier for school bonds to be
approved by local voters. For example, between 1986 and June
2000:

• K–12 Schools. K–12 bond measures totaling over $18 billion
received the necessary two-thirds voter approval. During the

For text of Proposition 39 see page 73.
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Analysis by the Legislative Analyst

How Would the Proposition Affect the
Average Homeowner?

As noted in the text, this proposition would only have an
impact on property owners in cases where a school district bond
issue is approved by less than two-thirds but at least 55 percent
of the voters. In these instances, the impact on a property owner
(business or homeowner) would depend on two factors: (1) the
tax rate “add-on” needed to pay the debt on the bonds and
(2) the assessed value of a particular property.

The following illustrates the possible impact of the
proposition. A homeowner lives in a unified school district that
places a bond before the voters. The bond is approved with a 58
percent vote and the size of the bond requires a tax rate levy of
$60 per each $100,000 of assessed value. If the assessed value
of the owner’s home is the statewide average (about $170,000),
the owner would pay about $100 in additional property taxes
each year for the life of the bond (typically between 20 and 30
years).



39 SCHOOL FACILITIES. 55% LOCAL VOTE. 
BONDS, TAXES.  ACCOUNTABILITY REQUIREMENTS.
Initiative Constitutional Amendment and Statute.

FIX CLASSROOMS.
FIX THE WAY SCHOOLS SPEND MONEY.

Taxpayers, seniors, teachers, businesses, and parents agree: If we
vote “YES” on Proposition 39, we can fix the way our schools
spend money AND fix our schools!

We’re all aware of financial abuses in some of our schools—the
waste, bureaucracy and mismanagement. If we’re going to make
California’s schools among the best in the nation, we must make
our schools accountable for the way they spend our tax dollars.

PASSING PROP. 39 WILL:
HOLD ADMINISTRATORS ACCOUNTABLE FOR SPENDING SCHOOL

BOND CONSTRUCTION MONEY:
• Prohibit using funds for administration or bureaucracy.
• Require school administrators to produce a detailed list of

specific school construction and repair projects to be funded.
• Require schools to undergo two rigid, independent financial

and performance audits every year.
• Require bonds to be passed by a tough 55% super-majority

vote.
ADD MORE PROTECTION FOR TAXPAYERS AND HOMEOWNERS:
When Prop. 39 passes, legislation automatically goes into effect

that:
• Mandates citizen watchdog committees of local taxpayers,

homeowners, parents and business leaders to make sure the
money is not wasted.

• Empowers watchdog committees to stop any project if audits
show wasteful or unauthorized spending, inform the public of
abuse or waste and vigorously investigate and prosecute violations.

• Prohibits these bond votes except at regularly scheduled
elections.

• Caps and limits how much property taxes can be raised by a
local school bond.

“Proposition 39 and supporting legislation impose a strict cap
on property tax increases which may result from an election held

Argument in Favor of Proposition 39

Rebuttal to Argument in Favor of Proposition 39

under the provisions of this initiative. For an average California
home, the cost would be less than $100 per year. Based on my
thorough analysis, the claim of a ‘doubling of property tax’ is
significantly overstated and historically inaccurate.”

Thomas W. Hayes, Former State Treasurer and Auditor General
HELP FIX OUR SCHOOLS.

• Our classrooms are overcrowded—California has more
students per classroom than any other state except one.

•  If we’re going to reduce class size, we’ve got to build more
classrooms. Just to keep up with the school population growth
expected over the next ten years, experts say we’ll need 20,000
new classrooms.

•  Students in some districts go to class in trailers or in cafeterias,
libraries and gyms that have been converted to classrooms.

•  Many schools need repairs and updating so children can use
computers and get connected to the Internet where they can learn
to use the tools they will need to succeed in the future.

“This initiative helps fix classroom overcrowding and provides much
needed repairs of unsafe and outdated schools. It mandates the
strictest accountability requirements to ensure that bond funds are
spent only on schools and classrooms, protecting taxpayers.”

Gail D. Dryden, President, League of Women Voters of California
JOIN GOVERNOR GRAY DAVIS AND FORMER GOVERNOR PETE

WILSON, SENIORS, TEACHERS, PARENTS, BUSINESS AND
COMMUNITY LEADERS, TAXPAYERS, LABOR, ETHNIC AND PUBLIC
SAFETY ORGANIZATIONS:

VOTE YES ON PROPOSITION 39.

LAVONNE MCBROOM, President
California State PTA

JACQUELINE N. ANTEE
AARP State President

ALLAN ZAREMBERG, President
California Chamber of Commerce

Incredible! The very heart of the Arguments FOR Proposition 39
are about provisions NOT IN PROPOSITION 39!

Provisions NOT IN 39:
• NO watchdog committees.
• NO election rules.
• NO limits on property tax increases.
The ENTIRE SECTION titled “More Protections for Taxpayers and

Homeowners” is NOT IN 39! These provisions were added by 39’s
promoters in the Legislature AFTER 39 was filed. They can be
removed or changed anytime WITHOUT VOTER APPROVAL.

United States Justice Foundation Executive Director Gary Kreep
certifies:

“The Watchdog Committees, Election Rules and Tax Limitations
referenced in the promoters’ Arguments are not in 39. Therefore,
these provisions may be waived anytime without voter approval.”

These “Special Provisions” risks are unnecessary! GOOD BONDS
PASS NOW. Since 1996, 62% passed, with two-thirds voter
approval. $13 Billion worth! Do you really want every bond, good
or bad, approved? Each bond creates a new lien on your home,
usually for 30 years.

Remember, PROPOSITION 39 has NO PROPERTY TAX LIMITS.
Meaning:

“Proposition 39 could realistically lead to actions more than
doubling current property taxes, putting them back to pre-1978
levels.”

Joseph Skeehan, Certified Public Accountant
Join seniors, educators, parents, small businesses, newspapers,

Democrats, Republicans, Independents, homeowners and renters
throughout California.

HELP SAVE OUR HOMES.
VOTE NO ON PROPOSITION 39.

GIL A. PEREZ
Retired School District Administrator

JOAN C. LONGOBARDO, Governing Board Member
Covina-Valley Unified School District

Does promoters’ Rebuttal, to right, raise questions? Have other
questions? Want to help Save Our Homes? Get answers NOW. Visit:
SaveOurHomes.com. We, 39’s opponents, wrote “NOTICE TO
VOTERS”, which follows, to help voters understand 39’s “Special
Provisions” risks.
JON COUPAL, Chairman

Save Our Homes Committee, Vote No on Proposition 39,
a Project of the Howard Jarvis Taxpayers Association
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NOTICE TO VOTERS: After Proposition 39 was filed, its
promoters introduced a special law in the Legislature adding
provisions which only take effect if Proposition 39 passes.
Therefore, all the changes which will occur if 39 passes are not in
Proposition 39 itself. These added provisions DO NOT appear in
Proposition 39: Text of the Proposed Law in this Voter Information
Guide. If Proposition 39 passes, these added “Special Provisions”
could be changed or revoked anytime in the future without voter
approval.

ARGUMENTS AGAINST PROPOSITION 39:
The “Special Provisions,” dealing with critically important tax

increase and accountability issues, were either added because of
drafting errors, or because the promoters wanted to be free to
make changes after the election without voter approval.

In either case, these “Special Provisions” create huge risks. What
changes will be made later WITHOUT VOTER APPROVAL?

These “Special Provisions” risks are reason enough to reject
Proposition 39.

However, Proposition 39 is also misleading. It says it’s about
schools. Actually it’s about your home and your taxes.

What Proposition 39 does:
1. Permits local bond passage with 55% votes instead of the

current two-thirds vote requirement. There is NO LIMIT on how
much property taxes can eventually increase with passage of 55%
bonds.

2. Ends our Constitution’s 121 year old provision requiring a
two-thirds vote on local bonds. These bonds put liens on your
home, usually for 30 years. Tax collectors foreclose if homeowners
cannot pay. Prior to voter approved property tax limitations in
1978, excessive taxes often forced home sales.

3. Proposition 39 bonds increase apartment taxes. Landlords
may increase rents to pay these taxes.

4. Proposition 39 bonds require taxpayers in the poorest
districts to pay tax rates about twenty times higher (and taxpayers
in typical districts to pay about five times higher) than taxpayers in
the richest districts to raise the same amount per student.

Argument Against Proposition 39

Rebuttal to Argument Against Proposition 39

What Proposition 39 DOES NOT do:
1.  DOES NOT require student performance improvements.
2.  DOES NOT require parental or taxpayer oversight.
Campaign:
Proposition 39’s wealthy promoters reportedly pledged $30

million. We cannot match their money. But, we outnumber them,
so we can win. Pledge your help now. Visit saveourhomes.com or
call (toll-free) 1-866-VOTE39NO  (1-866-868-3396).

55% risks:
In 1978, property taxes were 2.6 times higher. Could history

repeat? Could property taxes return to twice, even three times
today’s levels? Once started, 55% bonds won’t stop here. Every
government agency will demand 55%. PROPOSITION 39
PROVIDES NO TAX LIMITS. So, yes, 55% could lead to further
actions which eventually double, even triple, property taxes.

Conclusion:
Don’t risk the “Special Provisions” without voter control.
Don’t risk unlimited property tax increases.
Don’t risk starting 55% bonds for all government agencies.
Don’t risk new 30 year homeowner liens.
Don’t risk higher rents.
Don’t encourage putting the highest tax rates on the poorest

districts. 
And, don’t give up our Constitution’s two-thirds vote

requirement to increase property taxes.
Help Save Our Homes. Please VOTE NO ON PROPOSITION 39.

JON COUPAL, Chairman
Save Our Homes Committee, Vote No on Proposition 39, 
a Project of the Howard Jarvis Taxpayers Association

DEAN ANDAL, Chairman
Board of Equalization, State of California

FELICIA ELKINSON, Past President
Council of Sacramento Senior Organizations

39SCHOOL FACILITIES. 55% LOCAL VOTE. 
BONDS, TAXES. ACCOUNTABILITY REQUIREMENTS.  

Initiative Constitutional Amendment and Statute.

Strong accountability and taxpayer protections in 39 and the
“special provisions” opponents criticize will:

• Limit how much property taxes can be raised by a local school
bond.

• Prohibit using funds for administration or bureaucracy.
• Require citizen watchdog committees.
• Prohibit special elections for enacting these bonds.
NONE OF THESE REFORMS WILL BECOME LAW UNLESS WE

PASS PROPOSITION 39!
That’s why the California Chamber of Commerce, California

Organization of Police and Sheriffs, League of Women Voters of
California, California Hispanic Chamber of Commerce, California
Professional Firefighters, Consumer Federation of California and
200 other community organizations and leaders support 39.

OPPONENTS OF 39 WANT YOU TO BELIEVE ALL THESE
RESPECTED GROUPS ARE LYING. BUT WHO’S REALLY LYING?

“Shame on the Jarvis political committee. They can’t make their
case with facts so they resort to scare tactics, fear-mongering and
misleading statements.”

AARP California State President Jacqueline N. Antee

“Contrary to the Jarvis group, passage of Proposition 39 doesn’t
raise property taxes, doesn’t put a lien on your home and doesn’t
increase rents. Local voters have the final say in passing school
bonds through a tough 55% super-majority vote.”

California State PTA President Lavonne McBroom
By voting YES on 39, we can:
• Build new classrooms, repair older ones and reduce class size.
• Cut waste and abuses that have taken place in some districts.
• Assure that our children and grandchildren have safe schools

in which to learn and prepare for the future.
YES on Proposition 39: fix the way schools spend money AND fix

our schools.

ANDREW YSIANO, Immediate Past President
California Hispanic Chamber of Commerce

WILLIAM HAUCK, Chairman
California Business for Education Excellence

DAN TERRY, President
California Professional Firefighters
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Prepared by the Legislative Analyst

debt—$17 billion of general obligation bonds and $6
billion of lease-payment bonds. Also, the state has not
yet sold about $17 billion of authorized bonds because
the projects to be funded by the bonds have not yet
been undertaken. 

Debt Payments. We estimate that payments on the
state’s General Fund bond debt will be around $2.9
billion during the 2000–01 fiscal year. As currently
authorized bonds are sold, bond debt payments will
increase to $3.4 billion in 2005–06 and decline
thereafter.

The level of debt payments stated as a percentage of
state General Fund revenues is referred to as the state’s
“debt-ratio.” Figure 1 shows actual and projected debt
ratios from 1990–91 through 2006–07. The figure
shows that as currently authorized bonds are sold, the
state’s debt ratio will be 3.9 percent in 2001–02 and
decline thereafter. The projected ratios will vary
depending on when bonds are actually sold and on the
state’s actual General Fund revenues.

Bond Proposition on This Ballot 

Proposition 32—the Veterans’ Bond Act of 2000—
provides $500 million in self-supporting general
obligation bonds. This is the only general obligation
bond proposition on this ballot. As noted above, self-
supporting general obligation bonds do not require
General Fund support. As a result, voter approval of
these bonds will not affect the state’s debt ratio.
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This section of the ballot pamphlet provides an
overview of the state’s current bond debt. It also
provides a discussion of the impact the bond measure on
this ballot, if approved, would have on this debt level. 

BACKGROUND

What Is Bond Financing? Bond financing is a type of
long-term borrowing that the state uses to raise money
for specific purposes. The state gets money by selling
bonds to investors. The state repays this money plus
interest. 

The money raised from bonds primarily pays for the
purchase of property and construction of facilities—such
as parks, prisons, schools, and colleges. The state uses
bond financing mainly because these facilities are used
for many years and their large dollar costs are difficult to
pay for all at once. 

General Fund Bond Debt. Most of the bonds the state
sells are general obligation bonds. The state’s debt
payments on about three-fourths of these bonds are
made from the state General Fund. The money in the
General Fund comes primarily from state personal and
corporate income taxes and sales taxes. The remaining
general obligation bonds (such as housing bonds) are
self-supporting and, therefore, do not require General
Fund support. All general obligation bonds must be
approved by a majority of voters and are placed on the
ballot by legislative action or by initiative. 

The state also issues bonds known as lease-payment
bonds. These bonds do not require voter approval. The
state pays a higher interest rate and selling costs on these
bonds than it does on general obligation bonds. The
state has used these bonds to build higher education
facilities, prisons, veterans’ homes, and state offices. The
General Fund is also used to make debt payments on
these bonds. 

What Are the Direct Costs of Bond Financing? The
state’s cost for using bonds depends primarily on the
interest rate that is paid on the bonds and the number of
years payments are made. Most general obligation
bonds are paid off over a period of 20 to 30 years.
Assuming an interest rate of 5.5 percent (the current rate
for this type of bond), the cost of paying off bonds over
25 years is about $1.70 for each dollar borrowed—$1 for
the dollar borrowed and 70 cents for the interest. This
cost, however, is spread over the entire period, so the
cost after adjusting for inflation is less. Assuming a 3
percent future annual inflation rate, the cost of paying
off the bonds in today’s dollars would be about $1.25 for
each $1 borrowed.

The State’s Current Debt Situation

The Amount of State Debt. As of April 2000, the
state had about $23 billion of General Fund bond

AN OVERVIEW OF STATE BOND DEBT
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INTRODUCTION AND OVERVIEW:

This final report by the Bond Advisory Commission (BAC) is hereby presented to the Governing Board of
the Grossmont Union School District for its consideration. The BAC and its four subcommittees highly
recommend that the Board adopt the broad recommendations contained in this report as well as the
more specific recommendations contained within the subcommittee reports.

The motto of the BAC is “Promises Made, Promises Kept.” This report will show that this motto is now
backed up by a program that demonstrates we can indeed keep all of the Prop H promises. To
accomplish that goal, this report provides a detailed plan – a roadmap – for enabling the Governing
Board to fully comply with the Proposition H bond language; specifically, the repair and renovation of
existing schools and the construction of a 12th high school. This roadmap sets forth a step by step
pathway for getting from where we are today to where we all want to be – 12 fully functioning high
schools that provide the best education possible for the District’s students. The key to the program is an
integrated approach – the Grossmont Solution – Promises Made, Promises Kept – which tackles the
problem as a whole rather than focusing on individual components of Prop H language.

A. Bond Advisory Commission History and Background

The BAC was created on February 8, 2007 at a meeting of the Governing Board of the Grossmont Union
High School District. The goal established for the Commission was to provide the Board with
recommendations on how to address repairs and renovations to the existing District schools and to
proceed with the building of a 12th high school in full satisfaction of Proposition H. The BAC was given
approximately 100 days to develop its recommendations and was asked to complete its work by the end
of May 2007 and present its Final Report to the GUHSD Board of Trustees on June 14, 2007.

To facilitate its work the BAC comprised four Subcommittees that reported to Commission Chair Mark
Price. The four Subcommittees and their chairs were Facilities & Curriculum (Julie Wylie), Finance
(James Perkins), Repair & Renovation (Tony Camara), and Site Selection (Bill Garrett). Vice Chairs were
also named for the Subcommittees and were deemed BAC members for voting purposes. All BAC and
Subcommittee meetings were open to the public and announced on the BAC and District websites.
Meetings were held in compliance with the Brown Act.

The kickoff meeting for the BAC was held on February 20, 2007 and subsequent meetings were held on
March 29, April 24 and May 28. At the February 20 meeting, members of the public were invited to join
a Subcommittee as active, voting members. Many did so and the Subcommittees were staffed with over
50 volunteers representing a wide and diverse cross section of the East County community.



The GUHSD Board of Trustees asked for 6 recommendations prior to the June 14th Final Report
presentation date. One recommendation was made by the Site Subcommittee on March 8, 2007 and
five recommendations were made by the Finance Subcommittee on May 10, 2007. All six
recommendations were accepted and/or approved by the Board.

A. Defining the Problem

You cannot get to a solution without first defining the problem. In this case the problem has been
experienced in many sectors of the world economy and is not confined to school renovation and
construction. Although the consumer inflation rate, the CPI, has been stable at about 3 4%, the rate of
inflation in construction materials has soared. Prices of basic commodities such as steel, copper,
cement, lumber, and, of course, energy have gone up at much faster rates than the CPI in response to
the dramatic increase in worldwide demand, particularly in China, India and other Asian nations. All
phases of the construction industry have been impacted – housing, office buildings, shopping centers –
as these basic commodities have seen price spikes of 20 to 50%.

Prop H construction costs were similarly affected with estimated costs now about 25% to 30% above
cost estimates in the original 2003 Facilities Master Plan. Available Prop H bond money ($274M) and
matching funds ($140M) that total $414M now fall below estimated construction costs that have grown
to about $500 550M and up to $600M if one includes all desired renovations. With the estimated cost
of a new 12th high school coming in at around $100M it is no surprise that elimination of the high school
gained traction as an easy solution to partly resolving the budget shortfall problem. But the easy
solution is not the right solution and it is not a solution that satisfies the requirements contained in
the Prop H Bond language.

This report will not rehash the many arguments over whether the promises made for a 12th high school
and the Prop H bond language are legally binding. Instead this report focuses on a specific action plan
that yields the desired outcome of renovation and repairs to the existing schools and a new 12th high
school. By defining the problem as “how do we satisfy all of the Prop H promises”, the BAC chose to
seek out a solution that defines what needs to be done to satisfy those promises. The problem is more
complex and the solution more difficult but that is what the BAC was tasked to do and we devoted our
energies during the last 100 days to accomplish that goal. However, before getting into the specific
steps of that solution, some discussion is needed to defuse two constantly recurring arguments that are
posed as serious problems but, in reality, are not.

B. Overcoming the Demographic Hobgoblin

With much of the recent debate centering about whether to build a 12th high school, (a debate the
Commission believed was resolved when the GUHSD Board of Trustees voted to place the new high
school on the ballot as part of the Prop H Bond language) a recurrent theme used against a new school



is the District’s demographics; i.e., that we are faced with future high school enrollments that are flat or
slowly declining. The obvious argument is why build a new high school when there will be no increase
or possibly a decrease in student enrollment. In fact, it points us in a future direction where some of our
existing schools may be closed. Because this issue has been such a roadblock to addressing the real
solution to the problem, this report looks at the demographics from a completely different perspective.

First, there are valid arguments to show that the demographic projections may be incorrect. The
Facilities & Curriculum Subcommittee report cites SANDAG’s and other analyses that indicate the
demographic trend may soon reverse and that far East County is likely to experience growth in student
population. Please see the information below which comes directly from the Facilities & Curriculum
Subcommittee Final Report:

“Finally, the results of the Taussig Report are somewhat misleading.
The SANDAG population figures used by the drafters of the report
can be reviewed on SANDAG’s Web site at
http://datawarehouse.sandag.org or
http://profilewarehouse.sandag.org/. A layperson’s review of these
figures shows that even though there has been a slight downward
turn in enrollment District wide, the Alpine area zip codes are
expected to grow. For example, in 2006 there were 1,642 children
aged 15 19, in 2020 there are expected to be 1,774 and by 2030,
2,060 students in this age group are forecasted by SANDAG. Thus,
an increase of 132 high school students in the next 13 years and 418
in the next 23 years, or 8% and 25% respectively is forecasted by
SANDAG.”

(Please note that according to SANDAG there are 1,642 high school aged children (as of 2006) in the
Alpine area and yet only approximately 800 attend Grossmont schools. Isn’t it very possible that a great
many of the additional 800 students would attend Grossmont if there were a school closer to them?)

However, even if the demographic trend is relatively flat, is this really a problem? The real problem,
acknowledged in Prop H, is school overcrowding in several of our high schools. As the Repair &
Renovation Subcommittee report points out, three of the District’s high school campuses are deemed
“extremely overcrowded” with students packed into portables or other “temporary” facilities. Even
with a slowing or flat demographic trend these schools will remain overcrowded for many years. We
should therefore look at the current demographic trend, which may well be temporary, as an
opportunity to provide the District with some breathing room to alleviate our real, chronic overcrowding
problem.



Second, we need to understand that demographic trends may also reflect and be a consequence of the
lack of a 12th high school and the poor condition of our other schools. The housing market in East
County competes on different levels with the housing market in other areas of the County and even with
areas outside the County such as Temecula. Families with children seek out communities with good
schools and, conversely, families avoid or move out of communities that fail to meet the current or
future educational needs of their children. For example, new housing developments in Carmel Valley
and Carlsbad tout the quality of their schools and, to no one’s surprise, these developments attract
families with school age children. On the flip side there is much anecdotal evidence in Alpine of families
moving from Alpine as their children approach high school age or, if they can afford it, sending their
children to private schools. We can only speculate how many families move out of or don’t locate in
Alpine for lack of a local high school and the long commute to overcrowded alternatives. Demographics
is not just a trend, it can also be a reaction.

To shed the demographic hobgoblin once and for all we need to turn the argument on its head and look
at demographics as an advantage for the District that can be enhanced, not hindered, by our repair &
renovation work and a 12th high school. We have a golden opportunity to reduce school overcrowding
and the numerous problems that flow from it – including poor demographic trends. This subject will be
explored in more detail in Step 3 of the Keeping the Promises section of this report to illustrate how we
can use demographics as a planning tool in the execution of the Grossmont Solution.

C. Overcoming the “We Can’t Afford to Operate a 12th School” Myth

Closely related to the demographic hobgoblin is the troll named “We Can’t Afford to Operate a 12th
High School.” This myth goes along the following lines. Even if we can build a 12th high school, we do
not have enough operating funds to run a 12th school with (or without) flat or declining enrollment.
Operating funds are based on total student population and if you have a flat student population then
operating funds will not expand with a 12th school but operating expenses will expand. You can’t afford
the teachers, administration and operating expenses for a 12th school without more revenue.

At first blush the “can’t afford” myth seems plausible but falls like a house of cards when you look at the
underlying facts. First and foremost, dollars follow students. If a new 12th school builds up to a 1200 to
1500 student body it will draw funds commensurate with that student population. Most of those
students will be drawn from other overcrowded schools such as Granite Hills and Grossmont and those
schools will incur a proportionate decline in revenue. This report addresses the need to rebalance
student population among 12 high schools but directly tied with that is the need to also rebalance
teacher assignments. If 60 teachers get assigned to a new 12th school then close to that number of
teachers will no longer be needed at the formerly overcrowded schools and many of those teachers will
logically be reassigned to the new school. Since teacher compensation makes up the largest share of
the operating budget this reallocation of teacher assignments will absorb the lion’s share of the new
school’s operating budget.



What about the new school’s administrative and operating overhead? Yes, these will be incremental
dollars. But as this report points out, the District has the ability to draw in more students, and therefore
more revenue, by fully implementing all of the Prop H promises. Clean, safe, functional and attractive
schools will attract more students. Second, well designed capital expenses can reduce operating
expenses. Properly insulating schools and installing double pane windows can greatly reduce utility
expenses. Going green can also help. Alpine Elementary saved about 75% of electricity consumption
with solar panels and other schools have dramatically cut water consumption by using synthetic turf and
low water usage landscaping.

Finally, the abysmal conditions of many of our schools did not occur overnight but reflect a systemic,
long term problem that caused deferred maintenance to grow and fester. Just because a school is old
does not mean it should have decrepit restrooms. Although this report looks at the capital side of the
ledger associated with Prop H, we believe many of the recommended Prop H project management
reforms may be equally applicable to day to day operations. Operating and capital expense problems
often go hand in hand and a major overhaul of District operations may well result in lower operating
expenses. More efficient operations and lower operating expenses will yield more funds that can be
made available to not only operate a 12th high school but also to provide basic maintenance and repairs
that have long been overlooked. Over the long term this approach will prevent deterioration of basic
facilities that has absorbed such a large share of Prop H funds. Therefore, we recommend that the
District take a hard, comprehensive look at its system of operations and its operating budget to prevent
a repeat of these basic problems.
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REPORT OUTLINE

Introduction

Section 1 Need For a New High School in Alpine

Due to controversy regarding a downward cycle in student population, the
Subcommittee reviewed student population forecasts and relevant reports to determine
whether a need for new high school in Alpine exists at this time.

Section 2 Definition of a Full and Comprehensive High School

Alpine residents have made it clear that only a “full and comprehensive” high school will
be sufficient to meet the promise made to Alpine for a new high school during the
election process. The Subcommittee members agreed to a definition of the phrase “full
and comprehensive that the District could use in its decision making process.”

Section 3 Recommendations Regarding Curriculum

Many of the Subcommittee members are current or former educators with ideas
regarding what does and does not work for high school curriculum. The members also
conducted research on this topic and have recommendations for a curriculum that will
add a unique and attractive contribution to what the District already has to offer
students.

Section 4 Recommendations Regarding Facilities

The Subcommittee did not get into details concerning the potential design of a new high
school, but has general recommendations regarding phasing, partnering, cost
effectiveness and general layout for the campus.

Section 5 Joint Development and Other Partnering Opportunities

Many hours were spent discussing public private partnerships, joint development,
multi use facilities and other matters that could reduce the District’s financial
obligations with regard to a new high school. The Subcommittee members did some
preliminary investigation of the viability of these ideas by talking with potential partners
and funding sources.



Introduction

The Facilities and Curriculum Subcommittee met six times between March and May 2007. Copies of the
Subcommittee’s agendas and meeting summaries will be provided to the Grossmont Union High School
District (“District”) to be kept as part of the public record. The Subcommittee members did not take
formal votes, but rather reached consensus on the topics it discussed. All meetings were noticed and
held in compliance with the Brown Act.

Members of the public from throughout the District were given notice of the Subcommittee’s work and
the opportunity to sign up as a member or attend the meetings. Despite this open invitation, the only
persons who signed up as a member or attended the meetings were residents of the Alpine area . The
Subcommittee was lucky enough however, to attract members with a great depth and range of
experience in the educational field, including several members who taught at other schools both in and
out of the District. Therefore, we believe we were successful in getting input from a varied group with
interests that encompassed the entire District.

The first Subcommittee meeting had the highest attendance and this was the meeting that was spent
setting goals regarding the message to be sent to the District. After the first meeting or two, attendance
shrank to a core group of members. Those core members and highlights of their relevant experience are
described below in alphabetical order.

Mary K. Burchard: Retired community college professor, with experience in public safety and local
government. Alpine resident.

Delia Cooley: Former special education teacher and aide for the District for twelve years. Alpine
resident.

Phil Morel: Administrator in District for more than 30 years. Former Principal at Granite Hills High
School. Has worked for education boards and the District for many years. Alpine resident.

Jim Peabody: Director of Accountability for the San Diego County Office of Education. Former Principal
and long time educator. Alpine resident.

Pat Price: Administrator and teacher in District for 26 years. Principal of El Capitan High School for 11
years. Alpine resident.

Lou Russo: Retired USMC officer/aviator. Credentialed high school teacher and administrator. Alpine
resident.



Julie Sugita: Formerly owner of a dental practice. Has been an instructor and assistant professor at Loma
Linda University since 1991. Alpine resident.

Megan Werland: English/Humanities teacher for ten years. Has taught at Steele Canyon since it opened.
MA in educational administration.

Julie Wiley: Attorney for the San Diego Association of Governments. Parent of two students attending
school in the Alpine Unified School District. Alpine resident.

Recommendations from the Facilities and Curriculum Subcommittee are incorporated into the body of
this report in boldface.

_____________________________________

1 For purposes of this report, whenever the term “Alpine” or “Alpine area” is used it is intended to include 
Alpine as well as Blossom Valley and Dehesa. 



Section 1
Need for a High School in Alpine

Due to controversy regarding a downward cycle in student population within the District, the
Subcommittee reviewed student population forecasts and relevant reports to determine
whether a need for new high school in Alpine exists at this time.

Early in the meeting schedule for the Subcommittee, the Chair of the Subcommittee requested
information from the District regarding current enrollment at the middle schools that would
feed a new high school in Alpine. The following information was provided by the District:

Based on our verbal exchange of CBEDS info (from Oct of
2006) with these client schools, total enrollment at Joan
MacQueen was 782; total enrollment at Los Coches Creek
Middle was 638. Based on our own data from Oct 2006, the
number of students whose residence address city was Alpine
was 896. Enrollment within Blossom Valley was 309 (this
comes from selecting specific DIME grids which we have
identified as Blossom Valley...subject to interpretation). In
terms of Harbison Canyon, enrollment was 77 (Again, we have
selected DIME grids that we id[sic] as Harbison Canyon). Of
the students living in either Alpine, Harbison Canyon (as we
have defined it), or Blossom Valley (as we have defined it)
(N=1282), 469 (36.5%) students were enrolled in at least 1
honors, AP, or IB level course as of the CBEDs snapshot (Oct
2006).

The District also supplied the Five Year Enrollment Projection Study prepared by Taussig &
Associates (“Taussig Report”) in response to one of the Subcommittee’s document requests.
The Taussig Report was prepared for the District in 2006. Section II of the Taussig Report
describes the demographic and population characteristics of the area served by the District.
This section utilizes information provided by the San Diego Association of Governments
("SANDAG"), the California Department of Finance ("DOF"), the California Department of Health
Services ("DHS"), and the U.S. Bureau of the Census ("Census"). The horizon date studied in the
Taussig Report is 2011.



The Subcommittee believes that the Taussig Report has been the source of concern among the
citizenry and the District that there is not enough student population in the District to support a
new high school. The Subcommittee believes the findings in this report are moot for purposes
of planning for a new high school in Alpine. First, the horizon date in the report is 2011. It is
unclear why a horizon date of only five years was selected since a new high school takes seven
to ten years to site, design, and construct. The Subcommittee consulted with a demographics
expert and was told that a horizon date for a demographics study concerning a capital
infrastructure project such as a school should be set a minimum of ten years out from the date
of projected opening in order to provide reliable, useable data. Second, according to the
Taussig Report the downward turn in enrollment at the feeder schools for the District began in
2001, prior to the passage of Proposition H. In other words, even in the face of declining
enrollment, the District still proposed construction of a new high school in Alpine when it
passed its resolution in support of Proposition H.

Finally, the results of the Taussig Report are somewhat misleading. The SANDAG population
figures used by the drafters of the report can be reviewed on SANDAG’s Web site at
http://datawarehouse.sandag.org or http://profilewarehouse.sandag.org/. A layperson’s
review of these figures shows that even though there has been a slight downward turn in
enrollment District wide, the Alpine area zip codes are expected to grow. For example, in 2006
there were 1,642 children aged 15 19, in 2020 there are expected to be 1,774 and by 2030,
2,060 students in this age group are forecasted by SANDAG. Thus, an increase of 132 high
school students in the next 13 years and 418 in the next 23 years, or 8% and 25% respectively is
forecasted by SANDAG.

There are several other sources of information reviewed by the Subcommittee that support the
proposition that the population of the District would support a new high school. A letter
supplied to the Subcommittee by the District from Total School Solutions and dated February
20, 2007, states in part:

While many school districts have experienced enrollment
declines, it is important to understand the changing birth
patterns that will impact future enrollments. In 1990,
California births peaked at 611,666, and nine (9) years later, in
1999, births bottomed out at 518,073. Kindergarten trends
followed suit five (5) years later, causing enrollment declines



in the lower grades from 1995 through 2004. The 2005 school
year saw the beginning of a new growth trend in kindergarten,
which will continue until reaching its prior peak by 2009 and
then continue growing thereafter. California K 5 enrollment
peaking in 2000, will reach its low point in 2007, and will
exceed its 2000 peak in 2012. It is essential that districts be
ready for this new “wave” of children while addressing
immediate impacts of enrollment as well.

The above paragraph is followed by a graph showing a significant increase in school enrollment
between 2012 and 2015 and references its source as the State of California, Department of
Finance, Demographic Research Unit.

Dr. John Weeks, professor of Geography and Director of the International Population Center at
San Diego State University, has a presentation entitled “What Are the Academic Trends that Are
Impacting School Enrollment in San Diego.” A copy of Dr. Weeks’ presentation was provided to
the Subcommittee. The presentation shows that all portions of San Diego County, especially
East County, are projected to have more children aged 15 to 19 in 2010 than there were in
2000.

These reports show that reasonable experts can disagree as to population forecasting
outcomes. All of the reports, however, show agreement on two points: 1) the decline in
enrollment is at most a short term issue, and 2) by the time a new high school is built
enrollment for high school age children will again be on an incline.

___________________________

2 Alpine zip codes for purposes of this report are: 91901, 91962, 91931, 91916, and 91948.



All of the members of the Subcommittee agree that whether the enrollment at a new high school in
Alpine would be 800 students or 1500 students, the new school is needed. A February 2007 report
prepared by Phi Delta Kappa International1 shows that graduation rates, attendance, test scores,
extracurricular participation, and academic performance are all improved at small schools compared to
large ones. Additionally, at the time the other schools in the District were built they were intended to
host much smaller student populations than they currently serve – more students are served now
simply because portable classrooms have been added. Therefore, the fact that the Alpine high school, at
least initially, might have lower enrollment than other schools in the District should not be the deciding
factor in determining whether a new school should be built.

Indeed, the deciding factors should be based on social, community, and family values. Proposition H was
passed by 58% of the voters in Alpine.2 The Alpine voters were promised a new high school quite
specifically in the District’s resolution in support of Proposition H. Among other reasons, Alpine
residents voted in favor of the measure because of the danger of having children and/or their parents
commuting 30 plus miles roundtrip every day to get to school, and because they worry about children
spending hours on a bus getting back to forth from school. The strain on Alpine families is apparent.
Based on all of these factors, the Subcommittee determined that with an expected enrollment of 1200
to 1500 students within five years of opening, a new high school for Alpine is merited.

In conclusion, the Subcommittee recommends that the District fund a demographics study to
determine potential student population for a new high school in Alpine with a horizon date at least
ten years past the forecasted opening day of the new school.

3 Phi Delta Kappa’s report “Topics and Trends” can be obtained by calling (800) 766-1156. 

4 San Diego County Registrar of Voters Election Certification for Proposition H from March 2, 2004 election. 



Section 2
Definition of a Full and Comprehensive High School

Alpine residents have made it clear that only a “full and comprehensive” high school will be sufficient to
meet the promise made to Alpine for a new high school during the election process. The Facilities and
Curriculum Subcommittee members agreed that a full comprehensive high school should include the
following:

1. Course offerings that ensure students’ eligibility to enter the University of California
and/or the California State University – including Advanced Placement coursework

2. A variety of paths that lead to careers directly after graduation

3. Courses that meet the needs of a changing school population

4. A robust program for English Learners

5. A wide range of service delivery options, including full inclusion for the students with
special needs

6. Opportunities for community service and involvement

7. A foundation for continuous learning

8. Co curricular activities

These items should be accomplished in partnership with the community, local government, institutes of
higher learning, and every division of the Grossmont Union High School District.

The District should have no issue with the above definition. The District’s own Educational
Specifications, dated February 2006, state the following in Section IV, “Instructional Guidelines.”

• The District is committed to the comprehensive high school structure that provides for a
range and variety of instructional programs at each campus.



• The District will provide specific curriculum standards for student performance in the
core content areas; however, school sites will be encouraged to demonstrate innovation
in curriculum design and delivery.

• All students will complete the core curriculum in English, mathematics, science, social
studies, foreign language, fine arts, and physical education (California Content
Standards).

• Course work will satisfy University of California and California State University
requirements for college entrance.

• Students will be provided course work and support services needed to pass the High
School Exit Examination.

• All comprehensive schools in the District will offer a variety of career and technical
programs.

• The District will provide occupational training and certifications in conjunction with the
County Regional Occupational Program.

• All students will meet District requirements for basic computer applications and have
assess to computer assisted learning and research.

• All comprehensive schools in the District will offer programs in the performing arts.

• Individual school sites will be supported in the development of smaller learning
communities for students within the context of the large comprehensive high school.

• The District is committed to providing competitive athletic programs at each of the
comprehensive high schools.

• The District is committed to providing community services such as adult education.

• All students will have access to the instructional programs provided within the District.



Based on this excerpt, it is clear that the District understands what a comprehensive high school should
include and that its standards are consistent with what the Subcommittee believes are appropriate for a
comprehensive high school in Alpine

The Subcommittee recommends that the District build a new high school in Alpine that is consistent
with its own Educational Specifications, dated February 2006, which according to that document were
prepared by the District as the “educational foundation for developing the modernization plan
authorized under Proposition H.”



Section 3
Recommendations Regarding Curriculum

Many of the Subcommittee members are current or former educators with ideas regarding what does
and does not work for high school curriculum. The members also conducted research on this topic and
have recommendations for a curriculum that will add a unique and attractive contribution to what the
District already has to offer students.

The Subcommittee reviewed the course offerings and campus maps from Granite Hills and Steele
Canyon High Schools. It was decided that most of Steele Canyon’s course offerings should be used as a
starting point for planning for the Alpine school’s curriculum, assuming that the Alpine High School will
open with only ninth grade, like Steele Canyon, or ninth and tenth grade as has been done by other
schools. Subcommittee members shared that a school that starts with fewer students and fewer grade
levels will not be able to offer as many electives until it serves grades nine through 12; therefore,
Granite Hills, a school of over 2800 students, can offer a wider variety of electives than the future Alpine
high school can initially offer. Materials obtained from the District show that Steele Canyon started with
limited dance, music and art and that band was added later based on student interest.

Subcommittee members discussed the need to have classes that attract students, and that by forging
partnerships with community colleges and other institutions, the new school will have unique focus
areas. One suggestion was to have a two year LVN program that eleventh graders could start. That way
the science classes could have practical labs. Another idea was to take advantage of Alpine’s setting and
focus on veterinary sciences and environmental sciences. The Subcommittee believes there is a need
for students to graduate with a distinct focus, whether that focus is on attending a four year university,
pursuing technical training, attending a community college, or directly entering the work force.

The Subcommittee discussed the benefit of providing students with opportunities for
Vocational/Technical education in the following programs: health careers, dental hygiene, construction,
environmental science, veterinary science, construction, and tourism and hospitality. Since college is not
the right fit for all children, focus should be placed on career technical education as well as college prep
courses. Governor Schwarzenegger recognizes this need and is advocating an emphasis on these types
of courses by allocating increased funding for these types of courses. Student interest in career
technical courses is increasing. San Ysidro High School currently offers a Summer Health Academy and
plans to offer a medical biology course because of high student interest. The Cal Department of
Education (www.cde.ca.gov/ci/ct/hc/) has a "Health Careers Education Program" as an interesting
approach to helping the acute employment needs in the health care fields. This is a "career technical
program” or vo tech program as under the Perkins Vocational Education program auspices. The
Subcommittee believes the real world connection and relevance these types of course can offer
students is an important consideration for any curriculum decisions.



Also in the vein of the career tech and "health science and tech" curriculum pathways, the city of
Boston has a very interesting program called the "School to Career Initiative"
(www.boston.k12.ma.us/stc/aboutstc.htm). Students take pathway courses which explore major
industries such as business, media and communications, healthcare, public service and education.
Students also complete service learning projects in the community and job/internship experience as well
in the summer.

The District should also investigate "Cyber Charter Schools." The Pennsylvania Department of Education
offers this type of internet educational program, which encompasses more than 11 schools, 50,000
students from K 12.

In addition, the Subcommittee stressed that the Alpine high school serve the whole community
including: Native Americans and adults needing new skills. This can be achieved by pursuing liaisons
with local tribes and the GUHSD adult school program.

Several Subcommittee members visited two of the newest schools in the District, Steele Canyon High
School and West Hills High School. Best practices that the Subcommittee recommends the Alpine high
school adopt are the following:

1. Teachers collaborate in and between all subject areas (Professional Learning
Communities and Team Teaching). With that in mind, facilities should be designed so
that collaboration is convenient and happens naturally on a daily basis. Example: joint
office and meeting facilities.

2. Special education/Full inclusion.

3. A physical education program that includes exercise/nutritional science (ENS), one day
per week spent in a classroom, and lowered class size (like that found at Steele Canyon
High School).

4. Early hiring of some staff members to work alongside parents, community members,
local business people, feeder schools, local institutions of higher education, and District
personnel to design a school that meets the needs of ALL students and focuses on
maximizing student achievement. This core group of individuals will be involved in
planning facilities and curriculum.

5. Some type of block schedule on some or all days of the week.

6. The new school should at least mirror the start and end dates and holidays currently in
use by the AUSD in order to minimize disruption of family schedules.



Specific facilities recommendations based on curriculum design include the following:

1. All subject areas have departmental offices that aid in teacher collaboration and team
teaching.

2. The school should be designed with a science lecture hall and common prep rooms for
science teachers (like those at West Hills).

3. The offices for the physical education department area should be designed to allow
supervision of the respective locker rooms.

4. Art classes have ample storage facilities.

5. The counseling and administrative offices be in different parts of the campus but close
in proximity. The objective is to separate discipline from those services provided by the
counselors.

There was a lengthy discussion regarding phasing in the student population. Looking at the experiences
and difficulties of starting a school with ninth grade only like at Steele Canyon and West Hills, most
Subcommittee members were in favor of starting with ninth and tenth only. Only one Subcommittee
member advocated for starting with ninth through twelfth, stating the benefits of role modeling by
older students. Having at least two grades instead of one would allow for a fuller athletic program,
more elective offerings, more teachers implementing and continuing the school’s initial vision and
mission, and avoiding the common occurrence where the ninth grade students start out as the “kings”
of the school and stay that way all four years, which can result in problematic attitude problems.

In conclusion, the Subcommittee strongly recommends that the District form another committee
consisting of parents, community, and educational experts, closer to the time the new school is being
designed and decisions are being made regarding curriculum so that more detailed input can be
provided by the interested parties that takes into account the most recent educational innovations.

____________________________

5 San Diego Union Tribune article, “Governor Puts Spotlight on Career Technical Education,” May 6, 2007.



Section 4
Recommendations Regarding Facilities

The Subcommittee did not get into details concerning the potential design of a new high school, but has
general recommendations regarding phasing, partnering, cost effectiveness and general layout for the
campus. Research for its work in this area included field trips to Steele Canyon, West Hills and Granite
Hills high school campuses. Additionally, select members of the committee reviewed the facilities
standards in the District’s current Educational Specifications, a report prepared by Bob Guess entitled
“West Hills High School The First Ten Years,” and “Anchorage School District District Wide High School
Educational Specifications,” dated June 1998.

The Facilities and Curriculum Subcommittee recommends the following (in order of priority) for the
proposed Alpine High School:

• The facility should enable all proposed curriculum to be pursued, e.g. classrooms, labs,
ROP courses, etc.

• The facility should use alternative design options that maximize cost effectiveness

• The facility should enable joint use in all aspects to include

Joint use library with the community

Joint use pool and athletic fields

Joint use environment such as hiking trails, etc.

Joint use classrooms/lab, e.g. for use by adult school, junior college, ROP,
etc.

• The facility should be as environmentally friendly and low maintenance as possible

• The facility should be constructed so as to enhance “learning” vice “teaching”, e.g.
capability for hands on learning, etc.

• The facility should be as technologically advanced as possible, e.g. wireless “airports”
throughout, the capability to display technology (large screen, etc.) and the capability to
grow into new technology, e.g. wiring provisions, etc. As part and parcel, the facility
should be as “paperless” as possible.



• The facility should naturally enable collaboration between the staff, e.g. the design and
placement of workrooms, conference rooms, connectivity

• The facility should enable learning by all academic communities, e.g. Special Education,
GATE, etc., in the most advanced way possible

• The facility should “stand apart,” e.g. ensure that the local Tribal Community provides
its unique design considerations, our natural setting is incorporated, etc.

• The facility should address the modern contingencies of our society, e.g. a daycare
center, parenting curriculum facilities, not only fully compliant with IDEA but also for a
model in addressing special needs, etc.

In closing this section, we realize that getting the campus built is just part of the district’s responsibility.
The other is operating and maintaining the school. One of the things the committee recommends is that
the district not only pursues “joint use” agreements, but also “joint maintenance” agreements.

Certainly the infrastructure costs that go along with a new school cannot be directly offset just by the
money following the students, although a great deal of the burden can be addressed with those funds.
In addition, when the other campuses are relieved of their overcrowding, some of the utility costs and
custodial costs will transfer to the new site, since portables will be removed from those campuses and
those needs will be reduced at the old campuses. There will also be some savings from the more
modern, energy efficient new campus replacing some portions of the old, less efficient campuses. Look
for example, at the savings Alpine District realizes from its solar projects. They save about 75% of their
electrical costs at Alpine Elementary. There may also be savings in transportation costs, not transporting
Alpine kids clear down to the older campuses. These are not easy savings to calculate, but it is a fact and
shouldn't be ignored either.



Section 5
Joint Development and Other Partnering Opportunities

Many hours were spent discussing public private partnerships, joint development, multi use facilities
and other matters that could reduce the District’s financial obligations with regard to a new high school.
The Subcommittee members did some preliminary investigation of the viability of these ideas by
conducting research and talking with potential partners and funding sources. Concern over the
adequacy of existing public school facilities is not just a problem in the District. Nationwide it has
become an important component of the national education debate as parents, teachers, and other
public education advocates contend that many school buildings are overcrowded, obsolete, and/or
unsafe.

While some states and communities are looking for ways to raise taxes or impose new fees to finance
new and renovate schools, others have turned to a number of innovative solutions emerging in
communities throughout the United States, Canada, and the United Kingdom. Typically these
innovations involve partnerships with private sector developers, builders, other service providers,
community not for profits, and other branches of state and local government. Faced with a shortfall of
bond funding and limited fiscal resources, the District could emulate some of the following ideas to fit its
needs.

Public partnerships with private sector participants for infrastructure investment are becoming
somewhat more commonplace in the United States, although Europe and Australia are far ahead of the
U.S. in the scope and extent to which the concept is applied. The term public/private partnership (PPP)
can cover a variety of arrangements whereby private business joins with a government entity to provide
some type of public service to the community. Typically, the public sector provides the exclusive rights
to offer the service and may also provide the land, while the private sector participant provides most (or
all) of the money, the expertise, and management, and often assumes ongoing operational
responsibility. In return for these resources, the private sector receives some kind of financial
compensation, often in the form of rents, or other type of fee arrangements paid by infrastructure
users. In the case of schools, the private partner may receive a lump sum payment for organizing,
designing, and building the public school or may actually own the facility, which it leases to the local
school system for monthly, quarterly, or annual rent payments based on the contractual terms of a long
term lease.

These partnerships can also be designed in ways to reduce school system lease costs by allowing the
private owner/developer to earn other revenues with the facility. For example, the contract could be
structured so that the school system leases the building for the hours of, say 8:30 a.m. to 3:30 p.m.,
Monday through Friday, September to June, as well as select off hour periods. During the hours and



days when the facility is not being used by the public schools, the developer has the right to rent the
facility’s space to other approved and compatible organizations and businesses.

Such off hours uses could include for profit and not for profit educational organizations, such as trade
schools and refresher programs, day care, community colleges and universities, continuing education
programs, civic groups, religious organizations, local governments, political parties, and other similar
entities for which classroom, meeting, and auditorium type space are essential. Organizations and
businesses whose purpose and activities are not compatible with a building primarily used by children
would be prohibited from leasing space, and such prohibitions would be clearly defined in the contract.
By using the building more intensively than would be the case if its occupancy was limited to just public
school functions, the developer and owner of the building can obtain more revenues and earn more
profits, and these extra revenues are effectively “passed on to” the public schools in the form of lower
rent.

The school system’s lease on each facility could run for several decades with options to renew the lease
at the same rent for up to two additional five year terms. The school system also has the option of
buying the facility at a predetermined price if it so chooses, or in some cases may automatically acquire
the facility at the end of the lease term. Importantly, the school system has no obligation to rent the
facility beyond the initial lease term, thereby providing the developer/owner with a powerful incentive
to maintain the building to its highest standard and periodically upgrade it with the latest technology
and amenities. If the original developer is determined to have performed inadequately, the public
school can simply contract with another developer for a new facility. Alternatively, if demographic
changes in the community lead to a reduction in numbers of school age children, the public school
system can simply elect not to renew as many leases as necessary to match facility space with student
population, and consolidate the students in the remaining leased facilities. In any case, a well crafted
partnership program allows the school system to shift a number of important technological and
demographic risks to the developer/owner, while at the same time enhancing the system’s flexibility
and educational choices, all at a lower cost than would be the case if the construction, financing, and
ownership were entirely within the public domain.

By using one of these alternative financing methods, the District would not be trying something that has
never been done before. One of the first partnership type schools in America was a develop design
build operate public charter school constructed in Pembroke Pines, Florida by The Haskell Company of
Winter Park, Florida. The primary school was the first to be completed, and it opened in September
1998. Since 1998 Haskell has built four pre kindergartens, four elementary schools, two middle schools,
a high school, and a university facility for Pembroke Pines. Included among the projects was an
innovative joint use university and high school facility with Florida International University, and an
Academic Village that combined a 1,600 student high school with a Broward Community College campus
and a regional library as well as an environmental park and city recreation amenities.



In 1998 the Houston Independent School District (Texas) formed a not for profit corporation in
partnership with Gilbane Properties of Providence, Rhode Island to construct, under a lease/purchase
arrangement with the new corporation, two new high schools. The high schools, each with about
500,000 square feet of space, now accommodate a total of 6,000 students.

In 2002, the Natomas Unified School District in California partnered with Eastridge Cos., a private real
estate development firm, to build the 212,000 square foot, $58 million Inderkum High School. Using a
California state law passed in the mid 1990s, Eastridge is financing the school’s construction and will
lease the school to the school district until the district has the funds to purchase the structure.
According to a report on the project: By using the private delivery method, the district did not have to
wait for state funding to start construction because Eastridge paid the cost of the building up front. The
agreement also allowed the district to use $14 million of a $45 million bond sale, earmarked for the high
school’s construction, to instead pay for new playgrounds and expanded kitchens at two elementary
schools a year earlier than originally planned. Natomas High School also got its swimming pool and
another elementary school will get its library a year ahead of schedule.

In early 2003, Virginia’s Stafford County, one of the state’s fastest growing counties and an ex urb of
Washington, D.C., decided to test the interest and capability of private developers to build, and lease to
the county, two elementary schools and a high school to accommodate the expected growth in the
student population. The county specified its basic needs, identified the site, and encouraged interested
partners to make an attractive offer. After discussion with several groups, a formal competition took
place between two private sector teams, and in late May 2003, the county accepted the team of
Haskell/Hess to be its partner. In winning the bid, Haskell/Hess offered the county an extraordinary
package of services that will provide the citizens of Stafford with much more than just three new
schools, and at a cost several millions dollars less than what the package would have cost the county
under traditional practices. In winning the bid, Haskell/Hess proposed to team with three public
universities and colleges, the YMCA, the public library, a day care service, and a developer of retirement
communities to build a multi purpose facility that will provide Stafford County with much more that just
a couple of public schools. The three Virginia college partners will use the high school classrooms (or
other on ground facilities) during after school hours and weekends to serve continuing education
students. The public library would partner with the high school in a combined library that would also
serve as a branch library for the community at large. The YMCA would partner with the school in
building and operating multi use recreational facilities. And by utilizing a portion of the site (28 acres)
for a 200 unit retirement community, Stafford gains revenue from the sale of the land, and from the
property taxes ultimately levied on the completed housing units and the for profit day care center.
Further, it is expected that the nearby retirement community would generate volunteer mentors and
tutors to help out at the schools.

There are also many opportunities for partnering that focus on curriculum rather than facilities. The City
of Boston has a program called the Health Education and Careers Network that students can experience



"pathway courses" that allow students to check out careers in a huge variety of health fields. Partners
include the visiting nurse associations, American Red Cross, area hospitals, EMT programs, rehab
centers, etc. Other examples of partnership between corporate enterprise and public education include
the Henry Ford Academy, a partnership between Ford and the Wayne County Michigan Public School
system established more than 10 years ago. The Subcommittee strongly supports this type of
collaboration and partnership in our local San Diego community.

The Subcommittee and Mark Price contacted many potential partners for the District to determine the
viability of a PPP or joint development for an Alpine high school. What follows is a summary of the
names of persons spoken to and the subjects of potential PPP and joint development projects that were
discussed.

• Brad Bailey is the Chair of the Alpine Planning Group Parks Subcommittee. The
APG/County of San Diego has over $300,000.00 in the parks fund for Alpine. By the time
the school gets built it could easily be over $1 million.

• Bill Garrett is a contact regarding joint use/health careers with Grossmont Cuyamaca.

• Barry Jantz is a contact for coordination/joint use/etc. with Grossmont Hospital for a
health/nursing program.

• Alpine Library Friends Association (ALFA President Gary Weinstein) is committed to the
construction of a new library in Alpine. Approved plans exist for a new library on the
Alpine Community Center site. ALFA with widespread community support from the
people of Alpine and a generous contribution from Supervisor Jacob raised $1.3 million
in funds and pledges to provide the 1/3 contribution needed to receive the
2/3 matching funds under the Prop 14 and then Prop. 81 library bonds.
Unfortunately, Prop 81 failed in 2006. One of the criteria to receive matching funds is
joint use with another public entity. ALFA would therefore welcome discussions of
future possible joint venture projects, possibly at a high school site, which would assist
in funding a new library in Alpine.

• Moana Miller is the overall AUSD tribal coordinator/point of contact. She is a contact
for determining whether the Tribal Nations have any interest in contributing to the
school. Her contacts at Viejas are: Charlote Ochique (cochiqui@viejas.org) and her
support staff, Brenda Montero (bmontero@viejas nsn.gov).

• There appears to be interest for a joint use pool and performing arts center in Alpine.
Both were talked about with the Alpine Community Center.



• Sheila Krtoz of San Ysidro High School is a contact for building a joint health science
program with a community college. They have both a dental hygienist and law
enforcement program tied with high schools. Ms. Cross helped set up a program in San
Ysidro with Southwestern College that we could use as a model for a program in Alpine
with Grossmont College. Another contact for the school’s Nurse Week Celebration and
Summer Health Academy is Anita F.S. Holt, RN MSN PHN, School Nurse, San Ysidro High
School, (619) 710 2302, anita.holt@suhsd.k12.ca.us.

• Dr. Angelica Suarez, Dean, Southwestern College Higher Education Center at San Ysidro
and an East County resident has offered her assistance in the structuring of curriculum
for the Alpine High School. Her expertise is in high school/community college
collaboration.

• Pat Price, a subcommittee member is a contact for a program that was discussed with a
contractor for El Capitan High School involving a construction trades vocational
program. Matt Adams of the San Diego Building Industry Association is another
potential contact for a jointly developed high school construction program.

In conclusion, the Subcommittee strongly recommends that the District utilize joint development and
partnering projects for the new high school in order to close the funding gap, increase student interest
in the curriculum, and provide more opportunities for community involvement.

_____________________________

6 See, www.thehaskellco.com. 

7 “Customer Focus,” A Gilbane Properties Inc. Publication, Volume iii. 

8 Anne Gonzales, “Builder Turns Landlord in School Construction Plan,” Sacramento Business Journal, July, 25, 2003. 

9 See, http://ncppp.org/cases/stafford.shtml
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I. Introduction

The GUHSD Bond Advisory Commission Finance Subcommittee (“BAC FSC”) met six times between
March 5 and May 21, 2007. Copies of the Subcommittee’s agendas and meeting summaries will be
provided to the Grossmont Union High School District (“District”) to be kept as part of the public record.
All meetings were noticed and held in compliance with the Brown Act. In between the Subcommittee
meetings small working groups met to develop themes and work on specific tasks.

Members of the public from throughout the District were given notice of the Subcommittee’s work and
the opportunity to sign up as a member or attend the meetings. Members of the Subcommittee were:

George Barnett: Retired operating executive of a private international oil company. Alpine Resident.

Sal Casamassima, J.D.: Retired patent lawyer and former General Counsel of the Exxon Mobil Houston
Research Center. Recent past president of Rancho Palo Verde’s HOA. Alpine resident.

Neville Connell, Ph.D: Retired. Former Director at Xerox’s Palo Alto Research Center. Alpine resident.

Ariel Kagan, Vice Chair: Accountant in private firm with former construction accounting experience.
Lakeside resident. Unfortunately due to family illness Mr. Kagan had to discontinue his involvement
after the first few meetings.

George Mason: Retired. Former practicing accountant in New Jersey. Alpine resident.

Jennifer Mitchell Soussloff:

Todd Nielsen: Electrical engineer. President of Gunnar Corporation, engineering sales consultancy.
Alpine resident.

James G. Perkins, Ph.D, Chair: Chief Operating Officer for Procopio, Cory, Hargreaves & Savitch, LLP,
San Diego business law firm. Alpine resident.

Max Robinson: Alpine resident.

Steve Taylor: Senior Energy Administrator, SEMPRE. Alpine resident.

Patrick Waters, J.D., Vice Chair: Deputy General Counsel for Novatel Wireless Inc, a publicly traded
telecommunications company in San Diego. Following the resignation of Mr. Kagan from the
Subcommittee Mr. Waters acted as the voting Vice Chair. Alpine resident.



Gary Wells: Accountant and Program Manager for San Diego Health and Human Services Agency.
Alpine resident.

Stephanie Wells: Founder and Executive Director of Southern California Center for Youth, Nature & The
Arts, Inc. Alpine resident.

Jim Werland: Senior Electrical Engineer, Northrop Grumman Corp. Alpine resident.

Eric Wray: Human Resources Generalist with EMD Chemicals. Trustee of Alpine Union School District.
Alpine resident.

The mission of the Finance Subcommittee (“FSC”) was defined by the District Board of Trustees
(“Board”) to be:

“The Finance Subcommittee will investigate all possible funding options for the 12th high school as well
as the remaining repairs and renovations as outlined in the Bond. They will be instructed to review
ongoing bond expenditures and investigate all available State matching funds as well as any other
possible sources. They will present to the Commission all possible funding sources and options.”

Prior to the first Bond Advisory Commission (“BAC”) meeting Messrs. Perkins, Kagan and Waters
developed an initial Subcommittee “Action Plan” that was disseminated to the BAC members and the
public at that meeting. This initial action plan is appended to this report as Appendix A.

In the first few weeks of operation, following the first action plan steps, the Subcommittee developed an
initial report and five (5) recommendations (see Appendix B “Initial Report”) that was presented to the
BAC on March 29th. All of these initial recommendations were approved by the BAC and subsequently
presented to the Board at a special April 16th Board meeting. At this meeting the Board directed the
District Staff (“Staff”) to study the recommendations and come back to the Board with their comments
at the May 10th regular Board meeting. The Staff comments, their revised recommendations and the
FSC’s responses are detailed in Appendix C. At the May 10th Board meeting all of the FSC’s initial
recommendations, with minor revisions, were approved.



Summarizing the five recommendations:

Recommendation #1: The Board should commit to a “we can make it happen” mentality and as a show
of good faith in this regard establish a “High School Reserve Sinking Fund” with an initial deposit of $65
million. As expenditures for the High School are made the fund would be decreased by the expenditure
amount.

Approved with change that the term “Sinking Fund” was struck and the Reserve was to be
available for the remaining unscheduled repairs and renovations and the new High School.

Recommendation #2: The District should divide Phase 3B into “new” 3B and a 3C. Phase 3C would
consist of the last one third of the projects considered from a priority importance. It would certainly
include those projects presently in Phase 3B that were not listed in the bond text.

Approved. The present Phase 3B will be divided into a new Phase 3B R and new Phase 3C.

Recommendation #3: Appoint an Independent Project Construction Expert (“PCE”) that Reports Directly
to the Board.

Approved with slight reporting revision and decision to hire an outside construction management
services firm. A Request for Proposal (“RFP”) is being developed.

Recommendation #4: The Board should accept that a “paradigm shift” needs to take place, along with
the appointment of a PCE, in evaluating & implementing a creative execution for the three major discreet
Prop H components. They should thus embrace the following initiatives immediately.

A. Renovation & Modernization Already underway (Phase 2B nearing release to the bid phase)
needs to have current bid specs thoroughly reviewed for thoroughness and conformity with the
Bond text as well as all selected prime sub contracts continually reviewed for productivity
improvements & cost savings.

B. New Science Labs/Classrooms ( if built ) To go to an "all new route" and consider separate
design/bid/build construction delivery vehicle options. CM at risk, for example.

C. New Alpine/Blossom Valley High School. Seriously start evaluating a "lease leaseback"
approach for gross/max pricing, construction cost savings plus extended

Agreed with caveat that all construction delivery methods will be reviewed with new
construction management firm (PCE) when appointed.



Recommendation #5: As soon as possible the Board should implement a website schedule that tracks
the construction phases and percentage of completion to allow the greatest amount of transparency to
voters and District employees and parents.
Approved and being implemented.

Throughout this final report references will be made to these first five (5) recommendations as they
were the major foundation building blocks for all the subsequent work that is presented in this final
report. New recommendations made in this report will be numbered starting with #6, to run
sequentially with the first five (5) above. It should also be stated that this report will not reproduce
information used in the initial report except it will reference it in appendices and supplement it where
deemed necessary. At this juncture however it is worth mentioning a comment from our initial report
that refers to construction costs. The major reason that the BAC was formed was to review issues that
have developed primarily because of these cost increases. The following is quoted from the initial
report.

“Problem I. School construction costs have increased 35 40% since the development of the original 2003
Facilities Master Plan.

That is about 20% 25% over and above the budgeted increases used in 2003. Thus the original $400
million required capital expenditure has become approximately $480 $500 million, with no other
impacts considered. The construction cost increase is the prime reason for the present problem. With
the repayment of the COP debt the “effective” bond amount of $370 million obviously will not “fit” into
$500 million!”

Regardless, we are convinced that the Board can achieve all the promises and objectives set out in Prop
H and it is in this spirit of “we can make it happen” that we have written this final report.
As we stated in our first recommendation (#1)

The Board should commit to a “we can make it happen” mentality

The solutions and recommendations presented in this report, centered on the plan to obtain a Prop H
bond extension as early as possible, can lead to the fulfillment of all the promises made to the
students, their parents and taxpayers of the Grossmont Union High School District. Failure to do so
should not be an option. The BAC FSC stands ready to help in any way possible going forward.



II. Scope of the Study

This report details the Subcommittee’s work since the first BAC meeting on February 20th and covers
work that was not reported in our initial report (Appendix B) as well as subsequent information.
References herein to “we”, “us” and “our” refer to the FSC or subsets thereof. We would like to stress
that all the recommendations herein are necessarily qualified by the compressed timeframe within
which we, and the BAC, have been asked to operate. In addition, it is important to underscore that we
have undertaken this assignment with a view to Prop H and the District as a whole, consistent with the
above Subcommittee mandate, rather than in reference to any one project or geographical area of the
District. The term “Prop H Projects” as used herein refers to all the projects expressly contemplated by
the Prop H bond measure, whether modernization, site acquisition or new construction.

Set forth below is a general list of the resources that we have relied upon and the documents we have
reviewed since February 20, 2007. We would like to note that Messrs. Scott Patterson and Bob Kiesling
as well as other District Staff have been cooperative, constructive and responsive to our requests for
meetings and materials. We do want to comment however that requests that were for typical project
management information were sometimes very late in being provided due to the fact that they had to
be prepared by the outside managers (HMC, for example). As stated in our initial report:

There is no central, District owned project database detailing all physical completion and financial
management on a regular weekly or monthly basis. “Whoever is in control of the database controls the
outcome”. At present it seems to us as if the owner of such database is HMC Architects, the prime
arch/eng firm who also act as Program Managers. Instead it needs to be the District/Board.

This situation must change and hopefully will with the hiring of the new Independent Project
Construction Expert (“PCE”) and the subsequent development of the new combined District/PCE team.
The development of a centrally controlled detailed database of the Facilities Master Plan is an essential
requirement.

a. Meetings with District Personnel or Consultants Thereto

Messrs. Patterson and Kiesling on many occasions.
HMC Architects (“HMC”, the District’s Architect/Eng Firm) and Erickson Hall (its
Construction Manager –“CM”).
School Advisors, Inc. (a wholly owned subsidiary of HMC and the District’s state
matching fund consultant).
Essentia LLC (the District’s site selection consultant), in connection with site tours.
Stone & Youngberg (the investment bank that underwrote the Prop H bond issuances).



b. Meetings with Non District Personnel

Several firms engaged in school construction management.
Individuals from other school districts and the County experienced in similar bond
spending projects.
Professionals experienced in negotiating lease leaseback public school construction.
Professionals engaged in public school finance in California.

c. Sites Visited

Existing District high schools and anticipated new school sites with District officials and
Trustees
Existing science labs with Bob Kiesling

d. Categories of Documents Reviewed

Various financial and construction management historical reports and expense & cash
flow projections variously sorted and prepared by the District and its consultants.
Modernization and new construction state matching fund eligibility projections, maps
and related materials prepared by School Advisors.
Written contracts between the District and each of HMC and Erickson Hall.
Lease Leaseback Construction Services Agreement, dated November 30, 2006, by and
between Poway Unified High School District and Barnhart, Inc. with respect to the Del
Norte High School Project.
School Facility Program Handbook, dated February 2007, prepared by the California
Office of Public School Construction.
Facilities specs with respect to other planned high schools in San Diego County.
Articles and Reports related to projected school age eligible population in East County in
coming years.
Official Statement bond prospectuses with respect to the District’s two general
obligation bond issuances to date pursuant to Prop H.
Official Statements and materials related to Certificates of Participation (COP) and
municipal debt instruments related thereto.
Comparative data with respect to other California school financings.
Historical figures regarding growth of the aggregate assessed value of taxable real
property located in the District (1979 2006).
Projections as related to availability of bond extension financing prepared by Stone &
Youngberg.
Related publicly available articles and reports.



III. The Needs Road Map – A Financial Overview

A. Overall Summary of Needs and the “Must”, “Should” and “Want To” Do List:

To track the financial needs and commitments made since the inception of the program to modernize
the existing schools and consider the building of a new 12th high school (“HS”) in the District it is useful
to try to tie the projects since 2003/2004 into four major categories:

1. The Base Long Range Facilities Master Plan (“Base LRFMP”). As defined originally by a District
led team. Total $299,000,000 at 2003/2004 dollars.

2. The Modified Long Range Facilities Master Plan (“Modified LRFMP”). This is the Base LRFMP
plus the additional estimated costs of the Certifications of Participation (“COP”) debt and HS.
Total $394,000,000 at 2003/2004 dollars.

3. The Bond Text Program (“Bond Text Plan”). Generated by us, this is the Modified LRFMP but
includes only those items that we can specifically assign to the bond text. Total $332,000,000 at
2003/2004 dollars.

4. The “Current Phases” consisting of Phases 1, 2A, 2B, 3A, 3B R, 3C and the HS. $577,000,000
at 2006 and future dollars.

It was in the original Base LRFMP that the terms “must do”, “should do” and “want to do” were applied
to the desired repairs and renovations (“R&R”) for all the District’s schools. There has been much
debate as to whether the District has kept true to these original terms and as to how the planned
Current Phases today reflect that original Base LRFMP. In this review we have attempted to find a “Road
Map” from the Base LRFMP to the Current Phases and answer some of those questions.

Exhibit 1 compares Base LRFMP expenditures with the costs of the present Current Phases. Costs are at
the original 2003/2004 estimates for the Base LRFMP and at today’s actual and estimated for the
Current Phases (titled the May 2007 Administration Spending Plan in the exhibit). As stated above the
original costs contemplated were about $299,000,000 for R&R and about $394,000,000 when adding
the COP and HS (which is the Modified LRFMP). It seems that to do all projects contemplated (the
Current Phases per above) will cost today about $600,000,000 (the $577,000.000 listed in the Current
Phases plus additional work not listed), an approximate 50% increase from the Modified LRFMP
estimated costs.

Segregating the R&R separate from (i) the Certificates of Participation (“COP”), (ii) the HS and (iii) the
program management costs, shows that over time the costs of the “Must” work has become a much
greater portion of the total due to the cutting of the “Want To” work both in terms of percentage
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increases and percentage of the total. In fact, the R&R work has increased more (44%) than the total of
the COP and the HS (35%). This relative percentage increase in the R&R work versus the COP and HS
costs contradicts the view that the plan to build a HS somehow has seriously eroded the R&R “share”. In
fact, to the contrary, given that the HS was always part of both the Modified LRFMP and the Bond Text
Plan the R&R “share” has not only been maintained but increased. There is a certain lack of “fairness”
to the argument that the HS should not be in the “present plans” due to the overall cost increases.

In actual dollars the “Must” costs have increased from $48,000,000 to $108,000,000. The “Should” costs
have increased from $142,000,000 to $250,000,000. The “Want To” listed projects still exist with an
estimated total of $25,000,000 versus the original $109,000,000. It should be noted that work not
explicitly in the Base LRFMP, along with scope changes, totals about $46,000,000.

Using some of the latest new high school cost data and by adjusting the student population by campus,
we have estimated the current replacement costs (excluding land and land improvements solely for
illustration purposes) for each of the 9 comprehensive high schools scheduled for major renovation
(excluding the 2 newer schools, West Hills and Steele Canyon). As we see by reviewing Exhibit 1
spending on Helix & El Cajon will approach 60% of an all new facility, Grossmont 55%, El Capitan and
Monte Vista 54%. On average, the planned R&R spending on the nine (9) schools represents about 50%
of an all new build.

To us this overall $570,000,000 $600,000,000 undertaking is a stunning project in complexity and
depth. Nine (9) major comprehensive high school rebuilds (including all new science complexes), a new
comprehensive high school, and significant renovations at six (6) other facilities demands that all the
necessary professional expertise and support is brought to bear for the Prop H project management if
success is to be achieved. It is this fact that shapes our recommendations concerning project
management and organization (see Recommendation #6 concerning construction management
organization).

Also a study of Exhibit 1 shows that the 50% of the school buildings that are not planned for renovations
totals about $400,000,000 at today’s replacement costs (this is not the actual depreciated asset value
today). It is fair to say that these buildings will need to be modernized or replaced over the next 15 20
years and this total cost, assuming reasonable construction cost inflation, could well exceed
$500,000,000. This certainly then begs the question as to whether several new schools should be
planned in the coming 15 20 years, as opposed to continuing major renovation programs after Prop H
construction has been completed. Although not the mission of the BAC FSC to review or study this long



term issue it is obvious to us that there should be a movement to set up a blue ribbon commission to
look at the long term (15 20 years) financial capital needs of the District, especially with a focus on
whether the next major bond issue (Prop I?) should be focused on repair and renovations and/or the
wholesale replacement of several existing schools.

Appendix D takes a further preliminary analytical look at this very difficult topic.

B. The Detailed Needs Road Map Matrix:

As a development of Exhibit 1 we have attempted to analyze the detailed changes in the projects as the
District has moved from the Base LRFMP, through the Modified LRFMP and the Bond Text Plan to reach
today’s version of a “Master Plan” (called the Current Phases). What follows is our analysis, cautioned
by the fact that we are not commentating on the virtue/rationale for scope and or changes since the
Base LRFMP was determined. This Road Map, as we have termed the process, is our attempt to provide
a high level process to be picked up by the Citizens Bond Oversight Committee (“CBOC”) for over seeing
all the work going forward (see Recommendation #7 concerning CBOC oversight). The Road Map also
provides a management process that the District and its agents and contractors can follow for the
purposes of transparent communications with tax payer/voters and other Prop H stakeholders.

The Road Map consists of three key spreadsheets, labeled as Exhibits 2, 3 and 4. Each exhibit presents
the needs by campus, re categorized by the major work elements specified in the actual detail Prop H
bond text for each campus. The tables are all color coded to show which work was intended to be must,
should and want to do. Where reconciliations could not be totally made (less than 2% of the total
anticipated spending), the information is shown with diagonal hash marks.

Exhibit 2: The Modified Long Range Facilities Master Plan $394,000,000:

Note: Produced by the BAC Finance Subcommittee based on the original LRFMP and update, October
2003.

The Modified LRFMP was prepared in 2003/2004 by a District led team involving the
architects/engineers. Its purpose was to work with each individual campus to determine a
comprehensive and prioritized renovation and modernization needs list. As stated above the needs
were categorized by “must do”, “should do” and “want to do”. The total money values add up to
$394,000,000. Whether by intention or serendipity, this amount is about the same as the District
thought it could raise through bonding at the maximum permissible levels, plus money available from
state matching funds.
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It is apparent that certain work items included in today’s program were not at all contemplated by, or
included in, the Modified LRFMP. These include:

Providing covered walkways;
Installing new ‘wet’ utilities (water, sewers, etc.);
Repairing electrical utilities, which had a “should do” priority; not a “must do”; and
Not every campus had the same priority for the same work category. For example, repairing
and renovating classrooms, and replacing portable classrooms, did not carry the same priority
across every campus.

The Modified LRFMP (cost pricing based on now nearly 4 year old information) showed some
$47,000,000 (12%) for “must do” work, $153,000,000 (40%) was categorized as “should do” and
$92,000,000 (23%) as “want to do”. Nearly $100,000,000 (25%) was work not specifically in the Base
LRFMP; including paying off the COP debt and for building a new high school – work intended to be
done but not listed within the Base LRFMP. The Base or Modified LRFMPs were not explicitly the Prop H
basis.

Exhibit 3: The Bond Text Plan $332,000,000:

Note: Produced by the BAC Finance Subcommittee based on the Prop H Bond text.

It appears that at about the time Prop H was moving towards the ballot and then after voter approval,
cost escalation pressures came to bear. The District appears, without a lot of transparency and over
subsequent periods, to have amended the Base/Modified LRFMP work lists so as to cut elements to the
original Base and Modified Plans. The major changes were;

Cutting back on the replacement of portable classrooms;
Cutting items for new equipment and furnishings;
Cutting upgrades for physical education and sports facilities; and
Cutting site drainage, landscaping and ADA improvements.

These changes stripped about $60,000,000 out of the total projected Modified LRFMP costs; but the
savings eventually were not to be realized because of cost escalations in other work items. It seems that
“must do” items were reduced by about 10% to $42,000,000; “should do” by about 10% to
$140,000,000 and “want to do” by nearly 50% to $48,000,000. The District had publicly maintained that
the “want to do” caption was gone all together in the effort to cut out the lowest priority work, however
that seems to not have been the case at the time.



Moreover, these work item eliminations seem to have had the affect of appreciably reducing
Base/Modified LRFMP funding for some of the oldest campuses (El Cajon Valley by 40% and Santana by
35%). That process is worrisome if the campuses concerned had no role in the process or if they were
unaware of what appeared to be major scope changes.

Post Prop H Bond Passage:

Immediately after Prop H was passed the District moved to pay off the COP debt, knowing at that time it
would be facing construction cost increases and a potential large revenue shortfall. Decisions were also
made to completely replace electrical and “wet” infrastructure across the District for safety reasons
(work mostly completed by the end of 2006). The premise of Prop H was repair and renovation of utility
infrastructure, not its replacement. Replacement might have been the “correct” decision, but like
paying off the COP it represented a major change in scope relative to the Base/Modified LRFMPs and
the Bond Text Plan. These decisions consumed perhaps $50,000,000 right out of the revenues at a time
when severe revenue shortfalls were being forecast.

Our issue is not with the decisions, but with apparent lack of transparency and lack of full information
flow to taxpayer/voters and perhaps even to the Board of Trustees (see Recommendation #7).

At this same time other significant scope changes were in flux; such as:

The Homestead/Frontier complex was scheduled for modest repair and renovation in the
Base/Modified LRFMPs and in the Bond Text Plan. However due to losing its lease, the facility
may have to be moved. Homestead’s $8,000,000 relocation costs have been both “in” and
“out” of the Prop H work; sometimes listed as being paid by Prop H bond funds, and sometimes
proposed to be paid by other revenue streams.

The District’s Office at Grossmont High School was scheduled for ADA improvements in the
LRFMP and in the Bond Text Plan. But there now is a proposal to build a new office; with
funding still unclear.

The Homestead relocation and the “new” District office could be funded by revenues such as developer
and redevelopment fees. Those accounts currently total about $11,000,000 and could grow by another
$6,000,000 or more across the Prop H project life (see Section IV – Available Revenue and Funding
Sources).
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Exhibit 4: The Current Phases Plan $577,000,000:

Note: Produced by the District and HMC Arch/Eng after request and suggestion by the BAC Finance
Subcommittee.

The District and its architects/engineer have provided another re estimate of the Prop H work. Exhibit 4
lays out the re estimate in the bond text format and again overlays what work was once intended to be
“must do”,“should do” and “want to do”. Work that is not in the Base/Modified LRFMP and/or the Bond
Text Plan (such as wet utilities and covered walkways) is also shown.

The Current Phases suggests that all the final work will cost 45% more than anticipated in the Modified
LRFMP implying the increases are solely due to cost escalation. This is deceptive as there are additional
significant scope changes in flux;

All new science complexes will be built instead of repairing and renovating the existing ones;
Renovating multi purpose rooms, gyms and field houses have been slashed;
Upgrading physical education facilities have been further slashed; and
A “Program Management” caption has been added to cover the costs of “managing” the Prop H
project which, in light of the current staffing, seems generous.

Further, the Current Phases re estimate suggests that these work items have been deleted:

Replacing and/or re roofing school buildings; and
Painting building exteriors.

However, the District suggests that ‘new’ state funding for “Deferred Maintenance” is available for
roofing and painting. The District had removed these work items from the Prop H work list, based on a
previous philosophy of accounting (apparently at the suggestion of the CBOC). If there is new funding,
we believe it should be shown. For transparency’s sake, the roofing and painting work shouldn’t be
“deleted” because doing so is confusing (see the last paragraph in Section IVA on this philosophy of
reporting issue).

Current estimates, while still incompletely detailed but being driven throughout the BAC’s 100 day life
by the FSC’s new format based on the bond text, indicate that by now the “want to do” work has been
considerably trimmed (now representing 4% of the total down from 23%). The “must do” work has
been preserved (increasing dramatically to 23%, up from 12%). The “should do” work is up notionally to
43% from 40%. Work not explicitly in the Base LRFMP (30% up from 25% and principally the COP pay
off, the new high school plus the new allocations for general program management) remain in
proportion.



Ex
hi
bi
t4



Stakeholders primarily interested in completing the “must do" work benefit substantially from the series
of trimmings that the District made to the “want to do” work scope. Other stakeholders’ interests
remain in proportion to the original LRFMP and bond text intentions.

Tracking all the various projects from the original Base LRFMP to the present has been very difficult, and
is still imprecise. There have been many, many changes over the past 3 years. If nothing else our
attempt at putting together this Road Map should motivate the Staff, Board and the CBOC to go forward
with full transparency and great attention to detail with any project changes. There has not been a true
detailed Master Plan from inception. It is imperative that one of the first undertakings of the new
PCE/Program Manager entity (approved by the Board) will be to produce a new detailed Prop H Program
Master Plan and keep it updated daily.



IV. Available Revenue and Funding Sources

A. Available Funds With Bond Extension:

As stated in the Introduction, a Prop H bond extension is not only very doable but is essential if all the
promises made are to be kept and all the required repairs, renovations and new construction are to be
completed.

In this section we delineate the available funding sources we have ascertained can be used on the Prop
H modernization and new construction projects. It should be noted that there is little, if any,
disagreement between us and the Staff as to the dollar amount of these funds or whether they can be
used for Prop H projects. Nearly all the amounts shown have been taken from Staff estimates. There is
however disagreement as to whether the funds marked with an asterisk (*) will be so used on Prop H
projects. Given the fact that (a) the repayment of the COP eliminated about $30,000,000 from being
used for modernization and new construction and (b) the unforeseen construction cost increases have
been at almost 40%, it is a recommendation of this Subcommittee (see Section VII Conclusions and Final
Recommendations) that the Board expressly confirm at a duly convened Board meeting that all the
funds listed below are specifically earmarked solely for Prop H projects and they can only be withdrawn
from such consideration, at some future date, only by a majority vote of the Board (see
Recommendation #8) and in no other manner. These funds cannot be withdrawn from Prop H
consideration by the Staff alone. These are not ordinary times!

Available Funds Amount

Bond Receipts $274,000,000

Modernization Match $108,000,000

New Construction Match $32,400,000

Bond Extension $70,000,000

Extension Match $12,500,000

Bond Interest $22,600,000

COP $0

Developer Fees * $10,000,000



Redevelopment Funds * $5,900,000

Deferred Maintenance (Roofing) $7,300,000

Deferred Maintenance (Painting) $6,800,000

Sale of Excess Property * $6,500,000

New HS Land/Site Prep Match $10,000,000

Joint Use Education $0

Joint Use Community $0

Private Donors $0

Misc. $100,000

TOTAL OF AVAILABLE FUNDS WITH BOND EXTENSION

$566,100,000

1. Bond Receipts: At present a total of $186,000,000 of bond receipts have been received, via two
tranches. The third tranche of $88,000,000 is expected to be received in the second quarter of
2008 (“Q2 2008”).

2. Modernization and New Construction Matches: The estimated amounts are the recent
calculations of available State match monies performed by the outside consultant used by the
District. With the planned new science labs (Phase 3A) approximately $18,000,000 of new
construction match money will be used. This will leave about $14,000,000 available for HS use.

3. Bond Extension: In late 2003 and early 2004, the District and its financial advisors examined the
total assessed value of the combined taxable real property located in the District and reached
several conclusions for the purpose of determining how to raise money for the Prop H Projects.
The District concluded that it could borrow approximately $274 million from institutional
lenders by issuing to those lenders fixed rate interest bearing general obligation bonds. As
approved by District voters in 2004, the original plan was for the District to pay off this debt by
having the San Diego County Tax Assessor levy a tax on each parcel of taxable real property
located in the District. The District originally estimated that it could repay the $274 million
(together with accumulated interest thereon) by imposing an annual property tax of
approximately $28 for each $100,000 in assessed real property value through the year 2035.



That is what the District told the voters it would need to do, and that is what a majority of the
voters themselves elected to do in the 2004 Prop H election. Fortunately, in hindsight, the
District and its advisors underestimated the growth, since 2004, in the total assessed value of
the combined taxable real property located in the District. Since 2004, that value has grown
more than anyone had anticipated when Prop H was originally structured. As a result, the
District (and the County Tax Assessor) have concluded, in each year since 2004, that they did not
need to tax each parcel of real property at the rate of $28 per $100,000 of assessed valuation,
but instead could raise sufficient money in order to make the required bond payments by taxing
District property owners at a reduced rate. This has been an unexpected positive financial
development for property taxpayers in the District. So, for example, in 2005, property taxes for
the Prop H Projects were approximately $26.65 per $100,000. In 2006, they declined to
approximately $23.18, and in 2007 they are about $21.20 per $100,000 in assessed value.

This higher than anticipated increase in assessed valuation is extremely important (and
extremely fortuitous) in light of the unanticipated increase in school construction costs. It
means that, provided that District voters so approve in a subsequent election, the District could
raise on the order of an additional $70 million by setting annual property taxes until 2035 at
about $2 per $100,000 more than they otherwise would be but still less than the originally
projected $28 per $100,000. (See Appendix E). To do this, it would require 4 additional years of
Prop H property taxes at the back end (from 2036 2039) during which annual tax payments
would continue to be the same as they were through 2035. It is important to add, however (and
this has always been the case) that the actual annual dollar amount that taxpayers will be paying
in real dollars will continue to decline due to the unavoidable effects of monetary inflation
generally. Accordingly, District taxpayers will be paying off the debt with cheaper and cheaper
dollars over time. So, a few extra dollars per year to complete all the Prop H Projects will be
even less significant when those few extra dollars per year are paid 20 or 30 years from now.

4. Bond Extension Match: With the original bond of $274,000,000 an additional $140,000,000
(about 51% of the original bond amount) will be available with State matching funds. With a
bond extension the amount of new matching funds is uncertain and will probably be at a much
less match percentage as was the case with the original bond. For our calculations we have
used a conservative percentage of about one third of the original match percentage (18%
versus 51%).

5. Bond Interest: We use the actual bond interest received through Q1 2007, plus the District
Staff’s estimates through Q2 2008, plus our estimates through the end of the Prop H program
based on our calculation of available excess cash. Our estimates assume that the District will
continue to earn what it is currently earning in interest on the Prop H bond proceeds that it has
on hand.

6. COP: For these purposes we assume no new COP will be issued.



7. Developer Fees and Redevelopment Funds: We use the Staff estimates of present and future
funds available.

8. Deferred Maintenance: The Staff has found non Prop H deferred maintenance funds available
for certain Prop H roofing and painting projects. The estimates used here are also those given
by the Staff.

9. Sale of Excess Property: Estimate for sale of site at Valhalla is based on valuations offered by the
Staff in February 2007.

10. New HS Land/Site Prep Match: Estimated at about 50% of new HS cost of land and certain site
preparation work.

11. Joint Use: The Facilities & Curriculum Subcommittee addressed possible joint use opportunities
without being able to identify any actual amounts of money that could be counted on, thus we
have assumed $0.

12. Private Donors: It is possible that, when a HS is near to or has broken ground, there will be
opportunities for private money. As none can be seen as “committed” at this time then, as with
the case of joint use monies, we assume $0.

13. Miscellaneous: This amount is from the Staff regarding additional revenues to date, from
unidentified sources. No additional amount has been added.

Regarding an important process and “transparency” issue there is, as indicated previously, a philosophy
difference between the Staff and us regarding the listing of available funds for Prop H projects. We
recommend that ALL possible revenue sources be listed, as above, just as we recommend that ALL
expenditures be listed (as in Section V below). The Board, the CBOC and the public all need to be able to
see and identify ALL sources and ALL expenditures. For example, with the deferred maintenance items
above the Staff would prefer to not show funds used for the roofing and painting, and would also not
show the corresponding expenditures. While it makes no cash flow differences (except for timing) it can
lead to false impressions. For example, looking at the present “Cost Matrix” on the District website one
would see that there are no costs shown against “roofing”. This could lead to the inaccurate conclusion
that roofing was not going to be done.

The Staff has recently stated to us that, with the exception of those items listed above, they are not
aware of any other non Prop H funds that could/would be used on Prop H projects.

B. Available Funds Without Bond Extension:

The greatest potential negative impact on the available funds is if a bond extension is (a) not approved
by the Board and/or (b) rejected by the voters. In this case we will have a shortfall of approximately



$80,000,000 $85,000,000 compared to the available amounts designated in Section IVA above. The
total available of $566,000,000 therefore would become approximately $485,000,000. The scenarios
concerning options without a bond extension are discussed in Section V below.



V. Expenditures, Timeline and Cash Flow Model

In this section we detail all the actual spent costs to date and the estimated costs as of today associated
with the Prop H program implementation, the timetable of the implementation, the cash flow taking
into account the funding available in Section IV above, and analysis regarding any negative impacts with
funding sources and costs that could occur.

A. Expenditures:

Note that we include costs for completion of the total Prop H program, including a new HS. All
construction cost estimates listed as 2/07 and 5/07 are those provided by the present Program Manager
(HMC), in February 2007 and May 2007, and Staff. Going forward from Q2 2007 all these estimates have
an annual cost of materials increase of 7% built in.

Expense Items 2/07 Est. Amount 5/07 Est. Amount

Phase 1/2A (incl COP) $110,000,000 $105,000,000

Phase 2B $100,000,000 $120,000,000

Phase 3A (New Science Labs) $74,000,000 $63,000,000

Phase 3B R ** $60,000,000 $60,000,000

Phase 3C ** $85,000,000 $111,000,000

Roofing & Painting (included in 2B) $14,000,000

Homestead (included in 3A) $8,000,000

Subtotal of Phases $429,000,000 $481,000,000

Program Level Costs $19,000,000 $19,000,000

HS Land EIR/Site Prep/Legal in HS total estimate in HS total estimate

HS Land Purchase in HS total estimate in HS total estimate

HS Lease/Cost of HS $100,000,000 $100,000,000

TOTAL HMC EXPENSES ESTIMATES $548,000,000 $600,000,000



** Phases 3B R and 3C are the “old Phase 3B”. The exact projects in 3B R have yet to be
decided but will, we are told, total about $60,000,000.

Note that Phase 1/2A includes the COP pay off amount of $28,600,000. Also in the 2/07 estimates the
Homestead amount of $8,000,000 was included in the Phase 3A summaries. The HMC 2/07 estimates
were the ones used and indicated in the February 14, 2007 memo from Patterson/Ryan to the Board
(see Appendix F). These amounts were also reconciled by us with the HMC summary estimates of
2/26/07 and also in meetings in March with Patterson/Kiesling and HMC and were the ones used as the
basis of our initial report (Appendix B) which was reviewed by the District Staff.

It is somewhat disturbing then that we received May estimates from HMC (dated 5/2/07) that show an
increase of Phases 3B R and 3C (the old Phase 3B) from about $145,000,000 to $171,000,000 and a
statement from the Staff that the roofing/painting and Homestead work needs to be added such that
the new “Sub Total of Current Phases” is $481,000,000 not the $429,000,000 we had been using from
February onwards. This amounts to an increase in estimates of about $50,000,000 in just a matter of
weeks with no reconciling data. This is another example of why there is an immediate need for a
detailed Facilities Master Plan database to be developed.

So what do we use for our cost estimates? The HMC estimates are widely moving targets. We have
decided to use (1) the HMC 5/07 estimates for Phases 1 through 3B R and the 2/07 estimate of
$85,000,000 for Phase 3C. There is really no rationale for adding $26,000,000 to Phase 3C in just a few
weeks without detailed justification or reconciliation to the previous estimates. We have also accepted
that the roofing/painting/Homestead numbers need to be added. We think this approach, given the
present level of knowledge about future estimates and until a more sophisticated estimating database is
forthcoming, is both prudent and sensible.

Thus for our cash flow analysis we use the following expenditure estimates:

Expense Items BAC FSC Est. Amount

Phase 1/2A (incl COP) $105,000,000

Phase 2B $120,000,000

Phase 3A (New Science Labs) $63,000,000

Phase 3B R ** $60,000,000

Phase 3C ** $85,000,000

Roofing & Painting $14,000,000



Homestead $8,000,000

Subtotal of Phases $455,000,000

Clawback of contingency fees ($11,000,000)

Program Level Costs $19,000,000

HS Land EIR/Site Prep/Legal $15,000,000

HS Land Purchase $10,000,000

HS Lease/Cost of HS *** $85,000,000

TOTAL FSC EXPENSES ESTIMATES $573,000,000

TOTAL OF AVAILABLE FUNDS WITH BOND EXTENSION $566,000,000

SHORTFALL OF AVAILABLE FUNDS OVER EXPENDITURES
($7,000,000)

(1) COP: These have effectively been paid off and the amount of $28,600,000 is included in the
Phase 1/2A amounts above.

(2) Phase 1/2A : These phases are about 90% complete and the amount reflects the actual amount
spent.

(3) Phase 2B: This phase has just started to go out to bid (the first 2 3 schools). The costs
associated with this phase will be the first real test of how good the present cost estimates are
for modernization. Includes some of the tail end of Phase 2A.

(4) Phase 3A: This phase consists of new science labs being built at eight (8) existing schools.

(5) Phase 3B R: This phase has an estimated cap of about $60,000,000 but the actual projects are
still being identified as part of the breakdown of the old Phase 3B into the new 3B R and 3C
phases. This breakdown is in response to the Board’s approval of the Subcommittee’s initial
recommendation #2:



(6) Phase 3C: The original Phase 3B had an estimated cost of $145,000,000 so with the new Phase
3B R estimated at $60,000,000 then the Phase 3C estimated cost is $85,000,000.

The BAC R&R Subcommittee and the CBOC have key roles to play in deciding the priorities in
these two phases (3B R and 3C).

(7) Clawback of Contingency Fees: The construction estimates detailed above all have a
contingency of 10% added to them as a safety valve. While the practice of adding 10% for
estimating might be standard practice the District should challenge itself to make sure that it
comes in under this percentage. They have certainly done that in Phases 1 and 2A so far
(reportedly change orders at about 5% over the original estimate). Industry standard for “well
managed” school projects is change orders in the 5% – 8 % range for modernization projects and
3% 5% for new construction. To quote one major school builder recently “if I am over 3% then
fire me”! We have used a contingency factor of 6.5% throughout the modernization and new
construction and the “clawback” is thus 3.5% of appropriate costs and is estimated at about
$11,000,000,

(8) Program Level Costs: This estimate for the Prop H duration is from the Staff and breaks down
approximately as follows:

Fiscal Services District Staff $1,000,000

Facilities Management District Staff $2,300,000

IS & Tech Services District Staff $60,000

Additional Program Support $1,000,000

Control System Software & Support $500,000

Program Manager/Master Arch $6,300,000

School Advisors $1,050,000

Communications $500,000

Advertising & Printing $1,200,000

Bond Trailer & Equipment $250,000

Labor Compliance $900,000

Legal Fees $1,200,000



Unallocated PMO Budget $2,800,000

Total $19,000,000

Note: District Staff are charged at 80% of salary & benefits.

If not already done so we recommend that the CBOC (see recommendation #7) investigate all
these costs. With the advent of a new PCE/Program Manager and construction team their
validity needs to be conclusively determined. For example, how much per category has already
been spent? We have not had time to determine that.

(9) HS Land EIR/Site Prep/Legal: This estimate is based on recent average estimates for schools of
similar size.

(10) HS Land Purchase: At present three (3) sites have been selected for Environmental Impact
Studies (EIRs). We have used the present best average estimate of land cost.

( 11) HS Lease/Cost of HS: Although the Facilities Subcommittee did not recommend an initial
student size of the new HS we have used for cost estimates a build of an initial campus for 1,500
students with a footprint that would allow expansion to 2,000 – 2,400 students at an appropriate
time in the future. We have used the latest estimates based on recent new high schools built (or
being built) in the area and an escalation of 7% per year, and a build start in 2010. Our assumptions
include the following facilities for the school.

Administration, Library, Food Service 67,000 sq ft $26,000,000

Gymnasium and Lockers 40,000 sq ft $16,000,000

Toilet Building 2,300 sq ft $1,000,000

Music Complex 8,600 sq ft $3,200,000

Fine Arts Complex 10,200 sq ft $4,000,000

Performing Arts 14,100 sq ft $5,500,000

Classrooms 33,000 sq ft $12,400,000

Science Building 16,500 sq ft $7,000,000

Lunch Shelter 8,000 sq ft $800,000

Stadium $4,000,000



Synthetic Track & Turf $1,100,000

Aquatic Pool & Building $4,000,000

Total $85,000,000

The contracted Poway Del Norte High School is a mirror image of the newly completed Poway Westview
High School. Both are on sites that are comparable to sites for the 12th HS and are excellent examples of
what could be achieved on those sites. This is an aerial photo of the Westview campus.

It has previously been recommended that the 12th HS be designed and built on a lease leaseback
construction method and as such we have estimated the lease payments as being approximately
$1,050,000 per month over an 80–85 month lease.

The cash flow estimates above, with a bond extension, show that all the programs can be completed
with possibly a reduction of about 5% to the Phase 3C projects. However the estimates need to be
refined and a very detailed Master Plan produced as soon as possible to stop the wide fluctuations as
has been evidenced in the recent HMC estimates.

B. Timeline and Cash Flow:

The District has produced a timeline of the implementation of the Current Phases, by school. We have
used this timeline to develop a cash flow analysis that compares the availability of funds (with and
without a bond extension) with the timing of the expenditures. Exhibit 5 shows a compressed timeline
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that collapses the detailed District timeline into an overall project. Phases 2B, 3A, 3B R, 3C and the new
HS are shown on this timetable. Obviously this is a best estimate at this time and could certainly change
based on unforeseen circumstances.

Based on the timeline in Exhibit 5, Exhibit 6 shows the cash flow of planned expenditures, revenues
including the bond extension, available cash at any given time and the “HS/3C Reserve” as approved by
the Board (revised recommendation #1 – see Appendices B and C). The rationale for the Reserve is
detailed in Appendix G. Exhibit 7 shows the same cash flow as in Exhibit 6 but with the revenues
depleted by no bond extension and matching monies (a total decrease of about $83,000,000). With or
without the bond extension monies included the HS/3C reserve fund of $65,000,000 can be maintained
in full until such time as the key decision on the bond extension is made at the end of 2008 or in early
2009.

Exhibit 8 ties both the time line and the cash flow (with bond extension) together in one display that
allows a comprehensive view of the timing issues. The critical decision period regarding the 12th HS and
the 3C Phase is clearly shown.

With the bond extension scenario then although the HS is built on a lease leaseback delivery method
the final lease payments are usually made at the end of construction. This is the case in our bond
extension scenario. The District does have the flexibility however to just pay according to the monthly
lease terms if it so desired. This flexibility is an important consideration in today’s financial environment
(see Section V.C below).

C. No Bond Extension:

The greatest risk to completion of the full Prop H bond program, to fulfill all the promises made by the
Board to its stakeholders, is that the bond extension discussed above does not occur. Rather than dwell
on why that would/could happen we need to look at the options available to the Board if a bond
extension does not occur.

We feel that all stakeholders need to share that disappointment equally and as such it is our
recommendation that the cash flow deficit of approximately $83,000,000 needs to be shared between
the modernization projects in 3C and the HS. This we term our “No Bond Extension Option A”.

No Bond Extension – Option A: As detailed in the initial report, the decision to have the HS built on a
lease leaseback construction model gives the District the ability to build the HS and fund the first 40
months of a lease program without funds from a bond extension. In this scenario approximately
$40,000,000 of Phase 3C projects (50% of total) would be accomplished, with the remaining 50% left to
await further funding options at a future date. Certainly at that time a new COP issuance could be



considered to close the gap and/or complete the lease payments on the HS. Private donor monies could
also be pursued for the new HS extended payments. A new bond in 2010 or 2012 could also be a
consideration to complete both the HS payments and the remaining 50% of Phase 3C.

Alternatively, not recommended by us, the Board could decide the following options:

No Bond Extension – Option B: The HS raw land is purchased, no site preparation is done, and the
building of the HS is deferred until the future. The $56,000,000 saved would be offset by a $19,000,000
loss of new construction and site preparation matching funds, and the net available cash of $37,000,000
could be put towards Phase 3C resulting in about a 85% completion of the Phase 3C projects.

No Bond Extension – Option C: Only the HS EIRs are completed, the HS raw land is not purchased The
$66,000,000 saved would be offset by a $24,000,000 loss of new construction and land/site preparation
matching funds, and the net available cash of

$42,000,000 could be put towards Phase 3C resulting in about a 100% completion of the Phase 3C
projects.

No Bond Extension – Option D: The HS land is purchased, site preparation is done, and the HS is built.
The $45,000,000 additional monies required for the HS would come from the elimination (short term) of
all Phase 3C projects, resulting in 0% completion of Phase 3C.

Obviously, with the overall plan recommended by the BAC FSC in place, we feel that there will be no
reason for the above options, A, B, C or D to be required.
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VI. Organization to Meet the Goals

Improving the bond management and adding major leadership and support to the construction program
was an important focus of our initial report and we felt, essential for the required increase in confidence
by the stakeholders’ if a bond extension is to be successful. In that report we recommended to the
Board:

Recommendation #3: Appoint an Independent Project Construction Expert (“PCE”) that Reports Directly
to the Board.

This was slightly modified by the Staff to say that the Board should:

“Issue a Request for Proposals to hire a Program Management firm.”

Subsequent approval by the Board is leading to an RFP and the appointment of an outside firm to lead
the prop H construction management.

For this report our PCE (or “IPCE”) can be viewed as the same person/entity as the “Program Manager”
referred to below. This position, responsible for ALL construction efforts, should not be confused with
the “program manager” role HMC is playing under the present organization. That HMC role will, in all
probability change with the appointment of the PCE entity. The job specifications for the position (see
Appendix H) have already been distributed to the Staff.

We have some strong views of how the construction management organization should be accomplished.
The Staff has indicated that they plan to follow the organizational plan used for Prop R by the
Grossmont Cuyamaca Community College (“GCCC”) and we endorse that approach. In fact that
organizational structure mirrors the many successful bond program management structures we have
reviewed. The salient elements of those organizations are:

A matrix management team approach, where every member of the owner/consultant
teams understand their roles and work together.

A lead Program Manager from the “outside firm/consultant” that is responsible for
overall management of the total construction program and reporting in to the owner’s
“assistant superintendent/”deputy superintendent/vice chancellor level”.

The Program Manager position also works at a matrix level with the lead owner
construction manager/facilities person on the day to day operational issues.

The Program Manager reports indirectly to the Superintendent/Chancellor position, and
the Board of Trustees and makes the regular periodic (at least monthly) update reports
to the Board and the CBOC.



We have already submitted a job specification outline regarding the PCE to the Staff (Appendix H). We
hope and trust that this will be reviewed as part of the RFP process for the PCE/Program manager. To
supplement the job specifications Exhibit 9 shows the recommended organizational outline for the
management of the Prop H program.

We feel that it is very important that the new organization, developed from the combination of the
present District Staff and the new PCE/construction management services group can, very quickly:

Establish detailed project engineering estimating and other disciplines that will allow the
development of a Master Facilities Plan with “drill down” capabilities that allow up to the
minute tracking of all changes at the lowest job level, with important milestones tracked and
reported on:

Review and renegotiate where necessary all contracts that can lead to cost savings:

Develop comprehensive constructability programs to review and monitor all construction
documents to a greater level than is presently being done:

Put and keep quality value engineering at the top of the priority list when planning all projects
and phases:

Maximize communication tools for both internal and external communications as the projects
and phases unfold and the “products” start to get delivered.

In addition the BAC FSC recommends that the Board of Trustees create a subcommittee of the Board
(“Bond Subcommittee”) specifically charged with monitoring ongoing activities and receiving regular
updates with all Prop H bond related activities (see Recommendation #9). This Board Subcommittee
should be just two Board members who could be rotated periodically, say at 6 month intervals, and
receive brief updates twice per month.

Construction Delivery Methods

In our initial report we had recommended that the Board and the District Staff seriously review
alternative construction methods for the remaining Phases 3A, 3B R, 3C and HS. This the Staff and
Board have agreed to pursue. As a helpful education tool for all who might be interested we add, in
Appendix I, some general descriptions concerning the alternative construction delivery methods that
are used for school construction today.
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VII. Conclusions and Final Recommendations

The intended scope of remaining Prop H work while beginning to get clearer still continues to be in a
state of flux. Major elements of the intended work are still unsettled; or at least not yet formally
approved by the Board. Decisions on non Prop H work that the District would like to do, and its impact
on funding the Prop H work, also remain to be made by the Board.

The Road Map format we have developed can, we think, help the District, its Administration, its agents
and contractors, the CBOC and all other stakeholders understand the options still at play and the impact
of decisions yet to be made. It will help the Board understand which decisions it should make in the
allocation of very tight funding resources. This is a Board responsibility; no longer the Staff’s.

The original concept of which repair and renovation work items are “must do, “should do” and “want to
do” has been lost. In as much as about $300,000,000 of renovation and modernization work (Phases 2B,
3A, 3B R and the first 50% of Phase 3C) remains unfinished, prioritizing the work elements is going to be
very important in the final Board decisions on how to proceed to Prop H completion. This includes
determining with certainty the prioritization of the final “at risk” 3C work content that will require (along
with finishing the 12th high school) a modest clean up bond extension approval by taxpayer/voters. This
bond extension is essential for the completion of all the programs.

For those reasons, and to demonstrate the highest level of transparency to all stakeholders (including to
the voters), the CBOC in particular should resurrect that detailed level of prioritization as it picks up on
the Road Map idea and uses it to drive Prop H bond text compliance going forward to project
completion.

With all the above in mind the BAC FSC recommends the following four (4) items to supplement the
initial five (5) recommendations made previously. Taken together, the nine (9) recommendations made
by the BAC FSC will we believe lead to the successful completion of the Prop H program.

Recommendation #6: The organization that will encompass the PCE/Program Manager entity should
mirror that of the GCCC Prop R program and as detailed in our Exhibit 9. We feel that it is very
important that the entity chosen in the PCE/Program Manager function must have full responsibility for
driving the construction program. Combining all the key elements of our previously submitted job
specifications together with the organization chart of Exhibit 9 will help to ensure the successful
completion of the Prop H program.

Recommendation #7: An invigorated and active CBOC should use the Road Map process outlined in this
report as a starting point to ensure that a detailed Master Plan is produced and maintained with careful
oversight of any changes. In particular the CBOC should help with the prioritizing of the 3B R and 3C
Phases to ensure that the lowest priority projects, as defined by the schools and the BAC R&R
Subcommittee are put into the “at risk” Phase 3C. A priority order within 3C should also be developed



because if a bond extension is not sought or approved then certain parts of Phase 3C will probably have
to await future funds. The CBOC should also delve into the details of the $20,000,000 Program Level
Costs and review the various cost cutting options that are available through renegotiation of the present
vendor contracts and fee commission arrangements. The BAC FSC can help them focus in this regard.

Recommendation #8: The Board should agree that all components of the funds detailed in section IVA
are available to complete Prop H projects, and that such funds can only be removed and spent on non
Prop H projects with the majority approval of the Board.

Recommendation #9: A Board Bond Subcommittee consisting of a rotating membership of two Board
Members should be constituted. This Subcommittee would be responsible for monitoring the progress
of the Prop H bond program through regular bi monthly, albeit brief, meetings with the PCE/Program
Manager. By rotating the members of this Subcommittee at, say 6 month intervals, all Board members
will, over time, become more engaged and better understand the nuances and important dynamics
associated with this huge undertaking called Prop H.



APPENDIX A

GUHSD Bond Advisory Committee (BAC) Overview and Initial Action Plan:

Finance Subcommittee Mission:

The Finance Subcommittee will investigate all possible funding options for the 12th high school as well
as the remaining repairs and renovations as outlined in the Bond. They will be instructed to review
ongoing bond expenditures and investigate all available State matching funds as well as any other
possible sources. They will present to the Commission all possible funding sources and options.

Action Plan:

1. Decide Size of Sub Committee:
Based on Tuesday’s “sign ups” we can decide the number. If we are under the Brown Act then I
think we three can meet together without the other members if we do not constitute a quorum
– i.e. at least 7 total members. I think 7 is a max number.

We should also designate one of us three to liaise with each of the other three sub committees.
We figuring out finance options are going to be dependent, to some degree, on where the other
sub committees are going.

2. Decide dates of the Sub Committee Meetings:
The GUHSD Commission meeting dates are March 29, April 24 (I will be in Europe), May 22 and
May 29 (if needed).

I suggest the following dates for the Sub Committee meetings:

Monday March 5

Monday March 19

Monday March 26 (to prepare for March 29 Commission meeting)

Monday April 9

Monday April 16 (to prepare for April 24 Commission meeting)



Monday May 7

Monday May 14

Monday May 21 (to prepare for May 22 Commission meeting)

Meeting locations to be decided.

3. Obtain GUHSD information and studies:
Bond money spent to date (sunk cost) and on what projects

Bond money committed to date with no option to revise/change/cancel

Projects committed

Bond money committed to date with an option to revise/change/cancel

Projects committed but that can be cancelled

Bond money unallocated

Projects planned, a “wish” list of projects GUHSD wants to complete

State matching funds used/still available

Estimates, if any, done on the construction of a new 12th High School, including land
costs

Studies of the demographics of school enrollees, forecasts of future student population.

4. Obtain Our Own Estimates:
School construction costs

School land costs

Analyze and estimate the savings that GUSHD makes in their present plan re upgrades
by building a new high school. E.g. if Alpine has 3 new science labs then that is 6 less
that GUHSD, maybe, has to upgrade.

5. Review Financing Options for Schools:
Standard “Bid” Process



Lease Leaseback Construction

Joint use venture with local community (e.g. library)

Joint use venture with local community colleges (e.g. Grossmont, Cuyamaca)

Energy efficient school with industry involvement

Use of facilities for adult education (SDSU, UCSD)

Operating Costs financing – ADA plus (needed for a school of excellence)?? Sycuan,
Viejas involvement?

Investigation of money from other bond initiatives and sources via other joint use
ventures



APPENDIX B

Initial Report and Recommendations of the Finance Subcommittee of the Bond Advisory Commission
(“BAC”) Grossmont Union High School District (“GUHSD”).

March 29, 2007

I. Introduction

The mission of the Finance Subcommittee was defined to be:

“The Finance Subcommittee will investigate all possible funding options for the 12th high school as well
as the remaining repairs and renovations as outlined in the Bond. They will be instructed to review
ongoing bond expenditures and investigate all available State matching funds as well as any other
possible sources. They will present to the Commission all possible funding sources and options.”

This introductory report details the subcommittee’s work since the first GUHSD BAC meeting on
February 20th. It outlines the scope of the review to date and the preliminary recommendations.
References herein to “we” “us” and “our” refer to the Finance Subcommittee or subsets thereof.

We would like to stress that the current recommendations herein are necessarily qualified by the
compressed timeframe within which we, and the Commission, have been asked to operate. In addition,
it is important to underscore that we have undertaken this assignment with a view to Prop H and the
District as a whole, consistent would the above mandate, rather than in reference to any one project or
geographical area of the District. The term “Prop H Projects” as used herein refers to all the projects
expressly contemplated by the Prop H bond measure, whether modernization, site acquisition or new
construction.

II. Scope of Review to Date

Set forth below is a general list of the resources that we have relied upon and the documents we have
reviewed since February 20, 2007. At the outset, we would like to note that Messrs. Scott Patterson and



Bob Kiesling as well as the District Staff have been cooperative, constructive and responsive to our
requests for meetings and materials, and we look forward to such continued collaboration.

a. Meetings with District Personnel or Consultants Thereto

Messrs. Patterson and Kiesling on several occasions
HMC Architects (the District’s Architect/Eng Firm) and Erickson Hall (its Construction Manager
(“CM”))
School Advisors, Inc. (a wholly owned subsidiary of HMC and the District’s state matching fund
consultant)
Essentia LLC (the District’s site selection consultant), in connection with site tours.
Stone & Youngberg (the investment bank that underwrote the Prop H bond issuances)

b. Meetings with Non District Personnel

Firms engaged in school construction management

Individuals from other school districts experienced in similar bond spending projects
Professionals experienced in negotiating lease leaseback public school construction
Professionals engaged in public school finance in California

c. Sites Visited

Existing District high schools and anticipated new school sites with District officials and Trustees
Existing science labs with Bob Kiesling

d. Categories of Documents Reviewed

Various financial and construction management historical reports and expense & cash flow
projections variously sorted and prepared by the District and its consultants
Modernization and New Construction state matching fund eligibility projections, maps and
related materials prepared by School Advisors
Written contracts between the District and each of HMC and Erickson Hall
Lease Leaseback Construction Services Agreement, dated November 30, 2006, by and between
Poway Unified High School District and Barnhart, Inc. with respect to the Del Norte High School
Project



School Facility Program Handbook, dated February 2007, prepared by the California Office of
Public School Construction
Facilities specs with respect to other planned high schools in San Diego County
Articles and Reports related to projected school age eligible population in East County in coming
years
Official Statement bond prospectuses with respect to the District’s two general obligation bond
issuances to date pursuant to Prop H
Official Statements and materials related to Certificates of Participation (COP) and municipal
debt instruments related thereto
Comparative data with respect to other California school financings
Historical figures regarding growth of the aggregate assessed value of taxable real property
located in the District (1979 2006)
Projections as related to availability of bond extension financing prepared by Stone & Youngberg
Related publicly available articles and reports

III. Problems as Perceived by the Finance Subcommittee

Problem I. School construction costs have increased 35 40% since the development of the original 2003
Facilities Master Plan.

That is about 20% 25% over and above the budgeted increases used in 2003. Thus the original $400
million required capital expenditure has become approximately $480 $500 million, with no other
impacts considered. The construction cost increase is the prime reason for the present problem. With
the repayment of the COP debt the “effective” bond amount of $370 million obviously will not “fit” into
$500 million!

Problem II: The Board of Trustees does not have ownership of the Prop H project:

a. Statements by Trustees reveal incomplete knowledge of project scope and costs after 3 years.

b. There is no central, District owned project database detailing all physical completion and
financial management on a regular weekly or monthly basis. “Whoever is in control of the
database controls the outcome”. At present it seems to us as if the owner of such database is
HMC Architects, the prime arch/eng firm who also act as Program Managers. Instead it needs to
be the District/Board.

c. There is no evidence of Board direction as Prop H appears to be engulfed in emotion and
innuendo.



d. There has been no systematic transparent accountability to voters.

Problem III: Execution of the Prop H project is lodged at an administrative level, not an executive level.

a. Prop H is one of the largest bond measures in the state, demanding a particular management
skill set.

b. The span of control and the demands of the administration’s non Prop H responsibilities are
already very wide. The present administration already has to manage an annual budget in
excess of $150,000,000, or $1 billion over the same time frame that most of the Prop H
$400,000,000 is expected to be spent. Thus we are loading on an additional 50% financial
responsibility to an already stretched administration.

c. As stated above it seems the only project database resides with the architects/engineer.

d. A construction delivery process has been adopted (termed CM not at risk “multiple primes”)
that unfortunately demands the greatest oversight by the District at a time when it is already
administratively strapped. Under the chosen model the District is directly responsible to
manage approximately 100 contractor contracts per phase.

e. Lack of construction executive overview interlinked with financial options.

Problem IV: A panic culture has developed based around money concerns.

a. The culture mode has shifted to a "we must cut" philosophy.

b. Confusion at the CBOC as to its role in this mode. CBOC oversight needs to significantly
strengthened.

c. Increasing public concern the District will renege on its 2004 'promises'.

d. Evidence that "cutting" decisions are premature.

Problem V: Financial management of Prop H is not rigorous

a. Again, the only project database resides with the architects/engineer, or their agents.

b. To date we have not seen evidence of financial incentives in place for the Construction
Manager (Erikson Hall) and the Arch/Eng (HMC) to save money on projects, except for under the



“honor” system and the “we are going to do a good job for the District” policies. In fact some
documents indicate that there have been “fees on fees” reimbursements in the past and it is
unclear whether those continue to be disallowed.

b. Lack of clarity as to Prop H cash flows & proactive management to optimize.

c. Lack of proactive exploration of fiscal opportunities to interlink with design & construction
contracting options.

d. Lack of exploration of options to enhance revenues so as to complete the 'promises'.

IV. Immediate Recommendations for BAC Consideration.

A. Phase Financing Recommendations

Recommendation #1: The Board should commit to a “we can make it happen” mentality and as a
show of good faith in this regard establish a “High School Reserve Sinking Fund” with an initial
deposit of $65 million. As expenditures for the High School are made the fund would be decreased
by the expenditure amount.

The $65 million is based on the costs to buy land, do all site prep and pay for the first 42 months,
through the end of 2012, of lease payments on a “lease leaseback” delivery system for the High
School. It should be noted that this reserve fund can be established now, and actually stay at $65
million through the date of purchase of land for the High School without affecting any other capital
expenditures due to the very strong cash availability on the overall Prop H bond project. Available
cash (revenue less expenditures) never drops below $70 million between now and Q4 2009/Q1
2010. In fact the reserve can be in place through mid 2010 when the final decision on a new High
School should have long been made.

Recommendation #2: The District should divide Phase 3B into “new” 3B and a 3C. Phase 3C would
consist of the last one third of the projects considered from a priority importance. It would certainly
include those projects presently in Phase 3B that were not listed in the bond text.

Our cash flow analysis from bond inception, 2004 through 2012, shows that the following can be
accomplished with total revenues from all sources, excluding joint use and private monies, of
approximately $468 million.

Phases 2B, 3A completed



Phase 3B less $50 million can be completed – that is about 66% of present estimates of 3B can
be completed. About $36 million of the amount excluded from this phase is applicable to items
not listed in the bond text.

A High School built on a lease leaseback delivery system, and 3 years (through 2012) of the
potential 7 year lease payments funded.

The concept of stretching out the last third of the 2nd phase of modernization (phase 3C)
concurrent to the 2 3 years it will take to prepare to buy land for the Alpine/Blossom Valley high
school provides ample time for the final third of the Prop H project to be thoroughly understood
and rolled out. At present Phase 3B is scheduled to start being designed mid 2008 with
construction to be completed in 2011.This is not a ”today” event, or a ”tomorrow” event,
accordingly there is no need at this time to "cut" portions of the 'promises' made. High school
construction options such as lease lease back provide the opportunity for construction cost
savings of 10 15% over traditional bid process construction and also allows funding flexibility;
allowing in part for greater interest earnings of drawn down Prop H monies.

All stakeholders share in the benefits of the revised Prop H project. None is "cut off"; especially
cut out prematurely. All have a stake in wrapping up the final portions of modernization,
renovation and a new high school by whatever innovative and optimized financing plan comes
forward out of progress, careful planning and responsible execution and delivery.

B. Recommendations on Bond Management

Recommendation #3: Appoint an Independent Project Construction Expert (“PCE”) that Reports
Directly to the Board.

1. The PCE (which can be an individual or a Firm) has direct accountability to the Board and will
focus on all aspects of the bond program management and would immediately develop a
detailed Master Plan for all the remaining Prop H bond work;

2. The PCE assumes executive function, to which architects/engineer and construction manager
(CM) report;

3. The PCE would work with and require direct access to deputy superintendents and facilities
directors with respect to fiscal matters and facilities access;

4. The PCE (and/or own or District staff under the PCE’s supervision) prepares monthly project
reports and aggressively solicits Board's input & decision making;



5. The PCE aggressively seeks out costing efficiencies & eliminates duplications in efforts &
costs;

6. The PCE prepares new Prop H project schedule with alternative financial plan overlays
(including state funds);

7. The PCE liaises with CBOC so that oversight can be based on integrated, factual program
schedule:

8. The PCE would work with the Board to develop contracts for the CM and PM Arch/Eng firms
that have tangible incentives for meeting and/or coming in under the budgeted project
numbers: and,

9. The PCE would have other duties as are appropriate for the position.

Recommendation #4: The Board should accept that a “paradigm shift” needs to take place, along with
the appointment of a PCE, in evaluating & implementing a creative execution for the three major
discreet Prop H components. They should thus embrace the following initiatives immediately.

A. Renovation & Modernization Already underway (Phase 2B nearing release to the bid phase)
needs to have current bid specs thoroughly reviewed for thoroughness and conformity with the
Bond text as well as all selected prime sub contracts continually reviewed for productivity
improvements & cost savings.

B. New Science Labs/Classrooms ( if built ) To go to an "all new route" and consider separate
design/bid/build construction delivery vehicle options. CM at risk, for example.

C. New Alpine/Blossom Valley High School. Seriously start evaluating a "lease leaseback"
approach for gross/max pricing, construction cost savings plus extended payment period option.

As stated above the lease lease back approach for the new high school has the potential to
stretch payment obligations by several years providing funding flexibility as well as building a
quality high school at a 10 15% cost reduction compared to the traditional construction delivery
mechanisms.



Recommendation #5: As soon as possible the Board should implement a website schedule that
tracks the construction phases and percentage of completion to allow the greatest amount of
transparency to voters and District employees and parents.

III. Funding Options Going Forward:

The creative and tighter execution with the above recommendations will save money,
control overruns, fix prices and reduce administration workload.

The District's real property tax base has been compounding at 7% per year (using an average
of the past 25 years) and today's bonding capacity exceeds $400M vs. $274 Prop H amount.

With the above recommendations in place the Board will hopefully re gain needed public
trust and will have the potential opportunity to begin educating taxpayers of the possible
need later on for a “clean up” bond extension ( approximately $70 million by mid 2010 ) or a
new bond issuance ($100MM $150MM). Based on documents provided by the District’s
underwriter, it is estimated that an aggregate amount of approximately $70m could be
raised by the District in a lump sum amount in 2010/2011 yet the aggregate applicable
property taxes (including those payable on all Prop H borrowings) for District voters would
nonetheless remain below $28 per $100,000 in assessed valuation through 2039. A bond
extension of this sort would be feasible because assessed valuations in the District grew at a
faster rate than was originally predicted when the Prop H repayment structure was modeled
in 2004. Poway Unified is examining this sort of bond extension as well.

New state matching funds criteria established with Prop 1D allow other potential funds to
be available for a new high school, previously not fully reflected in the District’s estimates.
For example 50% of matching funds for land purchase ($5 $7 MM) and funds for site work
and preparation (potentially $5MM) might not have been fully factored into the publicly
disseminated information.

COP The District’s Blue Ribbon Commission recommended against any further resort to issuing
certificates of participation (COP) in connection with funding school projects. COP are debt
instruments issued by a District and repayable from development and re development fees or
otherwise from the District’s general operating budget rather than from ad valorem property
taxes. COP do not require voter approval in order for a District to issue them. Assuming an
appropriate budgetary revenue stream could be identified to cover underlying principal and
interest payments, we do not believe that resort to a limited COP issuance should be ruled out
at this time on the basis of borrowing costs alone. Subject to prevailing credit market
conditions, we understand from the District’s underwriter that COP in the case of the District
might cost in interest only approximately an additional 10 basis points (1/10th of 1 percent)
relative to the interest rates that might be applicable in the case of a general obligation bond of



the sort authorized by Prop H. Issuance of $10MM $30MM of COP should be borne in mind as
a last resort.

Joint use of facilities and private money are also options that will be considered prior to the
Subcommittee’s final report.



APPENDIX C

May 8, 2007

BAC Finance Sub committee response to the GUHSD Staff Response to the BAC’s Initial
Recommendations (note – response is in red type):

Staff Response to Bond Advisory Commission Recommendations

Commission Recommendation #2: The District should divide Phase 3B into “new” 3B and a 3C. Phase
3C would consist of the last one third of the projects considered from a priority importance. It would
certainly include those projects presently in Phase 3B that were not listed in the bond text.

Staff Position:

This recommendation is feasible with the following modifications/comments:

a. This recommendation enables a significant portion of Prop H work to proceed, namely Phases 3A
and 3B Revised (3B R), so that the bond work can proceed without the need for a decision on the
12th High School until a later date.

b. Staffs’ view of the recommendation is that we should proceed with Phase 3A (Science Classrooms)
and work up a Phase 3B R and Phase 3C.

1) Phase 3A has an estimated cost of $60 65M and consists of modernizing or building new
science classrooms/labs at 8 school sites including Grossmont, Helix Charter, El Cajon Valley,
El Capitan, Granite Hills, Monte Vista, Santana, and Valhalla High Schools. It is important to
proceed with this Phase since that will lock in on eligibility for State matching funds before
potential declining enrollment reduces State funding. Agreed.

2) Phase 3B R would consist of high priority work developed in conjunction with each school
site…for items such as adding new HVAC, adding new doors and hardware for security, adding new
fire alarm systems, adding ADA path of travel, modernizing restrooms and classrooms. This Phase
is expected to cost between $55 60M. Agreed.

3) A new Phase 3C would also be developed that would include everything else listed in the
bond measure (we agree only those projects listed in the bond measure/bond text) not



covered by other phases…(that is not covered by phases 1, 2A, 2B, 3A and 3B R) such as
renovate libraries, modernize classrooms, upgrade food services and cafeterias, add new
classrooms to replace portables, etc.

c. Based on current estimate of bond and State matching funds, the total available funds are
approximately $420M assuming the construction of new science classrooms under Phase 3A.
This does not include $14M of Redevelopment Funds and Sale of Property proceeds counted by
the Finance Sub Committee. This total funding estimate is dependent on accomplishing the
requisite amount of work by school site to generate the maximum State Matching funds. This
plan of constructing Phases 3A and 3B R as outlined above will result in uncommitted funds of
approximately $55 65M for future program planning and Governing Board direction. Note that
the $55 65M will need to be supplemented to cover the anticipated cost of the new school
and/or the completion of all Phase 3C work.

Staff Recommended Action:

“Proceed with Prop H Phases 3A and 3B Revised.”

We disagree with the $420 million ($430 million including the $10 million estimate for new HS land
match) as being the total available for the bond project. In our previous cash flow exhibits we show
the total available funds for the bond program as follows (in millions):

1. Bond $274 *

2. Matching Funds for Modernization $108 *

3. Matching Funds for New Construction $ 32

4. Bond Interest $ 28

5. Developer Fees/Redevelopment Fees $ 14

6. Sale of Excess Property $ 7

7. New HS Land Match $ 10 *

8. Miscellaneous $ 2

Total $475



* Staff agrees with these particular numbers.

Staff indicated that with the present planned Phase 3A science labs the available matching funds for
the new construction is only $19 million. We however assume that the additional $13 million can be
used for the new HS and therefore the total of $32 million for that category of funds is still listed as
available.

We also feel very strongly that due to (a) the inevitable shortfall due to increased construction costs
and (b) the paying off of the COP’s (still a questionable decision in our mind) then the “Developer
Fees, Redevelopment Fees and Sale of Excess Property” funds should be totally applied to the Bond
Project and not to non Prop H items such as new GUHSD HQ offices.

Commission Recommendation #3: Appoint an Independent Project Construction Expert (“PCE”) that
Reports Directly to the Board.

Staff Position: Although we do not recommend implementing this item as written, the concept has
merit with the following modifications:

a. We would propose hiring a Program Management firm that can provide a Program Manager,
communications and web site support (not important for this position as envisioned by BAC),
program controls and reporting, and other support as needed.

b. See attached chart for proposed new organization structure.

c. Staff (the PCE) would provide Prop H status reports at whatever frequency was directed by the
Governing Board but would recommend monthly for the next 3 months and then quarterly after
that (far too infrequent – reporting to a Board sub committee of two Board members – our
preference, would be TWICE PER MONTH and monthly to the CBOC for the duration of the
project).

Staff Recommended Action:

Issue a Request for Proposals to hire a Program Management firm.

We believe that the above description is inadequate and too vague. We also do not agree with the
organization chart as presented. We have attached a job specifications that outline the basic



functions, representative duties, knowledge, abilities, and special attributes required by the “PCE”
(whether individual or via a firm). This augments the brief outline of duties included in our initial
report.

Organizationally the Staff recommendation shows the Prop H “Program Manager” reporting directly
to the Executive Director, Facilities. As we have stated to the Staff previously in e mail
communication this puts the direct reporting for the PCE two levels beneath what we feel is essential
for success of a project of this magnitude. The PCE should be an independent entity reporting directly
to the Superintendent and the Board as well as acting as the main liaison to the CBOC. See our
attached organization chart as a guide.

It seems to us that the Staff would like to keep the “PCE” under their direct control, and we feel this is
a mistake. The new position(s) should not be taking direction from the present bond management
team. The bond program management needs the equivalent of 3 senior level experts, at present
there is only the equivalent of 1.

In particular we remind the Board and Staff that we feel the immediate focus of the PCE will be to
(from our initial report):

“The PCE (which can be an individual or a Firm) has direct accountability to the Board of
Trustees through the Superintendent, and will focus on all aspects of the bond program
management; and would immediately develop a detailed Master Plan for all the remaining
Prop H bond work; including a reconciliation between work to be done, the Prop H ballot text,
and the 2003 Long Range Facilities Master Plan.”

We are available to work with the Board on defining the role(s). We are however happy that the Staff
at least has seen the need for additional senior level help to manage this project, although we do not
agree with their approach – at least as defined in the above “Staff Position” paragraphs.



APPENDIX D

Observations on Long TermMaintenance

“We should stress that this is a preliminary high level analysis of the long term maintenance costs and
does not constitute a detailed or thorough review of the issue at the GUHSD schools.”

James G. Perkins, Chair – BAC FSC

Under the heading “Maintenance”, the Prop H detail bond text states:

“The Governing Board of the District shall adopt a short term plan to eliminate existing deferred
maintenance, if any, using general fund revenues and, if necessary, bond revenues to the
minimum extent practical. The Governing Board shall also adopt an ongoing maintenance plan
to ensure that maintenance of both new and renovated facilities does not become deferred
once the existing backlog of deferred maintenance has been eliminated.”

Prop H work has evolved to a $570M program of totally replacing electrical and ‘wet’ infrastructure at
the oldest high schools, repairing/renovating/modernizing all 11 comprehensive high schools “above
ground” (with spending on the 9 oldest campuses averaging 50% of the costs of total replacement,
building all new science complexes at 8 schools, building a 12th comprehensive high school, and
renovating specialty education facilities. This is an immense undertaking.

The costs of repairs & renovations and new science complexes versus total school replacement
(excluding costs of land and site improvements) is shown in the following tabulation (in $ millions).

Cost of Repairs, Renovation & Modernization versus School Replacement 
 Campus # Students Replacement 

Cost 
Prop H 

Spending  (1) 
Equivalent % 
Replacement 

 Grossmont 2,455 97 53 55.1% 
 Helix 2,350 96 56 58.8% 
 El Cajon Valley 2,081 92 54 58.2% 
 Mount Miguel 1,948 91 38 41.9% 
 El Capitan 1,937 90 49 54.3% 
 Granite Hills 2,802 101 48 46.9% 
 Monte Vista 1,950 91 49 53.8% 
 Santana 1,549 86 44 51.9% 



 Valhalla 2,048 92 25 27.7% 
 Subtotal  836 416 49.8% 
      
 West Hills 2,212 94 4 3.9% 
 Steele Canyon 2,025 92 1 1.4% 
 Subtotal  186 5 2.7% 
      
 Chaparrel 276 30 2  
 Work Training Center 47 15 3  
 Foothills  25 3  
 Homestead  (2)  8 0  
 Subtotal  78 8  
      
 Grand Total  1,100 429  

A significant finding of this comparison is that excluding land and site improvements the District’s capital
asset base is $1.1 billion on a replacement value basis. This is 8 times the current, depreciated capital
asset base of $134 million reported in the June 2006 financial audit statements for buildings and
improvements. This suggests that managing the District is akin to managing a billion dollar enterprise in
terms of the asset base. Furthermore, it gives insight as to the desired target level of preventive
maintenance spending that should be in place.

Excluding the Prop H reference on maintenance, there have been three special commissions in the
recent past to advise the District on fiscal matters. They were;

The Fiscal Crisis & Management Assistance Team,
The Community Budget Advisory Committee, and
The Blue Ribbon Commission on Fiscal Accountability.

There were common ‘maintenance’ observations across the reports these groups produced. They were;

The District’s facilities were dilapidated, and deteriorating further;
The process of ‘deferred maintenance’ was destructive;
The District was not transparent in dealing with these concerns; and
The accessible information is not sufficient to understand or manage the matter.

The Administration’s formal presentations to the Board on these reports did not address the
maintenance concerns.



Prop H will spend 50% of the replacement value in refurbishing its 9 oldest campuses. That is
instructive. The BAC Repairs & Renovations report presentation at the BAC May 29th summary meeting
discussed the decrepit conditions on many campuses; conditions that are more a function of lack of
maintenance than of building age.

There is no evidence that the requirement bound by voters on the District by Prop H, and reiterated by
intervening special task forces, to “adopt an ongoing maintenance plan to ensure that maintenance of
both new and renovated facilities does not become deferred” has yet been addressed by the District.

A review of the June 2006 financial audit and a number of internal District documents suggests that
there may be no process controls in place to rigorously manage facility maintenance, especially to
perform preventive maintenance, to a detailed and precise master plan. For example, in the audit
report maintenance is combined with operations (for $24 million in 2006). In other areas, it appears to
be in the caption “plant services”. There is no independent ability to determine what is spent strictly on
maintenance, and specifically on preventive maintenance.

The District superficially appears to have returned to a degree of fiscal soundness over the past few
years. But this is defined as having enough annual surpluses in its general fund to build up the minimum
legal reserves. It appears that the District has accomplished this as a consequence of Prop H.

The District “saved” about $2.5 million a year in its general operating budget by paying down the
interest bearing Certificates of Participation with Prop H bond money. The “COPs” were the remaining
debt obligations from funding the West Hills and Steele Canyon high schools. The District essentially
transferred its general debt (payable from its general operating funds) to the Prop H taxpayers.
Considering this, is it reasonable to assume that the underlying District finances are still precarious?

It seems to be that the District has little ability to increase its maintenance spending – something
needed to stop the Prop H funded repaired, renovated and new facilities from deteriorating once
construction is complete in about year 2012.

Many states are trying to get a handle on the ravages wrought by the deferred maintenance concept.
Washington State has gone so far as to mandate guidelines for budgeting preventive maintenance. One
of the guidelines is to plan on spending 1.5% of the replacement value of the facilities asset base on
maintenance. As GUHSD’s replacement asset base is $1.1 billion (see above tabulation), the
corresponding recommended maintenance expenditures would calculate to be $16.5 million a year
starting in the first year.

Some degree of maintenance is taking place across the District, but the costs cannot be independently
segregated and analyzed from the accessible website financial information. Given the conditions of the
campuses and the need to spend 50% of the replacement value of the 9 oldest comprehensive high



schools to repair and renovate them, not enough has been spent. Further, there is little indication the
District will be able to increase maintenance spending without some major revenue breakthrough.

For illustration purposes only, it is assumed that half the guideline maintenance funding is being
provided now. That assumption would suggest that some $8.25 million a year must be found to enable
a full preventive maintenance program – about $700,000 per year per comprehensive high school
campus. That is equivalent to just a half dozen additional journeymen level maintenance staff plus an
equal amount of maintenance materials consumed per campus per year.

Raising $8 million a year is a daunting task, whether to pay for either contract or self preventive
maintenance. It represents a tax rate of $28 per $100,000 of property assessed value at the time Prop H
was passed. In the year 2010, when much of the Prop H construction is nearing completion, it would
represent $18/100,000 as property valuations are expected to increase. Even though the preventive
maintenance costs will escalate (typically inflating at 3% per year), the tax rate slowly declines over the
years to $7/100,000 by year 2040 as property values have historically escalated faster (typically 7% per
year).

Over 30 years, the cumulative inflated value of the incremental preventive maintenance totals about
$400 million. If this were funded solely by the District’s taxpayers as a 5 year bond ladder (a new 5 year
bond every 5years) paying 5% interest, the taxpayer payments would be approximately:

Hypothetical Illustrative Bond Ladder To Fund Preventive Maintenance 
 Bond Tranch 

& Year Issued 
Bond Amount 

$ Millions 
Ave Payment PA 

$ Millions 
Rate $/100,000 of 

Valuation 
 1st – 2010 46 10.4 18.2 
 2nd – 2015 53 12.0 15.1 
 3rd – 2020 62 14.2 12.9 
 4th – 2025 72 16.3 10.6 
 5th – 2030 83 18.8 8.8 
 6th – 2035 96 21.7 7.3 
  412   

In addition to guidelines for preventive maintenance, Washington State is also recommending that
school districts create maintenance reserves; to fund the unexpected need. The specified rate is 2.9% of
replacement cost. In the case of GUHSD, the target reserve would be $30 million. At GUHSD”s recent
annual general operating fund surpluses, reaching this amount could take a decade.



Some California school districts have begun the dialog with their taxpayer/voters on the need to fully
fund maintenance; especially after having spent, or in the process of spending, billions state wide to
repair and renovate facilities that badly deteriorated through lack of maintenance.

There is no evidence that GUHSD has yet begun even the internal process of this immense funding need.
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APPENDIX G

Memorandum on the High School Reserve Sinking Fund And Related Matters

Patrick T. Waters May 1, 2007

This Memorandum addresses the High School Reserve Sinking Fund (“Reserve Fund”) that the Finance
Subcommittee of the Bond Advisory Commission (the “BAC”) proposed in its initial recommendations
presented to the GUHSD (the “District”) on April 16, 2007. For the sake of clarity, the following thoughts
are not necessarily those of the BAC or the Finance Subcommittee thereof, or any other of its members.
(In this Memorandum, references to the “12th High School” and “the rest of the District” are unfortunate
but necessary only for demonstration purposes. The Repairs & Renovations benefit Alpine/ Blossom
Valley just as a 12th High School benefits non Alpine aspects of the District, whether to relieve
overcrowding or otherwise. Nevertheless, distinctions need to be drawn for illustrative purposes only.)

I. Basic Assumptions

Based on the Prop H bond language that the District authorized and approved in order to induce voter
approval of Prop H, it would seem that the voters should be able fairly to expect that the District will (i)
complete as many items in the Prop H bond language as is possible, and (ii) neither favor nor disfavor
any particular category of expenditures proposed in the bond text in response to unanticipated cost
increases (save and except, it might be said, for projects affecting student safety). (See Exhibit A hereto
for the text of Prop H.) If the District had wanted to rank the proposed Prop H projects in order of
importance or in the sequence in which the District intended for them to occur, it could have so stated
in the vote soliciting material. It chose not to, however, and the voters approved the chosen language as
such.3

3 It was suggested at the Special Board Meeting held on April 16, 2007 that because the Repairs & Renovations are
first in order of appearance in the primary bond text, the District therefore intended that they alone would have
spending primacy among the various Prop H projects. The District itself, however, does not read Prop H in that
manner since the first substantive expenditure that it made following passage of Prop H was of nearly $30 million
to re finance and transfer the Certificates of Participation debt over to District wide taxpayer debt. Not only was
refinancing the COPs not listed in the primary Bond text (let alone listed first therein), but it received no more than
a passing reference toward the end of the long form of the ballot measure when the District euphemistically said it
would be “reducing” these obligations (See, Exhibit A at Note 3). Accordingly, the District’s actions indicate that it



In such material, the District chose instead to present the proposed expenditures without regard to
timing or sequencing. Understandably, following the passage of Prop H, and in reliance thereon,
individuals, families and businesses coordinately planned and accordingly made “life choices”: they
chose not to move away from an area containing a dilapidated high school (because passage of Prop H
meant that such high school would now be renovated). Similarly, in the case of Alpine/Blossom Valley,
they chose to move to that area (or to remain in that area) given that a new high school had been
authorized, approved and funded by the taxpayers (and it is generally accepted that such school was
intended for the Alpine/BV area). 4

In committing to build the 12th High School if Prop H passed, the District was aware that the cost of such
an undertaking would be a material and meaningful component of the dollar amount that it asked the
voters to authorize. The District, by its own terms, had estimated in 2004 that a 12th High School would
cost on the order of approximately $70 million. (See Exhibit D). It would seem highly unlikely that the
expected cost of the 12th High School was not included in the District’s analysis regarding how much
taxpayer money to seek by means of Prop H and, to my knowledge, no one has seriously contended
otherwise.

II. The Reserve Fund Is Designed to Correct the Timing Inequality Created by the District When It
Did Not Meaningfully Pursue the 12th High School During the Prior 3 Years

One unfortunate consequence of the District having delayed meaningful efforts to build a 12th High
School is that it will likely now be the last of the Prop H projects initiated because it will now be at least
another several years until substantive funds can be spent on a high school. It will take several years
because the District will first want to (i) complete the Environmental Impact Reports, (ii) select,
negotiate and purchase the site, (iii) address the inevitable litigation occasioned thereby, and (iv) plan,

did not intend, by where it placed a given project in the bond text, to signal when the project would occur or its
importance relative to other listed Prop H projects.

4 At the Special Board Meeting on April 16, 2007, it was suggested that the new school to which Prop H refers does
not necessarily mean that the District had committed to build it in the Alpine/BV area. Members of the District’s
Staff presumably share this novel interpretation because they suggested this view in a footnote to the February 3,
2007 workshop materials See Exhibit B. This reading, however, does not concord with the Board’s own express
findings in seeking passage of Prop H (See Exhibit C).



design and enter into an agreement for the construction of the new school. By then, cost overruns on
the Repairs & Renovations, inaccurate projections and/or the appropriation of funds toward matters not
clearly in the Prop H bond text would materially increase the likelihood that Prop H bond money will no
longer be available for the 12th High School.5, 6

III. Why a Reserve Fund is Proposed Specifically for the 12th High School

Formally speaking, there is no reason that each Prop H project could not have its own Reserve Fund.
Were that the case, it would make the District only more accountable, make actual spending more
transparent, and make it more easy to segregate and track construction cost overruns. A Reserve Fund
for each Prop H project would therefore serve the interests of good governance, taxpayer
accountability, and the Board’s fiduciary duties as stewards of taxpayer money.

The reason that a Reserve Fund is proposed specifically for the 12th High School, however, is that such a
mechanism, in light of the totality of facts and circumstances now available, would seem to be a
reasonable means by which to remedy the oversight to date in financial modeling and notional
budgeting following passage of Prop H that the 12th High School has received relative to each other Prop
H project. Had the District treated the 12th High School on par with the other Prop H projects, and not
merely as a poor cousin, no remedy would be necessary or required.

Repairs & Renovations themselves do not need (but would certainly benefit from) the protection of a
discrete Reserve Fund. For example, (i) $70m has already been spent on them, (ii) architectural plans
have been prepared and contracts signed for additional such work, which is ongoing, (iii) the District has
not indicated a willingness to cancel any of them, unlike what it has publicly indicated with respect to
the 12th High School (See Exhibit G at Note 2), and (iv) due to the construction timing disparity, it is
unlikely that meaningful amounts could be spent on the 12th High School prior to the completion of the
Repairs & Renovations in any event. Unlike the 12th High School, the Repairs & Renovations are clearly

5 See Exhibit E for a District document that provides some context as to where the 12th High School ranks in the
planning process relative to other Prop H projects.

6 See Exhibit F for a District document indicating that whereas “Performing Arts” and “Administration” occupy an
enumerated place in Phase III, there is no mention of the 12th High School at all in that outline.



able to fend for themselves as evidenced by their place in the spending qeue and the substantial
resources that they are now receiving, and properly so.7

IV. If the Reserve Fund is not Established, the Alternatives are Highly Problematic

If the District does not establish such a Reserve Fund, then it will be left with expenditure choices, each
of which carries fundamental problems and all of which will cause only further discord among the
District’s constituencies. Consider the following 6 hypothetical spending alternatives in terms of timing
and sequencing:

1. 12th High School Next to Feed. Under this approach, the District would commence now spending all
the remaining Prop H bond money on a 12th High School then spend only whatever money remains
thereafter on Repairs & Renovations. Even if this approach were feasible (it is not), it would
nevertheless be potentially unfair to the Repairs & Renovations since there could potentially be
significant cost overruns in building the 12th High School at the expense of the Repairs & Renovations.
Accordingly, the Finance Subcommittee did not recommend this approach. (This approach is not “12th

High School First to Feed” because there has already been $70m spent on Repairs & Renovations and an
additional nearly $30m spent refinancing the COPs into taxpayer debt.8)

2. 12th High School Last to Feed. According to this hypothetical spending model, the District would
commence now spending all the remaining Prop H bond money on Repairs & Renovations with a view to
applying only what money remains, if any, to the 12th High School only when the Repairs & Renovations
are complete and there is therefore assurance that all of them are done. This ordering of expenditures,
however, would be as unfair to the 12th High School as #1 would be to the Repairs & Renovations

7 For additional indicia of the absence of meaningful progress made over the last 3 years on constructing the 12th

High School, See Exhibit H for the two (2) CBOC Annual Reports on the District’s web site. In 8 pages of text
covering nearly 3 years, there is no mention of the 12th High School.

8 See Exhibit I for excerpts from the Blue Ribbon Commission Report supporting the transfer of the COP debt into
debt that the taxpayers would repay.



because of the potential for cost overruns on the Repairs & Renovations to negatively impact the 12th

High School. Accordingly, the Finance Subcommittee did not recommend this approach.9

3. Everyone Eats, but Eats Slightly Less. Under this theory, the District would ratably or otherwise
equitably scale back all the Prop H projects by approximately 15% so that they would fit into the
aggregate Prop H bond amount (together with state matching funds). The District has estimated that it
needs approximately $550 million to complete the Prop H projects and the Finance Subcommittee has
identified approximately $475 million in available revenue without pursuing any bond extension.10

Although this course of action might seem fair among the various District constituencies, the Finance
Subcommittee currently contends that the District should seek not to cut projects but rather to locate
alternative revenue sources, and pursue customary cost containment initiatives, and accordingly, it did
not recommend this approach.11

4. Everyone Feeds at Once, Now. Using this allocation method, the District would commence spending
on everything now. Unfortunately, this approach is now impossible, because the Repairs & Renovations

9 A key reason that unanticipated cost overruns on the Repairs & Renovations could encroach on funds authorized
for the 12th High School, if no Reserve Fund is established, is that the Repairs & Renovations are proceeding
according to a “CM not at risk Multiple Prime” construction delivery system. In addition, the compensation
payable to the architect engineer and the construction manager includes financial incentives (whether or not
common in the trade) according to which the District pays them more money if the value of the contracts brokered
with the trades is greater. (See Exhibit J). See Exhibit K for a general overview of CM not at risk Multiple Prime.

10 The District has indicated its willingness on several occasions to use non Prop H money for Prop H projects and
hopefully the District will accordingly formally include those amounts in its overall revenue projections in order to
offer a more precise projection of the shortfall amount. See Exhibit L

11 Even though it was unwilling in its Initial Report to recommend cutting any Prop H Repairs & Renovations
projects themselves, the Finance Subcommittee did recommend a method by which the District could reduce
construction costs for the 12th High School by approximately 15% (using the lease leaseback construction delivery
method). To my knowledge, no proponent of the 12th High School has opposed taking a 15% haircut in this
manner, presumably in the interest of the common good of the District and solely to consequently benefit Repairs
& Renovations.



are so much further along in the planning process than the 12th High School. Accordingly, the Finance
Subcommittee did not recommend that course of action.

5. Delay doing Anything on Repairs & Renovations until Everyone can Feed at Once. According to this
spending approach, the District would stop all further repairs for several years until the 12th High School
“catches up”. At that time, and only then, all the Prop H projects would “feed” at once. This approach is
undesirable and unnecessary and accordingly the Finance Subcommittee did not recommend it.

6. Deprive Only the 12th High School of Any Food at All. Under this scenario, the 12th High School alone
would be singled out for cancellation at a time when the District still has approximately $375m available
to complete the remaining Prop H projects. Needless to say, this approach is unwarranted and
therefore the Finance Subcommittee did not recommend it.

In sum, it would seem that

#1 above would be unfair to the Repairs & Renovations;
#2 would be unfair to the 12th High School;
#3 is fair, but premature;
#4 is fair but impossible;
#5 is fair but unnecessary; and
#6 is premature, unnecessary and unfair to the 12th High School

V. The Best Alternative Under the Circumstances: The Reserve Fund Simulates Everyone Feeding
at Once

Creating a Reserve Fund for the 12th High School would seem to be the most effective, efficient and
equitable manner in which to achieve the purpose and intent of Prop H—completing all the projects the
taxpayers are paying for and discriminating against no constituency in light of the now unavoidable
imbalance in the expenditure sequence that the District is faced with. It seeks to balance between the
need to promptly continue with the Repairs & Renovations—a very important need and the need to be
prepared in several years to give effect to the financial commitment to a 12th High School already
created (and now being ratably paid for) by the passage of Prop H in a duly held and certified democratic
held election.

Establishing a Reserve Fund reflects the twin realities that (i) the District and its voters have already
committed to a 12th High School, and (ii) the money cannot now be spent due to the District having
delayed preparing for the new school. The strength of this approach is that it does not interfere with
the prompt continuation of Repairs & Renovation spending that would otherwise occur over the next 2



or 3 years while at the same time providing some measure of good faith assurance that efforts over the
next several years to identify additional revenue are not in vain. And, for the avoidance of doubt, the
money allocated to such fund would continue to accrue interest just as does other bond proceeds from
Prop H.12

VI. The Reserve Fund is Designed to be Used in Conjunction with the Independent Project
Construction Expert

The Finance Subcommittee proposed that the District retain the services of an independent project
construction expert (“PCE”) for the purpose of, among other things, better controlling Prop H
construction costs going forward. However diligent the PCE might be, he or she likely cannot prevent
every cost overrun much less unanticipated inflationary pressures. The Reserve Fund, therefore, would
complement or “book end” this effort and provide added financial protection not merely for the 12th

High School but also for the Repairs & Renovations. By clearly identifying that a sum certain is dedicated
to Repairs & Renovations and to a 12th High School, the District would likely increase the discipline that
would be brought to bear on the Repairs & Renovations and otherwise signal to District constituencies,
taxpayer watchdog groups and others the seriousness with which the District undertakes to manage the
public’s money.

VII. Purported Enrollment Issues Were Non Issues at the Time of Prop H and Remain non Issues
Today According to SANDAG Projections

The BAC Curriculum Subcommittee shortly will be providing updated census projections from SANDAG
in connection with the population that a 12th High School would serve. A few preliminary points,
however, are warranted at this time.

12 Based on a review of the District’s publicly available financial statements, the District has experience in both
establishing and maintaining reserve funds for other matters including other Prop H projects. It used a type of
reserve fund in 2004 on the first Prop H project: the transfer of the District’s COP debt over to taxpayer debt. The
1991 COPs that were re financed could not be redeemed until November 2006 and the 1999 COPs cannot be
redeemed until September 2008. In order to prepare for the 2006 and 2008 redemption of the COPs and the
associated pre payment penalties, the District deposited some of the Prop H proceeds into an irrevocable escrow
account in 2004 where the money sat (until 2006 with respect to the 1991 COPs) and where it continues to sit
(with respect to the 1999 COPs) until the trustee is permitted to redeem them. In short, the District prepared for
this future Prop H project by appropriately reserving money. In this regard, the District could similarly prepare for
the future payment of a pre existing Prop H obligation with respect to the 12th High School in the form of the
Reserve Fund herein proposed. See Exhibit M.



First, this Memorandum does not argue that there could not be extraordinary circumstances under
which it would be morally permissible to single out the 12th High School for cancellation even though the
voters had authorized, approved and funded its construction. Suppose, for example, that an
environmental hazard thereafter made Alpine/BV uninhabitable. Or suppose that following passage of
Prop H, all reliable studies projected a high school population in Alpine/BV over the next 30 years of, say
for example, fewer than 50 students. In those or substantially similar circumstances, one could
reasonably envision not building the 12th High School in the Alpine/BV area.

It would seem, however, that ethically speaking, the District would have an exceedingly heavy burden to
overcome in order to cancel the 12th High School. Cost overruns would not seem to justify singling out
the 12th High School alone to bear that burden, and SANDAG’s projections cannot reasonably be
deemed a sufficient basis to cancel the 12th High School particularly when (as the next section discusses)
the District deemed those enrollment projections sufficient at the time it committed to building the new
school when it sought to convince voters to pass Prop H.

Second, the projections that the District assessed and blessed in seeking passage of Prop H are the
same, or substantially the same, as those the District has today. If those projected numbers were
sufficient to warrant a 12th High School in 2004, they remain so today. Approximately 3 years ago, the
District was suffering from what it expressly characterized as “severe overcrowding” sufficient to
warrant the 12th High School. (See Exhibit N)

Knowing that a new District high school can take a dozen years to plan and launch, it seems strikingly
odd, without more, to contend at the same time that (i) enrollment trends for the next 30 years were
sufficient to justify the 12th High School in the spring of 2004, and yet (ii) as of the fall of 2006, they had
so reversed themselves over that 30 year period sufficient to justify canceling an already funded and
approved construction project that had been so long in the planning. To the extent that the District
elected to use a state permitted minimal time horizon of only 5 years, one can fairly ask why the District
itself would not want to use a longer horizon in light of the cost and projected life span of the 12th High
School. In addition, using a 30 year runway for enrollment projections would more symmetrically
cohere with the actual life span of the Prop H bond repayment period, to wit: if the District is going to
be taxing residents for the next 30 years in respect of Prop H, it seems only fair that it would consider
the projected enrollment composition of the District during the tax assessment and collection period.
And it seems highly doubtful that the State would prohibit the District from planning and projecting
beyond only a handful of years.



The alternative scenario would seem to be highly problematic, to wit: the enrollment numbers in 2004
did not justify the 12th High School but the District promised one nonetheless in order fraudulently to
induce passage of Prop H. To my knowledge, no one has seriously made that contention nor does this
Memorandum. In short, as a matter of equity, it seems too late in the day to seek to cancel the 12th

High School on the basis of the truncated projections that the District circulated in the February 2007
workshop materials.

Third, based on observations offered by the District’s state funding consultant—School Advisors the
State requires projections of at least 1,000 school age children in order for a District to purchase land.
By any measure Alpine/BV has, and will continue to have, well in excess of 1,000 high school age
children for the foreseeable future.

Fourth, it has been said that the value of property generally and particularly in Alpine hinders rather
than helps the case that there will continue to be sufficient enrollment numbers. Interestingly, the lot
sizes in Alpine/BV would seem to suggest that the largest demographic moving to Alpine/BV is not
retirees on a fixed budget looking for more land. Instead, the likely candidates to move to Alpine/BV
now (and even more so after a high school is built) are parents who might want more room for their
pre college aged children.13

VIII. Conclusion

The District’s voters elected to tax themselves for the sole purpose of completing all the projects
outlined in the text of Prop H. The District did not seek, nor did the voters authorize, a blank check.
Instead, the District asked for, and received, authority to pursue the projects that it specifically outlined
in the text of Prop H. A significant percentage of the funds that the District sought (and received) was
intended for the 12th High School. The District was not obligated to build the 12th High School prior to
the passage of Prop H. But a material inducement to passage of Prop H was the commitment to build a
new school upon passage of the initiative and upon the District commencing to collect taxpayer money
for that purpose. District taxpayers have already been paying such taxes for several years and will be
paying them for several decades to come.

13 Given Alpine’s unique geographic location atop a hill, one can postulate that at least 2 partial impediments to
there not currently being an even larger high school aged population in Alpine proper have likely been the lack of
(i) a full service, national chain grocery store in the immediate vicinity and (ii) a high school. An Albertsons grocery
store is currently under construction in Alpine and will open in the fall of 2007.



Unfortunately, over the last 3 years, there has not been substantial progress in planning for construction
of the 12th High School and, as a result, it will likely be the last of the Prop H projects to be initiated. In
the event of cost overruns or inflationary pressures, such oversight materially disadvantages the
prospect of there being sufficient Prop H bond money remaining in order to build the 12th High School.

There is a remedy, however, that does not interfere with continuing over the next several years the
Repairs & Renovations specifically outlined in Prop H and one that is the most fair to all the
constituencies under the circumstances. That remedy should take the form of a Reserve Fund, a
mechanism that simulates everyone feeding at once yet permits the District to hold off spending on the
12th High School until that time ripens and additional revenue sources can be explored. It is a
placeholder for the 12th High School, a safety net that other projects do not themselves need, in
response to the 12th High School not having had a meaningful seat at the table during much of the prior
3 years. Accordingly, as a matter of fundamental fairness, a meaningful sum of money should be
segregated at this time in order to correct for the neglect that the 12th High School has received since
2004 and to help ensure that what the voters instructed the District to do by means of a duly held
democratic election (and what the taxpayers are currently paying to have done) actually gets done.



APPENDIX H

Draft developed by the BAC Finance Sub-Committee,  
April 15, 2007 

Independent Project Construction Expert (“PCE”)

Abbreviated Position Specification

BASIC FUNCTION: To develop, manage and implement design and construction efforts for the
Prop H bond measure for the renovation and modernization of campuses, construction of new
science labs/classrooms, and for construction of a new 12th high school.

REPRESENTATIVE DUTIES: This abbreviated position specification is not intended to be an
exhaustive list of all duties, knowledge, or abilities associated with it, but is intended to
accurately reflect the principal job elements. Most particularly, the required Special Attributes
(page 3) are those necessary to ensure successful Prop H execution.

The PCE (which can be an individual or a Firm) has direct accountability to the Board of
Trustees through the Superintendent, and will focus on all aspects of the bond program
management; and would immediately develop a detailed Master Plan for all the remaining
Prop H bond work; including a reconciliation between work to be done, the Prop H ballot
text, and the 2003 Long Range Facilities Master Plan.

The PCE assumes an executive function, to which architects/engineer (AE) and the
construction manager (CM) report;

The PCE would work with and require direct access to deputy/assistant superintendents and
facilities directors with respect to fiscal matters and facilities access;

The PCE (and/or own or seconded District staff under the PCE’s supervision) prepares
monthly project reports and aggressively solicits Board's input & decision making;

The PCE aggressively seeks out costing efficiencies & eliminates duplications in efforts &
costs;



The PCE prepares new Prop H project schedule with alternative financial plan overlays for
the Board of Trustees’ information and approval (including state funds, bond extensions,
new bonds, and/or certificates of participation);

The PCE liaises with Citizens Bond Oversight Committee (CBOC) so that oversight can be
based on integrated, factual program schedule fully reconciled to the ballot text language:

The PCE would work with the Board to develop contracts for the CM and AE firms that have
tangible incentives for meeting and/or coming in under the budgeted project numbers. The
PCE shall investigate and evaluate all capital project procurement delivery systems and
advise the superintendent and Board of Education of the most appropriate system for each
major program component:

Develop and maintain effective professional relationships with representatives of major
stakeholder groups, including parent groups, employee organizations, business and labor
organizations, local elected and appointed government officials, and the media:

Prepare project budgets; analyze and review budgetary and financial data; control and
authorize expenditures in accordance with established limitations.

The PCE would have other duties as are appropriate for the position and as directed by the
Board.

DEMONSTRATED KNOWLEDGE, ABILITIES and SPECIAL ATTRIBUTES:

KNOWLEDGE OF:

Modern design, project and construction management methods and techniques, and
construction practices in school districts or other public agencies.

School construction finance and alternative funding mechanisms.

School and community relations.

California Building Codes and the Field Act, and relevant federal and state regulations and
procedures; applicable laws, codes, regulations, and policies.

Public law related to land management acquisition, and sale.

Principles and practices of effective supervision and personnel management.

School district organizational patterns and operating procedures preferred.

Long range planning methods.

Organization and direction of facilities management and planning activities.



School facility funding sources and application submission procedures and requirements
preferred.

City and County redevelopment and zoning policies, procedures, and regulations.

Budget preparation and control.

ABILITY TO:

Build a strong bond management team that can execute in an efficient and timely manner.

Organize, control and direct the funding of School District facilities and school sites.

Facilitate the selection, purchase and development of School District properties.

Coordinate architectural selection.

Coordinate consultants.

Coordinate construction service providers.

Supervise the performance of assigned personnel.

Communicate effectively, both orally and in writing.

Establish and maintain cooperative and effective working relationships with others.

Meet schedules and time lines.

Work independently with little direction.

Prepare and maintain comprehensive narrative and statistical reports.

Direct the maintenance of a variety of reports and files related to assigned activities.

Hearing and speaking to exchange information and make presentations.

SPECIAL ATTRIBUTES: The PCE shall have these proven attributes developed from a lengthy
experience of multiple, major, and complex school projects across several districts:

Be an acknowledged “turn around” expert.

Accomplish complex capital projects effectively within specified budgets and time lines;
including projects involving multiple construction delivery vehicles, such as (a) traditional
design/bid/build, (b) CM at risk design/build, (c) CM not at risk multiple primes and (d)
lease leaseback.

Deal creatively with ideas.



Make difficult recommendations and decisions, sell them authoritatively to the Board of
Trustees through the Superintendent, and to be responsible and accountable for those
decisions and their outcomes.

Analyze situations accurately, and adopt an effective course of action.

Perceive organizational implications of recommendations and decisions made by the Board
of Trustees and senior Administration management staff.

Analyze problems and develop effective action plans.

Perform professional, administrative, advocacy, and liaison duties involved in the facility
development process, including to the public, the CBOC and the San Diego County Taxpayers
Association.

Interpret, apply, and explain rules, regulations, policies, and procedures.

Mentor, train and evaluate assigned school District personnel with intent to inculcate
appropriate know how within the District for its future needs.
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REPAIR & RENOVATION
SUBCOMMITTEE

FINAL REPORT

Tony Camara, Chair
Mendy Brant, Vice Chair



INTRODUCTION

In March 2004, voters in our community approved Proposition H, which was to provide funds for
improving the deteriorating schools in the Grossmont Union High School District. As of late 2006 and
early 2007, members of the school board and the public expressed dissatisfaction with the progress of
improvements, the expenditure of Proposition H funds, and the overall management of Proposition H.
Additionally, they questioned if a new high school would be built.

Citizen Oversight Committees were formed to delve into the history of Proposition H improvements,
management, and funding, as well as to make recommendations for future use of Proposition H funds.
One such committee was the Repair and Renovation Subcommittee.

This report is the culmination of the Repair and Renovation Subcommittee’s efforts. Ultimately this
report will recommend repairs and renovations that, in the committee’s opinion, must be made to our
schools for safety and minimum modernization. To that end, this report will discuss:

• The Purpose of the Subcommittee
• The Purpose of This Report
• How This Report Was Prepared
• Findings
• Recommendations and Priorities Per School
• Conclusion

THE PURPOSE OF THE SUBCOMMITTEE

The purpose of the repair and renovation subcommittee is to work with the long list of needed repairs
and renovations as listed in the bond. The subcommittee will prioritize those remaining items and,
working with the Finance Subcommittee and District staff, will attempt to place a cost on each of the
repairs and renovations. A list of subcommittee members and their professions, as well as a list of
meeting dates, is in the Appendix.

THE PURPOSE OF THIS REPORT

The purpose of this report is to prioritize the repairs and renovations that remain to be done under the
bond. In this report we’ve listed each school and, in order of priority, the repairs and renovations that
must be done. These are the repairs and renovations that are critical to student and/or faculty health



and safety and the minimum for modernization. However, we feel that all the repairs and renovations
listed in the full text of the bond should be made.

This report recommends the repairs and renovations that are necessary, but exclusion of any repair or
renovation listed in the actual bond should not be construed as a recommendation to omit or eliminate
that repair or renovation. We are merely prioritizing the most crucial improvements with the
understanding that funding may not be available to complete all the items stated under the bond.



HOW THIS REPORT WAS PREPARED

Principals’ Top 5 Lists Created

We asked all principals to provide us with a list of the top five repairs or renovations that must be done
at their respective schools, followed by a list of the next five items. All principals worked with their site
MSF (manager of school facilities) to provide us with their priority list.

Top 5 List and Bond Language Reconciled

Next we reviewed each school’s “Top 5 Priority” list and compared it with the language of the bond. We
wanted to ensure that the priority items were, in fact, allowed repair or renovation items according to
the bond specifications. Most priority items were repairs and renovations clearly allowed according to
the bond language (renovation of outdated or unusable bathrooms, for example). If a priority requested
by a principal was not included in the bond language (new bleachers, for example), then we notified that
principal or MSF, reviewed the bond language with them, and asked them to redo their list to reconcile
with bond language. The principals “Top 5 Priority” lists are in the Appendix.

Hierarchy of Need Established

In our April 24 meeting we agreed that we’d consider each item on each priority list based on this
hierarchy of need:

1. Health and Safety, including

a. Heating, ventilation, and air conditioning (HVAC) systems
b. Fire alarms, intercoms, bells
c. Student restrooms
d. Security systems

2. Science labs and buildings where needed

3. Instructional environment, including

a. Classroom modernization
b. Delivery of technology (electrical upgrades, etc…)

Schools Visited



After the principals’ priority lists were completed and, if necessary, redone to align with bond
requirements, we visited each school to inspect the items on the list. Our goal was to (1) ensure that
this report would be accurate, (2) ensure that the repair or renovation item would, in fact, be allowed
based on the language of the bond, and (3) corroborate that the repair or renovation is needed. We
also took photos to act as evidence of deterioration and need. Those photos are not included in this
report, but they can be made available.



FINDINGS

Overall Condition Ranges From Abysmal to Acceptable

With the exception of Steele Canyon, the most recently constructed and up to date school, all of the
campuses need substantial renovation. Some do not even comply with the Americans with Disabilities
Act (ADA). Viking Center is to help our disabled students, and some parts are not even ADA compliant.

Three Campuses Overcrowded and Stressed

We observed three overcrowded campuses Granite Hills, Grossmont, and West Hills. For example,
Granite Hills was built to accommodate 1,800 students. It has a student population of about 2,800. And
it has only three student restrooms (three boys, three girls).

While some campuses are overcrowded, others lack enrollment. Therefore, we recommend that the
board consider adjusting school boundary lines to ensure a more even distribution of student
population.

“Make Do,” Patched Together Facilities

There is a general look of schools having to “make do.” This “make do” appearance is evidenced by the
amount of old portables being used as permanent classrooms. Most of the older portables appeared
broken down, and we saw water stained ceiling tiles and smelled mildew.

Hot Classes During Hot Weather; Cold Classes During Cold Weather

While HVAC updating has occurred, it’s not complete. Part of the campus might have upgraded HVAC,
and part doesn’t. Or part doesn’t have any air conditioning or heating at all.

We must stress that new air conditioning and heating will not be efficient unless the insulation in the
ceilings and walls and energy efficient windows are first put in place.”

Science Classrooms Should Have More than a Sink



We found that science classrooms are nothing more than a regular classroom with one sink. These
classrooms appear beyond renovation to get them up to a modern science facility. We strongly
recommend the existing science classrooms be converted to regular classrooms, the antiquated
portables be scrapped and classes moved to the converted science classrooms, and that new science
buildings be constructed.



RECOMMENDATIONS – WORST FIRST

Listed below are the five most critical areas that should be addressed first, immediately, and completely.

Recommendation #1
Renovate Viking Center

Year Constructed: 1975
Student Population: 22 to 48

Viking Center serves severely disabled students, and its condition is the worst of all the
campuses in the district. As this facility serves students in wheelchairs, it needs to be entirely
ADA compliant.

There was so much deterioration, it appears that the best tactic for Viking Center would be to
tear most of it down and build a new facility. Since that is not an option under the bond
language, we strongly recommend that at a minimum the following items be completed at
Viking Center. The exact bond language is in normal print; notations to bond language are in
italics.

1. Upgrade safety systems for compliance with State and Federal law, including
ADA compliance. Install or upgrade sprinkler system. Install a back up,
emergency generator for oxygen and tube feedings suctioning .

2. Increase and upgrade electrical capacity and technology infrastructure for safety
and better access to technology. Upgrade intercom system.

3. Repair and renovate existing deteriorated academic classrooms including
repainting, replacing flooring and ceiling, installing energy efficient lighting,
upgrading marker boards, and instructional supply storage.

4. Repair or replace inefficient and old air conditioners and heaters with efficient
system.

5. Upgrade building exteriors including repainting, replacing doors and windows,
and installing energy efficient outdoor lighting, and fencing to improve safety
and security. Install a safety enclosure.



Recommendation #2
Bring Campuses up to Federal and State Law

According to the full text bond language, the following campuses require repair or renovation to
be brought up to Federal and State Law (bond language used):

1. Helix Charter High School: Upgrade safety systems for compliance with State and
Federal Law

2. El Cajon Valley High School: Remove asbestos and lead paint from building.
3. Mount Miguel High School: Upgrade safety systems for compliance with State and

Federal law.
4. El Capitan High School: Upgrade safety systems for compliance with State and Federal

law.
5. Granite Hills High School: Upgrade fire and other safety systems for ADA compliance.
6. Monte Vista High School: Upgrade fire and other safety systems for ADA compliance.
7. Santana High School: Upgrade fire and other safety systems for ADA compliance.
8. Valhalla High School: Upgrade safety systems for compliance with State and Federal

Law.
9. West Hills High School: Upgrade fire and other safety systems for ADA compliance.
10. Steele Canyon High School: Make the necessary improvements for ADA compliance.
11. Chaparral High School: Upgrade safety systems for compliance with State and Federal

Law. Make necessary improvements for ADA compliance. Remove asbestos and lead
paint.

12. Homestead School: Upgrade safety systems for compliance with State and Federal Law.

Recommendation #3
Eliminate Portables; Convert Existing Science
Classrooms; Construct New Science Buildings

We saw portable structures, originally intended to be temporary, that were old and
deteriorated. Some portables were over 20 years old.

Additionally, we observed “science” classrooms that were no more than a classroom with a sink.

Therefore, we strongly recommend that this three part improvement:

A. Construct a new science building with dedicated, modern science classrooms.
B. Convert existing “science” classrooms to regular, up to date classrooms.



C. Eliminate older portable classrooms as much as possible within state requirements

This three part improvement should be done at these campuses:

1. Grossmont High School
2. Helix Charter High School
3. El Cajon Valley High School
4. El Capitan High School
5. Granite Hills High School
6. Monte Vista High School
7. Santana High School
8. Valhalla High School.
9. Chaparral High School

Recommendation #4
Upgrade HVAC and Install NewWindows

We recommend that HVAC upgrades be completed and new, energy efficient windows be
installed in every indoor student and faculty area at the following campuses:

1. Grossmont High School
2. Helix Charter High School (start it or complete it)
3. El Cajon Valley High School
4. Mount Miguel High School
5. El Capitan High School
6. Granite Hills High School
7. Monte Vista High School
8. Santana High School
9. Valhalla High School
10. Work Training Center

Recommendation #5
Renovate 75 Year Old Cafeteria at Grossmont High School

We recommend that the 75 year old cafeteria be completely upgraded and renovated to a true
multi purpose, guidance/counseling/tutorial facility. Upgrades and renovations should include,
at a minimum, ceilings, floors, walls, lighting, and windows.



REMAINING RECOMMENDATIONS BASED ON PRIORITIES PER SCHOOL

Listed below are the remaining priorities at each school site. The schools that are most in need of
renovation are listed first. So that there are no duplications, if a repair or renovation item is mentioned
in the previous section, it is not noted here again.

Recommendation #6
Grossmont High School

Year Constructed: Originally in 1921; rebuilt in 1939
Student population as of May 15, 2007: 2,333

1. Upgrade deteriorated restrooms.
2. Upgrade fire alarms, sprinkler, and public address systems for improved safety.
3. Upgrade building exteriors including repainting, replacing doors and windows, and

installing energy efficient outdoor lighting to improve security and safety.
4. Increase and upgrade electrical capacity and technology infrastructure for safety and

better access to technology.

Recommendation #7
Helix Charter High School

Year Constructed: 1952
Student population as of May 15, 2007: 2,398

1. Upgrade electrical systems for safety.
2. Upgrade building exteriors including repainting, replacing doors and windows, and

installing energy efficient outdoor lighting to improve safety and security.
3. Replace deteriorated roofs.
4. Repair and renovate 50 year old restrooms, plumbing, and drinking fountains.

Recommendation #8
Monte Vista High School

Year Constructed: 1961
Student population as of May 15, 2007: 1,818



1. Upgrade fire and other safety systems including but not limited to fire alarm and
sprinkler systems, public address systems, and intercom.

2. Replace old roofs and deteriorated covered walkways.
3. Repair and renovate 42 year old restrooms, plumbing, and drinking fountains.
4. Upgrade aging building exteriors including repainting, replacing doors, and installing

energy efficient outdoor lighting to improve safety and security.
5. Repair and renovate existing deteriorated academic classrooms including repainting,

replacing flooring and ceiling, installing energy efficient lighting, and upgrading marker
boards.

Recommendation #9
Santana High School

Year Constructed: 1965
Student population as of May 15, 2007: 1,481

1. Upgrade fire and other safety systems including but not limited to fire alarm systems,
sprinklers, public address systems, and intercom

2. Repair and renovate deteriorated academic classrooms including repainting, replacing
flooring and ceiling, installing energy efficient lighting, and upgrading marker boards.

3. Renovate 40 year old restrooms, plumbing, and drinking fountains.
4. Upgrade aging building exteriors including repainting, replacing doors, and installing

energy efficient outdoor lighting to improve safety and security.

Recommendation #10
El Capitan High School

Year Constructed: 1958
Student population as of May 15, 2007: 1,817

1. Repair and renovate deteriorated academic classrooms, including repainting, replacing
flooring and ceiling, installing energy efficient lighting, and upgrading marker boards.

2. Renovate old restrooms.
3. Upgrade 45 year old building exteriors including repainting, replacing doors, and

installing energy efficient outdoor lighting to improve safety and security.



Recommendation #11
Granite Hills High School

Year Constructed: 1960
Student population as of May 15, 2007: 2,668

1. Upgrade fire and other safety systems including but not limited to fire alarm systems,
public address systems, and intercom.

2. Increase and upgrade electrical capacity and technology infrastructure for safety and
better access to technology.

3. Repair and renovate existing deteriorated academic classrooms including repainting,
replacing flooring and ceiling, installing energy efficient lighting, and upgrading marker
boards.

4. Upgrade deteriorated building exteriors including repainting, replacing doors, and
installing energy efficient outdoor lighting to improve safety and security.

Recommendation #12
El Cajon Valley High School

Year Constructed: 1955
Student population as of May 15, 2007: 1,908

1. Upgrade fire alarms, sprinkler, and public address systems for improved safety.
2. Increase and upgrade electrical capacity and technology infrastructure for safety and

better access to technology.
3. Upgrade deteriorated restrooms.
4. Repair and renovate existing academic classrooms including repainting, replacing

deteriorated flooring and ceiling, installing energy efficient lighting, and upgrading
marker boards.

5. Upgrade 48 year old building exteriors including repainting, replacing doors, and
installing energy efficient outdoor lighting to improve safety and security.

Recommendation #13
Mount Miguel High School

Year Constructed: 1957



Student population as of May 15, 2007: 1,830

1. Repair and renovate the 46 year old academic classrooms including repainting,
replacing deteriorated flooring and ceiling, installing energy efficient lighting, and
upgrading marker boards.

2. Repair and renovate deteriorated restrooms, plumbing, and drinking fountains.
3. Upgrade aging building exteriors including repainting, replacing doors, replacing aging

roofs, and installing energy efficient outdoor lighting to improve safety and security.
4. Upgrade fire alarms, sprinkler, and public address systems for improved safety and

better access to technology.
5. Reconfigure school drop off zones and parking lots to improve traffic and pedestrian

safety.

Recommendation #14
Valhalla High School

Year Constructed: 1974
Student population as of May 15, 2007: 1,949

1. Repair and renovate existing deteriorated academic classrooms including repainting,
replacing flooring and ceiling, installing energy efficient lighting, and upgrading marker
boards.

2. Upgrade fire alarms, sprinkler, and public address systems for improved safety.
3. Upgrade deteriorated building exteriors including repainting, replacing doors, and

installing energy efficient outdoor lighting to improve safety and security.
4. Renovate 30 year old restrooms, plumbing, and drinking fountains.

Recommendation #15
West Hills High School

Year Constructed: 1987
Student population as of May 15, 2007: 2, 228

1. Upgrade fire and other safety systems including but not limited to fire alarm systems,
sprinklers, public address systems, and intercom.

2. Increase and upgrade electrical capacity and technology infrastructure for safety and
better access to technology.



3. Replace old roofs and covered walkways.
4. Upgrade site drainage, irrigation, and storm systems for safety.
5. Upgrade building exteriors including repainting, replacing doors and windows, and

installing energy efficient outdoor lighting to improve safety and security.

Recommendation #16
Chaparral High School

Year Constructed: 1972
Student population as of May 15, 2007: 313

1. Repair and renovate existing deteriorated academic classrooms including repainting,
replacing flooring and ceiling, installing energy efficient lighting, upgrading marker
boards and instructional supply storage.

2. Increase and upgrade electrical capacity and technology infrastructure for safety and
better access to technology.

Recommendation #17
Homestead/Frontier School

Year Constructed: 1978
Student population as of May 15, 2007: 124

1. Upgrade building exteriors including repainting, replacing doors and windows, and
installing energy efficient outdoor lighting, and fencing to improve safety and security.

2. Repair and renovate deteriorated academic classrooms and office space, including
repainting, replacing flooring and ceiling, installing energy efficient lighting, upgrading
marker boards and instructional supply storage.

3. Replace deteriorated roofing.

Recommendation #18
Work Training Center

Year Constructed: 1975
Student population as of May 15, 2007: 45 on site

1. Repair or replace deteriorated roofing system.



2. Increase and upgrade electrical capacity and technology infrastructure for safety and
better access to technology.

3. Repair and renovate deteriorated academic classrooms and office space, including
repainting, replacing flooring and ceiling, installing energy efficient lighting, and
upgrading marker boards.



CONCLUSION

Our subcommittee’s major task was to prioritize the remaining items as listed on the bond. After
consulting with principals, MSFs, we then visited each site and saw dramatic deterioration and
unacceptable conditions. We’ve listed in the preceding the repairs, renovations, and new construction
that must be made as quickly as possible to serve our students. We’ve listed those repairs, renovations,
and new construction in order of priority – worst first, or most needed first. In summary, those
priorities are:

1. Completely repair, renovate, and update Viking Center.
2. Bring all campuses to compliance with State and Federal Law, including ADA compliance and

removal of asbestos and lead paint.
3. Install effective insulation in ceilings and walls, energy efficient windows, and energy efficient

HVAC and heating systems.
4. At all campuses with portables and aging science facilities, remove all portables, convert existing

science classrooms to regular classrooms, and construct new science buildings.
5. Renovate 75 year old cafeteria at Grossmont High School to multipurpose facility.
6. Complete various repairs and renovations at all campuses, listed in the order as shown in the

preceding.

At a minimum, school environments should be safe, secure, comfortable in temperature, and clean. To
best serve learning, those environments should also be modernized with upgraded electrical, access to
technology, and teaching tools such as white boards and storage.

We recommend that all of our recommendations be approved and acted upon immediately. The
remainder of the items in the full text bond should also be completed.

Lastly, we recommend that the school board consider adjusting school boundary lines for a more even
distribution of student population.
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Math Department Chair, Grossmont
High School
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president of Foothills PTA, Ninth District
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Julie Campos
Council PTA and PTSA President,
Grossmont High School

Doug Coffin
Teacher, Santana High School

Darlene Cossio
Parent

Mike Iglesias
Teacher, Santana High School

Barbara Killian
Business Owner

Barbara Lowe
Former principal and superintendent

Randy Montesanto
Vice Principal, Steele Canyon High
School

TomMincks
Teacher, El Capitan High School

Paul Wargo
Principal, Monte Vista High School

Bill Weaver
Retired insurance industry consultant in
risk management, safety, and fire
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Subcommittee Meeting Dates
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March 13, 2007
April 17, 2007
May 8 and 9, 2007 (school visitation)
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SITE SUBCOMMITTEE

FINAL REPORT

Bill Garrett, Chair
Pat Price, Vice Chair



REPORT OUTLINE

The Site Selection subcommittee, comprising approximately 20 members, and chaired by Bill Garrett,
with Vice Chair, Pat Price, met on one occasion, March 7, 2007, with one specific goal in mind: to
recommend a variety of potential high school sites to the Grossmont Union High School District Board of
Trustees, for possible inclusion in an EIR. When the Subcommittee was first formed the fact that the
High School Board would be considering moving forward with an EIR so soon was not known. Initially,
the Sub committee thought that its work would be inclusive. In fact, a variety of members thought that
the Sub committee would review a variety of sites, conduct a fairly detailed analysis, and recommend a
particular site to the Board. As noted above, however, when the Sub committee first met its work was
considerably altered.

Later, a second issue arose: purchase of a potential high school site now as opposed to waiting until the
EIR was completed. This idea was discussed amongst the Sub committee chair and vice chair, as well as
the Chair of the full commission, but it was decided not to pursue the idea with the Sub committee
because of the potential negative legal consequences of such an action.

Item #1
Selection of potential high school sites for consideration in an EIR.
The high school district Board was ready to consider moving forward with an EIR on potential
high school sites. The Sub committee recommended three sites for consideration.

Item #2
Consideration of purchasing property now for a high school.
The suggestion that one of the three sites being considered for the high school site in the EIR be
purchased now as opposed to was raised at a Commission meeting was raised at a Commission
meeting.



Item #1
At the Site Sub committee’s meeting of March 7, 2007 the Chair explained to the group that the High
School Board of Trustees would be meeting within two days to receive a report regarding an analysis,
prepared by Essentia, of the four sites that had been recommended for review for a potential high
school site in Alpine. The Sub committee was being asked to recommend to the Board three of the four
sites to be included in an EIR.

The Sub committee reviewed the report which analyzed the four sites and asked a variety of questions.
Considerable discussion was held regarding the likely acquisition costs of the various sites as well as
already proposed development on various sites.
It was pointed out to the group that it was preferable to have the EIR consider at least three sites (plus a
“no alternative) since that would give credence to the argument that due diligence had been given in
selecting a final site for the high school location.



Item #2
The idea of purchasing property now for the high school site as opposed to waiting until the EIR was
completed was raised at a Commission meeting.

In reviewing the idea it was concluded by the Chair and Vice chair that there were so many reasons why
it was not a good idea to do so that the issue did not go before the full Sub committee.
The underlying reason as to why it is not a good idea is that such action would potentially invalidate the
EIR and would subject the District to litigation. Additionally, it would jeopardize the possibility of being
able to utilize State funds in the development of the high school.



RECOMMENDATIONS

Recommendation #1:
That the District proceed with an EIR for a potential high school site and the following sites be
included in the EIR:

1. Study Area B (Wright’s Field)
2. Study Area J (Lazy A Ranch)
3. Study Area G (Chocolate Summit)

The Sub committee also recommends that the following site NOT be included in the EIR
4. Study Area C (Tavern Road)

Recommendation #2:
That the District wait until the EIR is completed prior to purchasing property for a high school
site in Alpine.



CONCLUSIONS

The Site Sub committee limited its review to potential sites for consideration in the EIR since the Board
was ready to move forward at this time with an EIR. Additionally, the Sub committee only considered
the four sites that had previously been selected for analysis by the District. Although it is generally
understood that there are advantages and disadvantaged to the various sites, it is believed by the Sub
committee that it is imperative to fully review the recommended sites from an environmental
perspective so a well reasoned decision can eventually be made concerning a high school site in Alpine.

Additionally, while there is apparently some interest in purchasing a site at this time, there are a variety
of legal as well as financial reasons to wait until the EIR is completed to make such a purchase.



KEEPING THE PROMISES



KEEPING THE PROMISES

The following report is intended as an overview and summary that combines the work of the individual
subcommittees of the Bond Advisory Commission (BAC) into a comprehensive framework that can be
used by the GUHSD Governing Board to implement the mandates of Proposition H. The report
incorporates the work of the individual subcommittees of the BAC – Finance, Site Selection, Repair &
Renovation, and Facilities & Curriculum. However, it goes beyond a straight summary of the
subcommittees’ work by integrating their recommendations into a step by step program that satisfies
all of the Prop H bond projects. In essence the report provides a roadmap for linking Promises Made to
Promises Kept.

The BAC’s basic premise was to change the mindset associated with Prop H from “what Prop H projects
cannot be done” to “what needs to be done to keep all Prop H promises.” The BAC believes the
approach outlined in this report brings all of the interested parties together as partners by making all
aspects of the bond equally important and achievable. The BAC calls the approach the Grossmont
Solution – Promises Made, Promises Kept because it provides a solution to the problem we have all
been struggling with – how to convert all Prop H mandates relating to repair and renovation of existing
schools and construction of a 12th high school into reality. The steps detailed in the report are specific,
realistic, achievable and fiscally responsible within a reasonable timeframe and are linked with the
recommendations of the subcommittees. We urge the Board to accept the report and to rapidly
implement its recommendations.

In summary, the five steps in the Grossmont Solution are:

1. Restore public confidence and trust through effective oversight and management.

2. Stretch revenues and matching funds.

3. Rebalance student populations to reduce overcrowding and minimize construction costs.

4. Define realistic goals and objectives to satisfy all Prop H promises encompassing repairs and
renovation of existing schools and construction of a new high school.

5. Integrate all of the above steps in a single package – The Grossmont Solution – Promises Made,
Promises Kept.



STEP # 1
RESTORING PUBLIC CONFIDENCE AND TRUST THROUGH EFFECTIVE OVERSIGHT AND MANAGEMENT:

The first and most important step in the Grossmont Solution is to firmly establish public confidence and
trust in the ability of the Board to responsibly implement and manage the work to be undertaken
pursuant to Prop H. Concerns were not only expressed by the citizens of Alpine, who were beginning to
see their long held dream of a high school drift away, but also by many other responsible individuals,
public interest groups, and the media. Whether the problems pointed out were real or perceived or
whether public criticism was justified or not, the result was, nevertheless, an erosion of confidence in
both the Board and Citizens Bond Oversight Committee. To its credit, the Board demonstrated its
willingness to acknowledge there was a problem and established the Bond Advisory Commission. With
this final report the work of the BAC will draw to a close. The Board must now take on the responsibility
of addressing the BAC’s recommendations and implement a more effective plan for overseeing Prop H
work and expenditures. By taking this basic step the Board will be able to restore public trust and
confidence in its actions and successfully complete the other steps to achieve the Grossmont Solution –
Promises Made, Promises Kept.

A. Board Ownership of Prop H Implementation

The Board understands and appreciates that it has a fiduciary responsibility to the public to properly and
effectively manage the expenditure of Prop H funds. This duty requires the Board to operate in the
same disciplined way that any successful corporation in the private sector would if faced with a nearly
half billion dollar capital expense project. The BAC’s Finance Subcommittee identifies, as a top priority,
the need for the Board to assume “ownership” of the Prop H project. Ownership is a new age word for
Harry Truman’s old adage that “the buck stops here.” However, we need to get beyond the slogans and
provide a clear set of definitions as to what ownership really means in the context of the Prop H project.

A bond that totals nearly a half billion dollars with matching funds puts the Board and its staff in
unfamiliar territory and it is unfair to direct criticism for lack of ownership without getting specific as
what needs to be done. Harking back to the private sector, ownership of major projects such as this is a
management system that strives for continuous and ongoing stewardship and accountability. As the
owner of the project, the Board accepts full responsibility for its execution and demonstrates its
leadership by taking on the role as the overseer of the project. With that understanding the Board must
convey that same sense of ownership to every other project participant down the chain of command
to staff, the project manager, contractors and subcontractors. Much like a corporate board of directors,
the Board is responsible to the project “shareholders” – the taxpayers, parents, teachers and, of course,
the students – and must demonstrate it is in control of the project.



There is no “easy button” to achieve the proper exercise of project ownership. It requires hard work. In
a nutshell here is what the Board, with the help of staff, needs to do:

1) Set clear goals, deliverables and timetables.
This must be done up front as it puts everyone on the same page and creates an umbrella of
expectations for the project. In the context of Prop H it means inclusion of all aspects of the
bond language (i.e., the promises) contained in the bond language.

2) Provide rigorous oversight of project managers.
This means that the Board will be comparing actual performance against project goals,
deliverables and timetables and expects accountability for satisfying them.

3) Establish real time controls monthly, quarterly and special reports and updates from
project managers to assure accountability. To make this work, the Finance Subcommittee
recommends a District owned project database detailing all physical completion and
financial management on a regular daily or weekly basis.

4) Drill down into reports, understand what’s going on, and direct corrective action when
needed. For a project of this immense size, individual Board members should be tasked to
be the primary contact for certain aspects of the project such as financial reports, public
communication, repair/renovation projects, new high school etc., with the Board chair
responsible for assuring that all the pieces are working in harmony. The Finance
Subcommittee further recommends (Recommendation #9) that a rotating membership of
two Board members be responsible for monitoring the progress of the Prop H program
though regular meetings so that over time all Board members become engaged in and
understand the whole project.

B. Expert Project Management

The Finance Subcommittee has provided in depth recommendations to establish executive level project
management so that the project is not managed at an administrative or staff level. (A suggested
organization chart for the project is among those recommendations.) The Board and its staff will have
its plate full with project ownership. Actual project management therefore needs to be handled by an
independent and fully qualified project manager. The basic recommendations are as follows:

1) As soon as possible, select and appoint an independent project expert or management team
that has demonstrated experience and ability to manage and execute projects of this size
and scope. There are many examples out there. For example, both the Grossmont



Cuyamaca Prop R and Sweetwater UHSD Prop BB projects, noted for their success, hired
Harris – Gafcon, Inc., a leading San Diego based construction consulting firm as their project
manager. Other similarly qualified firms are out there and the Board needs to find one with
a successful track record to take over project management and execution. The Finance
Subcommittee points out many other areas that the project manager can assist in improving
project efficiency and all of their recommendations are incorporated by reference into this
report. At its May 10, 2007 meeting the Board approved moving forward with this
recommendation and the BAC urges rapid implementation of this vital task.

2) Once a project manager is selected, establish tight contractual terms for the project
manager, and all contractors and subcontractors. Best practices established in the school
construction industry should be used for setting up these contracts and it would be wise to
retain expert outside counsel for this purpose.

3) Incorporate project deliverables, timetables, and budget details into each contract with
appropriate incentives for project performance (on time or under budget) and penalties for
budget overruns or poor performance up to and including contract cancellation

4) The selection of consultants, expert advisors and outside counsel to assist the Board and/or
project management team should be based on an RFP process, where appropriate, and
should involve criteria related to the experience, expertise, independence and reputation
that the firm or individual has within its area of professional work experience.

C. Rigorous and Independent Fiscal CBOC Oversight

Another area that the Finance Subcommittee and others have highlighted is the need to establish
rigorous financial management. Although the Board must also provide oversight in this area through its
project ownership, financial oversight is shared with an independent body – the Citizens Bond Oversight
Committee (CBOC). An important concept is the independence of the CBOC. Legally, the CBOC must
not and should not serve as a rubber stamp for Board or staff actions and decisions. The CBOC serves
the role as an outside auditor of Prop H implementation and as a citizen watch dog organization that
keeps the whole process honest and open. Again, the Grossmont Cuyamaca Prop R is cited as an
example of a model CBOC and we urge the Board to carefully examine how that CBOC functioned.

In a recent (April 9, 2007) letter to the Board, the San Diego County Taxpayers Association outlines many
shortcomings with the existing operation of the CBOC and the need for the CBOC to “play a meaningful
role in evaluating any significant changes in the project list presented to voters at the election.” Both
the Taxpayers Association and Finance Subcommittee considered enhancements to the CBOC as critical



in restoring public confidence and assuring the public of compliance with Prop H promises. One step in
the right direction the BAC recommends is to ask the Taxpayers Association for a set of guidelines that
they would like to see implemented to improve CBOC oversight. This would enable the Taxpayer
Association to serve as a partner with the CBOC in furthering its oversight role.

As a starting point, here are some basic steps the Board can follow that will start the CBOC on the right
track.

1) Establish clear, unambiguous guidelines for the CBOC so that it understands what it is tasked
and required to do to function properly. We know that much of this is outlined in the
language of Prop 39.

2) Get current information to the CBOC so it can make timely decisions. This requires the
comprehensive central database mentioned above so that the CBOC can readily ascertain
whether projects are over budget. Status reports updating the work done at each school
should be provided on a regular basis.

3) Require the CBOC to conduct regular and ongoing audits of contracts and expenditures. As
part of this step the management team and project manager should provide a full activity
report to the CBOC at every monthly meeting.

4) Mandate transparency of information and ready access by the public via a web site that is
maintained and frequently updated by a professional web manager. The District
demonstrated great strides with improving its Prop H web site at the May 10, 2007 Board
meeting and this web site should be linked with the CBOC’ own web site.

5) Require SEC style disclosures in annual bond reports accompanied by public meetings akin
to shareholder annual meetings of publicly traded corporations.

6) Avoid placing the CBOC in a rubber stamp position by requiring staff to disclose and air all
major Prop H recommendations and proposals to the CBOC before the Board takes any
formal action. In this way the CBOC can provide its input to the Board before Board
consideration and deliberation.

7) Provide the CBOC with its own staff that is independent of District staff. The CBOC
members are volunteers who have limited time to review complex recommendations from
the Board or its staff. In addition to basic administrative support the CBOC should have
available at least one independent and qualified staff person who can provide analysis of
information and reports along with advice and executive summaries of proposed action
items that come before the CBOC.



8) Request that the CBOC also provide oversight on other non Prop H programs that involve
capital expenditures such as deferred maintenance programs and Certificates of
Participation (COPs) and apply the same steps 1 7 above to facilitate that role.



STEP # 2
STRETCHING REVENUES ANDMATCHING FUNDS

If the Board follows through with Step #1 through project ownership, expert project management and
rigorous CBOC oversight, then it will be on a path that restores public confidence and trust in its actions.
That first step is critical because it is the prerequisite to the successful execution of the remaining steps
in the Grossmont Solution – Promises Made, Promises Kept. However, during the implementation of
this first step, the Board can and should simultaneously proceed with the remaining program steps.

The core working document for any enterprise is an income statement showing revenue and expenses.
Successful enterprises continually strive for maximizing the revenue stream while minimizing expenses.
Let’s first look at the revenue side including State matching funds and other sources of income

A. “No Cost” Bond Extension

There is a growing recognition that to achieve all of the Prop H promises there needs to be a major
infusion of additional funds. These funds are not just needed for the new high school. It is becoming
clear that the physical infrastructure problems of the existing high schools are profound and there are
substantially greater needs than originally anticipated to satisfy all that was promised by Prop H. The
Repair & Renovation Subcommittee identifies these needs in its report and prioritizes them. However,
even the lower priority needs are quite basic and are important to the education goals of the District.
To achieve all of the Prop H promises we need a large amount of additional money that is in the range of
$100 to $150M to supplement the existing $485M of bond and matching funds.

Although other revenue sources may be available, and are discussed below, these sources would
generate supplemental funds that will only fill a portion of the deficit. Standing alone, by far, as the
primary source of additional revenue is a bond extension. Because this measure requires approval by
voters it illustrates why it is so critical for the Board to regain the public trust and confidence. However,
even with public trust restored, voters may wonder why they should support a bond extension. Here is
where the voters must be honestly and explicitly informed as to what has happened in the last few years
that has completely changed the financial dynamics of Prop H.

First, the inflation problem, previously discussed, cuts both ways. In the private sector, businesses in the
construction trades have generally been able to offset high commodity costs by raising their prices. For
example, as everyone knows, San Diego County experienced a sharp rise in housing prices from 2001
2006 and, although prices have recently leveled off, home builders were able to survive and profit by
matching the price trend and raising prices for new homes. However, that same trend has the opposite
effect when it comes to the tax rate established to pay off the Prop H bond. Given the system created
by Prop 13, real estate gets reassessed at market value when it is sold even though the tax rate remains



the same. Although there is a time lag in tax revenue increases as homes are sold, the overall effect has
been a much greater than expected increase in tax revenues than was anticipated when Prop H was
approved. Nevertheless, the amount needed to pay off the original bond remains the same so the
higher revenue stream simply means the bond can be paid off sooner or the tax rate is lowered to pay
off the bond on schedule. The latter approach is used for Prop H and property owners have actually
seen their tax rate decline from $26.65 per $100K valuation in 2004 to $23.18 in 2005 and $21.20 in
2006, with a further drop expected in 2007. So unlike the private sector, the perverse result is that
increased tax revenues caused by housing inflation cannot offset the higher Prop H construction costs
caused by commodity inflation. Those higher revenues must essentially be “rebated” or credited back
to the property owner through lower tax rates in the following year.

How many property owners really know that their Prop H rates have declined? Most probably expect
that they are paying the $28 per $100K rate that was anticipated when Prop H passed. With its restored
credibility and public trust, the Board can make a very compelling case to voters that the District has
been caught in a Catch 22 situation with unanticipated increases in construction costs without a
corresponding increase in Prop H funds. Promises were made to “sell” Prop H to the voters but the flip
side of that is voters were also told they would pay about $28 per $100K of assessed valuation. Would
voters find it unreasonable if they were asked to pay the original quoted rate if that would mean all of
the Prop H promises were fulfilled? We think not. That is why this section is titled the “No Cost” Bond
Extension. By restoring the rate to the original $28, the average home owner would pay about an
additional $40 to $50/year – a typical restaurant tab or fill up at the gas pump. That amount would
support about another $70M in bond funds and $10M to $15M in matching funds ($80M to $95M total)
and just like that the current budget gap shrinks to a very manageable number. We believe our children
are worth this relatively small sacrifice.

Planning for a bond extension will be a major task in its own right perhaps just as daunting as
preparation was for the current Prop H. Therefore, we recommend that the Board promptly commence
developing a plan to pursue the bond extension and base it on a reasonable timetable for bringing the
measure to the voters. The Board, through its approval of a $65M reserve for a 12th high school and
the final phases of repair & renovation work (per Finance Subcommittee recommendation #1),
established an 18 month timetable for implementing many of the key BAC recommendations. During
that time there should also be demonstrated progress on the repair and renovation work for most of the
existing schools and completion of the EIRs for the three recommended sites for the new high school. If
the above accomplishments are achieved then it will set the stage for a bond extension proposition in
that same timeframe. The BAC therefore recommends that the Board proceed with planning a bond
extension proposition that will coincide with the November 2008 general election. We realize that this
is an ambitious and difficult goal but one that is attainable. If the Board quickly moves to implement the
recommendations of this and the subcommittee reports then we believe it will have demonstrated its
accountability to the public and that the voters will approve the bond extension proposition.



B. Other Revenue Enhancers

Although a Prop H bond extension is the key revenue enhancer, it has an inherent time lag dependent
on when a new bond measure can be placed on the ballot and approved by the voters. In the interim,
there are other revenue enhancers which, although much smaller, are worthy of pursuit. Vigorously
pursuing these additional revenue sources also shows a good faith, “we can do it” attitude that
demonstrates to the voters that the Board has taken every other reasonable measure to maximize
revenues prior to seeking a bond extension. These additional revenue enhancers are as follows:

1) Access ALL Sources of Capital Expense Revenues to Supplement Prop H
Prop H is not the sole source of funds for capital expenses. The District has other
sources of such funds including the portion of its operating budget set aside for repairs
and capital expenses. Those and all other available capex funds should be included and
combined with available Prop H funds to address the numerous repair and renovation
needs. The Finance Subcommittee, in fulfilling its mission to investigate all possible
funding options, has identified as much as $70M of potential additional funds, including
interest and matching dollars. The District is urged to fully exploit all sources of
available funds.

2) Substitute COPs for ADA and Other Critically Needed Capital Expenses
The payoff of existing COPs with bond funds had the laudable effect of reducing the
District’s operating expenses, but now we realize it had the downside of reducing scarce
bond funds. The District should now consider issuing new COPs to pay for some
critically needed repairs such as renovation of the Viking Center. As noted in the Repair
& Rehabilitation Subcommittee report, conditions at Viking are appalling and merit
immediate attention. It would be appropriate to use COPs for Viking and all similarly
related ADA compliance work. New COPs can also provide a vital role in stretching
existing Prop H funds and serve as a bridge to the bond extension – thus serving as a
form of interim financing to keep project work on schedule.

3) Maximize Matching State Funds
This item goes under the “no stone goes unturned” category. Matching State funds and
what category of expenditures yields what level of match is a complex topic that merits
thorough research. The District may believe it has exhausted all avenues of matching
funds but given the large bond sums involved even a small percentage increase in match
can generate large sums of money. The BAC urges the District to revisit this matter and
work with appropriate State contacts to assure that all bond funds receive the
maximum match. In this regard it may be useful to retain a consultant or outside



counsel who can expertly research the subject and who knows how to leverage the
system to the fullest.

4) Explore Creative Financing Options
The private sector uses numerous creative financing options for large projects to
leverage construction funds. An example suggested by the Finance Subcommittee is the
“Lease – lease back” arrangement for new school construction, an approach used
successfully in other school districts as a means for potential savings on new school
construction costs. The District should thoroughly explore this and other creative
financing options.

5) Seek Out Cost Sharing With Other Public and Private Entities
Many school districts around the country are not going it alone and neither should the
District. In making repairs and renovations and in building the 12th high school the
District should explore every opportunity to establish joint uses with other government
or school entities such as the County or colleges. The Facilities & Curriculum
Subcommittee report suggests many examples of joint development and partnering
opportunities such as libraries, athletic facilities, and class rooms (for adult education
and community college annex.) Some school districts such as Coronado have borrowed
from the college endowment concept and have established very successful school
foundations that are sponsored by numerous individual and businesses donors. The
District could further tap the private sector by actively seeking individual, corporate and
Indian tribe sponsorships and even naming rights for athletic fields, gyms, pools,
auditoriums and labs. “Buy a brick” campaigns have proven very successful in
supplementing capital funds for new arts and cultural facilities and other public venues
such as zoos and parks. The same concept can be applied with equal vigor to numerous
Prop H projects. This ball can start rolling by establishing a charitable Section 501c(3)
corporation and staffing it with dedicated volunteers, including our talented students,
teachers and parents.



STEP #3
REBALANCE STUDENT POPULATIONS TO REDUCE OVERCROWDING ANDMINIMIZE CONSTRUCTION
COSTS

Once potential revenue sources are identified and maximized the next step is to look at how to minimize
the cost side of the equation. The basics of cost control will be obtained through the oversight and
management controls discussed in Step #1 of this Keeping the Promises section. There is, however, an
additional intermediate step that enables one to later allocate project costs in the most efficient manor.
This gets us back to revisiting the demographics issue but in a creative, positive way. The key to this
step is the rebalancing of student populations using the existing GUHSD high schools and the 12th high
school set forth in Prop H. The concept is similar to rebalancing an investment portfolio but instead of
reducing investment risk the goal is to reduce student overcrowding. As the Repair & Renovation
Subcommittee report recommends, the District should “consider adjusting school boundary lines for a
more even distribution of student population”. The poor structural condition of our schools and their
overcrowded state go hand in hand and so does their solution.

Reducing overcrowding is a prime Prop H promise but it is an objective that can also be used to
efficiently allocate and reduce Prop H construction costs. Rebalancing as a cost control tool might
appear a little fuzzy but actually it is rooted in the common sense concept of not putting the cart before
the horse. Let’s use Granite Hills High School as an illustration. This school is severely overcrowded with
2800 students on an 1800 student campus. The “extra” 1000 students are not from the immediate
Granite Hills enrollment area but are mainly from the Blossom Valley and Alpine areas. (Many Blossom
Valley/Alpine students also attend Steele Canyon, El Capitan, and other Grossmont schools and
contribute to overcrowding at those schools.) To accommodate all its students, Granite Hills makes
extensive use of portable facilities. The current static approach to the costing of repairs and renovation
based on the existing overcrowded student population at Granite Hills and other schools will result in
the highest cost estimate possible for those schools. Introducing the intermediate step of basing costs
on rebalanced populations will generate cost estimates that can be optimized to yield the lowest
possible cost to achieve desired renovations.

We therefore need to estimate repair and renovation costs for Granite Hills and all other schools based
on a lower population that incorporates a 12th high school as well as possible student rebalancing to
other existing schools that are not as overcrowded. For example, if Granite Hills’ student population is
rebalanced to 2000 students it is obvious that some or all portables might be eliminated and the
estimates for repairs and renovations may be lower than cost estimates for 2800 students. To put this
essential step into practice the following actions need to be taken.

A. Understand Existing and Future Student Distributions



First we need a better understanding of the distribution of the existing student population. We know
how many students attend existing GUHSD schools but we also need to map and generate a database
showing where these students live. Although this information may already exist it needs to be put into
an interactive format that can generate various population profiles for the existing schools and new
school. Knowing this information provides a powerful insight on how existing student populations might
be redistributed to relieve overcrowding. Such information can also be used effectively to achieve
better balance in other important areas such as socioeconomic and racial/ethnic balance or simply to
reduce commute times for our students.

A companion piece to this analysis is to look at demographic trends within the District. Although the
overall demographic trend may be relatively flat, the trend in areas within the District may vary
substantially from the average. For example, as cited in the Facilities & Curriculum Subcommittee
report, the study conducted by SDSU Professor John Weeks forecasts flat or declining population for
traditional core areas in the District but long term slow but steady growth in the East County. (These
projections are also consistent with San Diego County’s GP 2020 projections.) Areas including Blossom
Valley and Alpine are projected to grow since these are among the few areas where future residential
expansion can occur. For example, the new Los Coches Middle School in Blossom Valley has been
ramping up student population since it opened and will soon have about 750 students that will need to
be absorbed in District high schools. When looked at in combination with Alpine’s Joan MacQueen
Middle School it is clear that the “geographic center” of the District student population continues to
drift eastward. Consequently, without student rebalancing that includes a 12th high school there is
likely to be further overcrowding at the easternmost existing schools (Granite Hills, Steele Canyon) as
East County parents and students logically opt to select the closest schools.

Thus it is essential for the analysis of student population to have both a static (where are we now) and
dynamic (where are we heading) component to properly assess how best to rebalance student
population among the existing 11 and 12th high school. It will also guide us on how to phase in
rebalancing over time from the overcrowded schools to the less crowded schools and new school.
Doing this type of analysis will cost very little, both in time and money, but it can pay big dividends. By
reducing overcrowding through rebalancing we can reduce the use of portable structures in existing
schools, target our repairs and renovations toward more ideal student populations at each school and
enhance overall education quality. We therefore recommend a student rebalancing and cost analysis
that includes a 12th high school be conducted before the next phase of major project repairs and
renovations commences.

B. “If You Build It They Will Come”:
Other Tactics to Rebalance Student Population

Another component of rebalancing student population is to differentiate our schools to make them
attractive to not only our own students but also to draw in students from outside the District or enrolled



in home schooling, private schools or small charter schools, particularly in back country areas of East
County. Differentiation is particularly important for schools that may experience a population decline
because of the demographic trends.

As was noted in the Facilities & Curriculum Subcommittee Final Report approximately 800 students from
the Alpine area are opting out of the Grossmont District perhaps due to the long commutes, school
overcrowding and/or lack of differentiation in school curriculum.

Magnet schools have been around a while and New York City’s elite public schools that emphasize
science and math (Bronx High School of Science, Stuyvesant High, and Brooklyn Tech) are prime
examples of students willing to endure long commutes to attend old schools in not so nice
neighborhoods to obtain a stellar education. These schools have long attracted the best and the
brightest from the metro New York area.

In the San Diego area we have similar examples of the “if you build it they will come schools.” Coronado
High School is also faced with a flat or declining demographic trend but that school has been able to
attract students from across the Bay Bridge by its sheer excellence. In addition to a major refurbishment
to the school and athletic fields, the school has excellent academic and athletic programs and the
extraordinary Coronado School of the Arts (CoSA). CoSA is a school within a school program directed a
developing a student’s skill in the arts such as music, art and drama. Students must audition to be
admitted and many of its graduates have gone on to the likes of Julliard and the Boston Conservatory.
On the science and math side we have witnessed the success of San Diego’s High Tech High, partly
funded by the Bill and Melinda Gates Foundation. As described in a 2006 Business Week magazine
article, High Tech feels more like a tech startup than a collection of classrooms. Its unique environment
and rigorous curriculum have attracted students from across the city including many disadvantaged
minority students.

By putting its mind to converting a couple of existing schools to more differentiated or specialized
schools, similar to CoSA or High Tech, we can affect changes in GUHSD to help rebalance our student
population and possibly reverse the demographic trend in parts of the District by attracting new
students. Such a change would also affect our cost to refurbish such schools; i.e., perhaps more labs for
a science oriented school versus more music rooms or a new acoustic auditorium for an arts oriented
school. Similarly, for the new 12th high school, the type of curriculum suggested by the Facilities &
Curriculum Subcommittee report is designed to attract new students and not just those within the new
school boundaries. We also believe there is a large untapped population of students throughout East
County, and particularly in the Alpine area, whose parents are discouraged by the current high school
options available in the District and who will be seeking other alternatives for educating their children.
We need to compete for those students and get them back into District schools by offering attractive
facilities and excellent curriculum choices. The District is only limited by what can be imagined but the
time to start planning for these changes is now.



C. Use Rebalanced Student Populations to More Accurately Estimate Construction Costs

The rebalancing process just described does not have to be one size fits all, nor should it be. The best
approach would be to have different student populations projected for each school, the sum of which
adds up to the total student body. Cost estimates can then be gauged to each student population. Let’s
use Granite Hills and a new 12th school (we’ll call it Alpine High) as illustrations. For Granite Hills we
could estimate repair and renovation costs for a school with student populations of 2000, 2400 and
2800 (or any numbers in between.) There were some references by District staff that cost outcomes
would not significantly change for different student populations at schools such as Granite Hills as
certain work would have to be done regardless of school size. The Finance subcommittee and the BAC
do not agree with this conclusion. For example, it may be less costly to eliminate the portable facilities
at Granite Hills and relocate the surplus student population elsewhere than replacing the portables with
new permanent facilities. The cost estimates for each of the above population scenarios should be
developed before any major new construction is commenced.

The same exercise would also be used for the other 10 existing schools and we may wish to add
scenarios for converting some of the schools to specialized schools, as described above. For a new
Alpine High the student numbers might be more like 1200, 1500 and 1800 and costs would be estimated
for each of those population scenarios. The data can also be varied to demonstrate outcomes using
different sequences of repairs and renovations (for existing schools) and different facilities for the new
school based on priorities assigned to the various components.

With this approach we can then generate a data set of valuable information that can show what the
cumulative cost would be for any given combination of student populations adding up to the known
total. By adding more sophisticated analytical techniques we can also determine the optimum
rebalancing of population; i.e., what combination of student population at each school generates the
lowest total cost. However, not even the most sophisticated analysis or computer program will yield the
best answer. At best, it will suggest the best direction or several good directions for rebalancing student
population and distributing costs. Good old fashioned judgment and common sense still needs to be
applied to provide a set of quality outcomes from which to choose. Nevertheless, the result of this
exercise will be to provide the Board with solid insight for how to best ration scarce bond dollars by
rebalancing student population in the most efficient way. It also provides clues and pathways for
getting a whole different perspective on how to better integrate the entire high school system while
simultaneously achieving all of the Prop H objectives.



STEP #4
DEFINING REALISTIC GOALS TO SATISFY ALL PROP H PROMISES

With best management practices installed per Step 1, effective control of project costs will become
automatic. With revenue stretching per Step 2, we will generate maximum revenue from all sources.
With costs estimates based on rebalanced student population per step 3 we can alleviate overcrowding
while assuring optimum allocation of all available revenue. However, even with expert project
management, tight cost controls, maximized revenue, and optimum cost allocation there may still be a
gap in the costs of completely satisfying the Prop H project list and available funds.

As they say the devil is in the details. Once optimum cost scenarios are developed for repairs and
renovations for existing schools and for construction of a new school this final step gets us to really
working the numbers and getting hard estimates for each line item. The Repair & Renovation, Facilities
& Curriculum and Site Selection Subcommittees have recognized and come to grips with the fact that we
have to define realistic goals and objectives that require prioritization and compromise. For example,
some of the recent repair/renovation estimates for a couple of schools are so large that it may actually
be less expensive to tear down those schools and build new ones. We need to look carefully at those
rather extreme outcomes to determine the most cost effective way to repair and renovate the schools
that are most in need. From that perspective it pays to look at the needs identified for each school and
reach a common understanding on what stays in, what gets modified or, if necessary, what gets
removed. That same thinking also applies to the 12th high school. What the subcommittees have done
is to converge on a common solution that is ‘win – win” for all sides.

A. Establish Priorities For Repairs and Renovations

This Keeping the Promises incorporates, by reference, the recommendations of the Repair & Renovation
Subcommittee as well as suggestions by the Finance Subcommittee on how to prioritize different phases
of repairs and renovation. The Repair & Renovation Subcommittee also took a very laudable grass roots
approach by asking the school principals how they would prioritize their needs. What follows is a set of
considerations that might be helpful in ranking specific repairs and renovations into a more rigorous
rank list that goes from most to least important. These considerations look at whether specific repair or
renovation projects:

1. Make facilities safer, cleaner, or more comfortable.

2. Comply with ADA and other mandatory legal requirements.



3. Improve classrooms (reduce noise, add A/C, etc.) to create or enhance a positive
learning environment.

4. Remove portables and downsize where possible to relieve overcrowding.

5. Enhance a key school objective such as adding or renovating science labs to
emphasize science or refurbish athletic facilities if athletic programs need
improvement.

6. Improve aesthetics and atmosphere – attractive schools more effectively
compete for new students, please concerned parents, and boost teacher and
student morale.

B. Define a Realistic 12th High School

On the new high school side of the ledger, the Facilities & Curriculum Subcommittee has identified a list
of school facilities that satisfy the definition of a “full and comprehensive high school.” However, the
Subcommittee report provides broad guidance and there may be a range of options that will reasonably
satisfy the “full and comprehensive” requirement. As with the Repair & Renovation Subcommittee, a
detailed list of what facilities are reasonably attainable and appropriate for an Alpine area high school
needs to be fleshed out. However, the basic themes to be considered in making this work are set forth
below and are discussed in the Facilities & Curriculum Subcommittee report.

1. Based on a student population that best relieves overcrowding in the other schools,
determine a student body (e.g., 1250 students) that will meet current needs
coupled with a reasonable amount of space to accommodate future growth.

2. Develop some specialized programs well suited for Alpine that might also attract
students to come ‘up the hill’ (e.g., environmental or Native American studies).

3. Explore cost sharing and joint use facilities by designing buildings that are capable of
being a resource for the community – library, auditorium, adult education and
community college annex classrooms. Shared or joint uses should also be
considered for other parts of the school site’s outdoor and athletic facilities (e.g.,
park, pool, ball fields).

4. Create flexible designs to accommodate future change without major renovations
such as removable, expandable walls.



5. Learn from the R&R work and mistakes now being corrected in the existing schools.
Use best practices and innovative ideas for new schools by investigating recently
built and planned high schools in the San Diego area and elsewhere.

C. The Prop H Partnership

A final outcome that satisfies just some of the Prop H promises by eliminating a new high school or
major portions of the repair and renovation work is an outcome that divides our community and was
unacceptable to the BAC. By approaching the problem from the point of view of keeping all of the Prop
H promises, the BAC sponsored an environment of teamwork and collaboration that sought out
common ground and an outcome we can all live with. All of the key stakeholders – parents, teachers,
and numerous community leaders – were represented on our subcommittees. They formed a
partnership that put an end to divisive rhetoric and dedicated themselves to the hard work of deciding
what is most important for the District’s students. In this way the subcommittee members were able to
assure that all of the Prop H promises were reasonably satisfied even if we fell short of perfectly
satisfying them. The final recommendations of the subcommittees collectively put forth a reasonable
and balanced plan for repairs and renovations and a new school that fully implements Prop H promises
in a timely and cost effective fashion.



STEP #5
PROMISES MADE, PROMISES KEPT – THE GROSSMONT SOLUTION

The last step remaining is for the Board of Trustees to integrate all of the above steps into a single
package and guarantee that it is faithfully executed. The BAC completes its mission upon the
submission of this report. But that is when the real work begins. The Board can accept every single
recommendation of the BAC but if it fails to follow through with the implementation of those
recommendations then the promises of Prop H will go unfulfilled.

Time is of the essence. A timeframe of roughly 18 months is available to implement the
recommendations of this report and the subcommittee reports that lay the ground work for a much
needed bond extension. The Board, its staff and other key experts and participants should therefore use
this report as a springboard for moving rapidly ahead with the new game plan for successfully
implementing all of the Prop H promises. The BAC firmly believes that this goal is achievable if the
Board and all other stakeholders, including students, parents, teachers and taxpayers, are committed to
making this work. To borrow an appropriate phrase failure is not an option. The BAC, however,
realizes that implementing the BAC recommendations is no easy task. Although the BAC has completed
its mission, the Commission chair and the many talented subcommittee leaders and members remain
available to assist the Board and its staff during the months ahead. Therefore, a final recommendation
of this report is for the Board to request the BAC to form an ad hoc task force, comprised of existing BAC
subcommittee members, which will continue to work with the District during a transition phase over the
next 18 months to assist with the implementation of the BAC recommendations.

In summary, the BAC believes that if all five steps outlined in this report are pursued and implemented,
the following highly desirable results will occur:

1) Existing high schools will be repaired and renovated to create a quality learning
environment for a properly sized student body.

2) A new 12th high school will be built to reasonably serve the needs of the greater
Alpine community.

3) All schools will be evaluated in an integrated fashion to enhance the usage of
repaired, renovated and new facilities to:

a) maximize educational benefits and opportunities for all students and
b) minimize stresses on students and their families by reducing their commute

times and by providing a safe, clean and comfortable learning environment



4) A realistic deferred maintenance program to include regular Board status updates
will be established.

The above five step program is an equation for success that solves the Prop H problems now confronting
us. By adopting the Grossmont Solution, the Governing Board will be able to implement a program that
will turn Promises Made into Promises Kept.
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APPENDIX

LIST OF RECOMMENDATIONS

The following is a list of recommendations from this report by the Bond Advisory Commission. The list
follows the sequence of topics in the table of contents and is not in any order of priority. The
Commission considers all of the recommendations as important and urges that all be adopted by the
Governing Board. Separately listed are the recommendations of the four subcommittees and those
recommendations are fully endorsed and supported by the full Commission.

FACILITIES & CURRICULUM SUBCOMMITTEE RECOMMENDATIONS

In conclusion, the Subcommittee recommends that the District fund a
demographics study to determine potential student population for a new high
school in Alpine with a horizon date at least ten years past the forecasted
opening day of the new school.

The Subcommittee recommends that the District build a new high school in
Alpine that is consistent with its own Educational Specifications, dated February
2006, which according to that document were prepared by the District as the
“educational foundation for developing the modernization plan authorized
under Proposition H.”

In conclusion, the Subcommittee strongly recommends that the District form
another committee consisting of parents, community, and educational experts,
closer to the time the new school is being designed and decisions are being
made regarding curriculum so that more detailed input can be provided by the
interested parties that takes into account the most recent educational
innovations.

In conclusion, the Subcommittee strongly recommends that the District utilize
joint development and partnering projects for the new high school in order to
close the funding gap, increase student interest in the curriculum, and provide
more opportunities for community involvement.



FINANCE SUBCOMMITTEE RECOMMENDATIONS

Recommendation #1: The Board should commit to a “we can make it happen”
mentality and as a show of good faith in this regard establish a “High School Reserve
Sinking Fund” with an initial deposit of $65 million. As expenditures for the High
School are made the fund would be decreased by the expenditure amount.

Approved with change that the term “Sinking Fund” was struck and the Reserve
was to be available for the remaining unscheduled repairs and renovations and
the new High School.

Recommendation #2: The District should divide Phase 3B into “new” 3B and a 3C.
Phase 3C would consist of the last one third of the projects considered from a priority
importance. It would certainly include those projects presently in Phase 3B that were
not listed in the bond text.

Approved. The present Phase 3B will be divided into a new Phase 3B R and new
Phase 3C.

Recommendation #3: Appoint an Independent Project Construction Expert (“PCE”) that
Reports Directly to the Board.

Approved with slight reporting revision and decision to hire an outside construction
management services firm. A Request for Proposal (“RFP”) is being developed.

Recommendation #4: The Board should accept that a “paradigm shift” needs to take
place, along with the appointment of a PCE, in evaluating & implementing a creative
execution for the three major discreet Prop H components. They should thus embrace
the following initiatives immediately.

A. Renovation & Modernization Already underway (Phase 2B nearing release
to the bid phase) needs to have current bid specs thoroughly reviewed for
thoroughness and conformity with the Bond text as well as all selected prime
sub contracts continually reviewed for productivity improvements & cost
savings.

B. New Science Labs/Classrooms ( if built ) To go to an "all new route" and
consider separate design/bid/build construction delivery vehicle options. CM at
risk, for example.



C. New Alpine/Blossom Valley High School. Seriously start evaluating a "lease
leaseback" approach for gross/max pricing, construction cost savings plus extended

Agreed with caveat that all construction delivery methods will be reviewed with new
construction management firm (PCE) when appointed.

Recommendation #5: As soon as possible the Board should implement a website
schedule that tracks the construction phases and percentage of completion to allow
the greatest amount of transparency to voters and District employees and parents.

Approved and being implemented.

Recommendation #6: The organization that will encompass the PCE/Program Manager
entity should mirror that of the GCCC Prop R program and as detailed in our Exhibit 9.
We feel that it is very important that the entity chosen in the PCE/Program Manager
function must have full responsibility for driving the construction program. Combining
all the key elements of our previously submitted job specifications together with the
organization chart of Exhibit 9 will help to ensure the successful completion of the Prop
H program.

Recommendation #7: An invigorated and active CBOC should use the Keeping the
Promises process outlined in this report as a starting point to ensure that a detailed
Master Plan is produced and maintained with careful oversight of any changes. In
particular the CBOC should help with the prioritizing of the 3B R and 3C Phases to
ensure that the lowest priority projects, as defined by the schools and the BAC R&R
Subcommittee are put into the “at risk” Phase 3C. A priority order within 3C should also
be developed because if a bond extension is not sought or approved then certain parts
of Phase 3C will probably have to await future funds. The CBOC should also delve into
the details of the $20,000,000 Program Level Costs and review the various cost cutting
options that are available through renegotiation of the present vendor contracts and fee
commission arrangements. The BAC FSC can help them focus in this regard.

Recommendation #8: The Board should agree that all components of the funds
detailed in Section IVA are available to complete Prop H projects, and that such funds
can only be removed and spent on non Prop H projects with the majority approval of
the Board.

Recommendation #9: A Board Bond Subcommittee consisting of a rotating membership
of two Board Members should be constituted. This Subcommittee would be responsible



for monitoring the progress of the Prop H bond program through regular bi monthly,
albeit brief, meetings with the PCE/Program Manager. By rotating the members of this
Subcommittee at, say 6 month intervals, all Board members will, over time, become
more engaged and better understand the nuances and important dynamics associated
with this huge undertaking called Prop H.



REPAIR & RENOVATION SUBCOMMITTEE RECOMMENDATIONS

RECOMMENDATIONS – WORST FIRST

Listed below are the five most critical areas that should be addressed first, immediately,
and completely.

Recommendation #1
Renovate Viking Center

Year Constructed: 1975
Student Population: 22 to 48

Viking Center serves severely disabled students, and its condition is the worst of
all the campuses in the district. As this facility serves students in wheelchairs, it
needs to be entirely ADA compliant.

There was so much deterioration, it appears that the best tactic for Viking
Center would be to tear most of it down and build a new facility. Since that is
not an option under the bond language, we strongly recommend that at a
minimum the following items be completed at Viking Center. The exact bond
language is in normal print; notations to bond language are in italics.

6. Upgrade safety systems for compliance with State and Federal
law, including ADA compliance. Install or upgrade sprinkler
system. Install a back up, emergency generator for oxygen and
tube feedings suctioning .

7. Increase and upgrade electrical capacity and technology
infrastructure for safety and better access to technology.
Upgrade intercom system.

8. Repair and renovate existing deteriorated academic classrooms
including repainting, replacing flooring and ceiling, installing
energy efficient lighting, upgrading marker boards, and
instructional supply storage.

9. Repair or replace inefficient and old air conditioners and
heaters with efficient system.



10. Upgrade building exteriors including repainting, replacing doors
and windows, and installing energy efficient outdoor lighting,
and fencing to improve safety and security. Install a safety
enclosure.

Recommendation #2
Bring Campuses up to Federal and State Law

According to the full text bond language, the following campuses require repair
or renovation to be brought up to Federal and State Law (bond language used):

13. Helix Charter High School: Upgrade safety systems for compliance with
State and Federal Law

14. El Cajon Valley High School: Remove asbestos and lead paint from
building.

15. Mount Miguel High School: Upgrade safety systems for compliance
with State and Federal law.

16. El Capitan High School: Upgrade safety systems for compliance with
State and Federal law.

17. Granite Hills High School: Upgrade fire and other safety systems for
ADA compliance.

18. Monte Vista High School: Upgrade fire and other safety systems for
ADA compliance.

19. Santana High School: Upgrade fire and other safety systems for ADA
compliance.

20. Valhalla High School: Upgrade safety systems for compliance with State
and Federal Law.

21. West Hills High School: Upgrade fire and other safety systems for ADA
compliance.

22. Steele Canyon High School: Make the necessary improvements for ADA
compliance.

23. Chaparral High School: Upgrade safety systems for compliance with
State and Federal Law. Make necessary improvements for ADA
compliance. Remove asbestos and lead paint.

24. Homestead School: Upgrade safety systems for compliance with State
and Federal Law.

Recommendation #3
Eliminate Portables; Convert Existing Science



Classrooms; Construct New Science Buildings

We saw portable structures, originally intended to be temporary, that were old
and deteriorated. Some portables were over 20 years old.

Additionally, we observed “science” classrooms that were no more than a
classroom with a sink.

Therefore, we strongly recommend that this three part improvement:

D. Construct a new science building with dedicated, modern science
classrooms.

E. Convert existing “science” classrooms to regular, up to date classrooms.
F. Eliminate older portable classrooms as much as possible within state

requirements

This three part improvement should be done at these campuses:

10. Grossmont High School
11. Helix Charter High School
12. El Cajon Valley High School
13. El Capitan High School
14. Granite Hills High School
15. Monte Vista High School
16. Santana High School
17. Valhalla High School.
18. Chaparral High School

Recommendation #4
Upgrade HVAC and Install NewWindows

We recommend that HVAC upgrades be completed and new, energy efficient
windows be installed in every indoor student and faculty area at the following
campuses:

11. Grossmont High School
12. Helix Charter High School (start it or complete it)
13. El Cajon Valley High School
14. Mount Miguel High School
15. El Capitan High School



16. Granite Hills High School
17. Monte Vista High School
18. Santana High School
19. Valhalla High School
20. Work Training Center

Recommendation #5
Renovate 75 Year Old Cafeteria at Grossmont High School

We recommend that the 75 year old cafeteria be completely upgraded and
renovated to a true multi purpose, guidance/counseling/tutorial facility.
Upgrades and renovations should include, at a minimum, ceilings, floors, walls,
lighting, and windows.

REMAINING RECOMMENDATIONS BASED ON PRIORITIES PER SCHOOL

Listed below are the remaining priorities at each school site. The schools that are most
in need of renovation are listed first. So that there are no duplications, if a repair or
renovation item is mentioned in the previous section, it is not noted here again.

Recommendation #6
Grossmont High School

Year Constructed: Originally in 1921; rebuilt in
1939
Student population as of May 15, 2007: 2,333

5. Upgrade deteriorated restrooms.
6. Upgrade fire alarms, sprinkler, and public address systems for improved

safety.
7. Upgrade building exteriors including repainting, replacing doors and

windows, and installing energy efficient outdoor lighting to improve
security and safety.

8. Increase and upgrade electrical capacity and technology infrastructure
for safety and better access to technology.

Recommendation #7
Helix Charter High School



Year Constructed: 1952
Student population as of May 15, 2007: 2,398

5. Upgrade electrical systems for safety.
6. Upgrade building exteriors including repainting, replacing doors and

windows, and installing energy efficient outdoor lighting to improve
safety and security.

7. Replace deteriorated roofs.
8. Repair and renovate 50 year old restrooms, plumbing, and drinking

fountains.

Recommendation #8
Monte Vista High School

Year Constructed: 1961
Student population as of May 15, 2007: 1,818

6. Upgrade fire and other safety systems including but not limited to fire
alarm and sprinkler systems, public address systems, and intercom.

7. Replace old roofs and deteriorated covered walkways.
8. Repair and renovate 42 year old restrooms, plumbing, and drinking

fountains.
9. Upgrade aging building exteriors including repainting, replacing doors,

and installing energy efficient outdoor lighting to improve safety and
security.

10. Repair and renovate existing deteriorated academic classrooms
including repainting, replacing flooring and ceiling, installing energy
efficient lighting, and upgrading marker boards.

Recommendation #9
Santana High School

Year Constructed: 1965
Student population as of May 15, 2007: 1,481

5. Upgrade fire and other safety systems including but not limited to fire
alarm systems, sprinklers, public address systems, and intercom



6. Repair and renovate deteriorated academic classrooms including
repainting, replacing flooring and ceiling, installing energy efficient
lighting, and upgrading marker boards.

7. Renovate 40 year old restrooms, plumbing, and drinking fountains.
8. Upgrade aging building exteriors including repainting, replacing doors,

and installing energy efficient outdoor lighting to improve safety and
security.

Recommendation #10
El Capitan High School

Year Constructed: 1958
Student population as of May 15, 2007: 1,817

4. Repair and renovate deteriorated academic classrooms, including
repainting, replacing flooring and ceiling, installing energy efficient
lighting, and upgrading marker boards.

5. Renovate old restrooms.
6. Upgrade 45 year old building exteriors including repainting, replacing

doors, and installing energy efficient outdoor lighting to improve safety
and security.

Recommendation #11
Granite Hills High School

Year Constructed: 1960
Student population as of May 15, 2007: 2,668

5. Upgrade fire and other safety systems including but not limited to fire
alarm systems, public address systems, and intercom.

6. Increase and upgrade electrical capacity and technology infrastructure
for safety and better access to technology.

7. Repair and renovate existing deteriorated academic classrooms
including repainting, replacing flooring and ceiling, installing energy
efficient lighting, and upgrading marker boards.

8. Upgrade deteriorated building exteriors including repainting, replacing
doors, and installing energy efficient outdoor lighting to improve safety
and security.

Recommendation #12



El Cajon Valley High School

Year Constructed: 1955
Student population as of May 15, 2007: 1,908

6. Upgrade fire alarms, sprinkler, and public address systems for improved
safety.

7. Increase and upgrade electrical capacity and technology infrastructure
for safety and better access to technology.

8. Upgrade deteriorated restrooms.
9. Repair and renovate existing academic classrooms including repainting,

replacing deteriorated flooring and ceiling, installing energy efficient
lighting, and upgrading marker boards.

10. Upgrade 48 year old building exteriors including repainting, replacing
doors, and installing energy efficient outdoor lighting to improve safety
and security.

Recommendation #13
Mount Miguel High School

Year Constructed: 1957
Student population as of May 15, 2007: 1,830

6. Repair and renovate the 46 year old academic classrooms including
repainting, replacing deteriorated flooring and ceiling, installing energy
efficient lighting, and upgrading marker boards.

7. Repair and renovate deteriorated restrooms, plumbing, and drinking
fountains.

8. Upgrade aging building exteriors including repainting, replacing doors,
replacing aging roofs, and installing energy efficient outdoor lighting to
improve safety and security.

9. Upgrade fire alarms, sprinkler, and public address systems for improved
safety and better access to technology.

10. Reconfigure school drop off zones and parking lots to improve traffic
and pedestrian safety.

Recommendation #14
Valhalla High School

Year Constructed: 1974



Student population as of May 15, 2007: 1,949

5. Repair and renovate existing deteriorated academic classrooms
including repainting, replacing flooring and ceiling, installing energy
efficient lighting, and upgrading marker boards.

6. Upgrade fire alarms, sprinkler, and public address systems for improved
safety.

7. Upgrade deteriorated building exteriors including repainting, replacing
doors, and installing energy efficient outdoor lighting to improve safety
and security.

8. Renovate 30 year old restrooms, plumbing, and drinking fountains.

Recommendation #15
West Hills High School

Year Constructed: 1987
Student population as of May 15, 2007: 2, 228

6. Upgrade fire and other safety systems including but not limited to fire
alarm systems, sprinklers, public address systems, and intercom.

7. Increase and upgrade electrical capacity and technology infrastructure
for safety and better access to technology.

8. Replace old roofs and covered walkways.
9. Upgrade site drainage, irrigation, and storm systems for safety.
10. Upgrade building exteriors including repainting, replacing doors and

windows, and installing energy efficient outdoor lighting to improve
safety and security.

Recommendation #16
Chaparral High School

Year Constructed: 1972
Student population as of May 15, 2007: 313

3. Repair and renovate existing deteriorated academic classrooms
including repainting, replacing flooring and ceiling, installing energy
efficient lighting, upgrading marker boards and instructional supply
storage.

4. Increase and upgrade electrical capacity and technology infrastructure
for safety and better access to technology.



Recommendation #17
Homestead/Frontier School

Year Constructed: 1978
Student population as of May 15, 2007: 124

4. Upgrade building exteriors including repainting, replacing doors and
windows, and installing energy efficient outdoor lighting, and fencing to
improve safety and security.

5. Repair and renovate deteriorated academic classrooms and office
space, including repainting, replacing flooring and ceiling, installing
energy efficient lighting, upgrading marker boards and instructional
supply storage.

6. Replace deteriorated roofing.

Recommendation #18
Work Training Center

Year Constructed: 1975
Student population as of May 15, 2007: 45 on site

4. Repair or replace deteriorated roofing system.
5. Increase and upgrade electrical capacity and technology infrastructure

for safety and better access to technology.
6. Repair and renovate deteriorated academic classrooms and office

space, including repainting, replacing flooring and ceiling, installing
energy efficient lighting, and upgrading marker boards.

CONCLUSION

Our subcommittee’s major task was to prioritize the remaining items as listed on the
bond. After consulting with principals, MSFs, we then visited each site and saw
dramatic deterioration and unacceptable conditions. We’ve listed in the preceding the
repairs, renovations, and new construction that must be made as quickly as possible to
serve our students. We’ve listed those repairs, renovations, and new construction in
order of priority – worst first, or most needed first. In summary, those priorities are:

1. Completely repair, renovate, and update Viking Center.



2. Bring all campuses to compliance with State and Federal Law, including ADA
compliance and removal of asbestos and lead paint.

3. Install effective insulation in ceilings and walls, energy efficient windows, and
energy efficient HVAC and heating systems.

4. At all campuses with portables and aging science facilities, remove all portables,
convert existing science classrooms to regular classrooms, and construct new
science buildings.

5. Renovate 75 year old cafeteria at Grossmont High School to multipurpose
facility.

6. Complete various repairs and renovations at all campuses, listed in the order as
shown in the preceding.



SITE SUBCOMMITTEE RECOMMENDATIONS

Recommendation #1:
That the District proceed with an EIR for a potential high school site and the following
sites be included in the EIR:

1. Study Area B (Wright’s Field)
2. Study Area J (Lazy A Ranch)
3. Study Area G (Chocolate Summit)

The Sub committee also recommends that the following site NOT be included in
the EIR

4. Study Area C (Tavern Road)

Recommendation #2:
That the District wait until the EIR is completed prior to purchasing property for a high
school site in Alpine.



COMMISSION SUBCOMMITTEE RECOMMENDATIONS

GENERAL RECOMMENDATIONS

1) Establish a master check list of all the BAC’s recommendations. Require a
quarterly status update of all recommendations. The Commission members
may be willing to remain in force to review, on a quarterly basis, the
recommendation status report and provide input.

2) The California School Board Association clearly states that the responsibility
of the Board of Trustees is to set the vision for the District. The Board’s vision is
to be clear and unambiguous. We recommend that the Board clearly establish,
in an unequivocal manner, that they want all promises in the Prop H Bond kept.
If the Board is not clear, if their message is fractured, staff may take advantage
of the indecision and promote their vision in place of the Board’s vision.

I. RESTORE PUBLIC CONFIDENCE AND TRUST THROUGH EFFECTIVE OVERSIGHT AND
MANAGEMENT

A. Board Ownership of Prop H Implementation

1) Set clear goals, deliverables and timetables.

2) Provide rigorous oversight of project managers.

3) Establish real time controls monthly, quarterly and special reports and
updates from project managers to assure accountability

4) Drill down into reports, understand what’s going on, and direct corrective
action when needed.

5) Individual Board members should be tasked to be the primary contact for
certain aspects of the project and a rotating membership of two Board
members should be responsible for monitoring progress of the Prop H program.

B. Expert Project Management



1) ASAP appoint an independent project expert or management team that has
demonstrated experience and ability to manage and execute large construction
projects. (At its May 10, 2007 meeting the Board approved moving forward with
this recommendation and the BAC urges rapid implementation of this vital task.)

2) Once a project manager is selected, establish tight contractual terms for the
project manager, and all contractors and subcontractors.

3) Incorporate project deliverables, timetables, and budget details into each
contract with appropriate incentives for project performance (on time or under
budget) and penalties for budget overruns or poor performance up to and
including contract cancellation.

4) The selection of consultants, expert advisors and outside counsel to assist the
Board and/or project management team should be based on an RFP process,
where appropriate, and should involve criteria related to the experience,
expertise, independence and reputation that the firm or individual has within its
area of professional work experience.

C. Rigorous and Independent Fiscal CBOC Oversight

1) Ask the Taxpayers Association for a set of guidelines that they would like to
see implemented to improve CBOC oversight and District accountability.

2) Establish clear, unambiguous guidelines for the CBOC so that it understands
what it is tasked and required to do to function properly.

3) Using a comprehensive, central database, get current information to the
CBOC so it can make timely decisions. Status reports updating the work done at
each school should be provided on a regular basis.

4) Require the CBOC to conduct regular and ongoing audits of contracts and
expenditures. The management team and project manager should provide a full
activity report at every monthly CBOC meeting.

5) Mandate transparency of information and ready access by the public via a
web site that is maintained and frequently updated by a professional web
manager. (The District has improved its Prop H web site as demonstrated at the



May 10, 2007 Board meeting and this web site should be linked with the CBOC’
own web site.)

6) Require SEC style disclosures in annual bond reports accompanied by public
meetings similar to shareholder annual meetings of publicly traded
corporations.

7) Require staff to disclose and air all major recommendations and proposals
before the Board takes any formal action so that the CBOC can provide input to
the Board before Board consideration and deliberation.

8) Provide CBOC with its own staff including at least one independent and
qualified person who can provide analysis of information and reports along with
advice and executive summaries of proposed action items that come before the
CBOC.

9) Request that the CBOC also provide oversight on other non Prop H programs
that involve capital expenditures such as deferred maintenance programs and
Certificates of Participation (COPs) and apply the same steps 1 7 above to
facilitate that role.

II. STRETCH REVENUES ANDMATCHING FUNDS

A. Bond Extension

1) The Board should promptly commence developing a plan to pursue a Prop H
bond extension based on a reasonable timetable for bringing the measure to
the voters.

2) The Board should establish a goal to get a bond extension proposition on the
ballot to coincide with the November 2008 general election.

B. Other Revenue Enhancers

1) Access all sources of capital expense revenues to supplement Prop H.

2) Substitute COPs for ADA and other critically needed capital expenses and use
COPs as a financing bridge to a bond extension.

3) Maximize matching State funds



4) Explore creative financing options

5) Seek out cost sharing with other public and private entities

III. REBALANCE STUDENT POPULATIONS TO REDUCE OVERCROWDING AND MINIMIZE
CONSTRUCTION COSTS

A. Understand Existing and Future Student Distributions

1) Before the next phase of major project repairs and renovations commences,
introduce an intermediate step of basing costs on rebalanced populations that
incorporates a 12th high school as well as possible student rebalancing to other
existing schools that are not as overcrowded.

2) Using rebalanced student populations generate cost estimates that can be
optimized to yield the lowest possible cost to achieve desired renovations.

B. Other Tactics to Rebalance Student Population

1) Differentiate our schools to make them attractive to not only our own
students but also to draw in students from outside the District or enrolled in
home schooling, private schools or small charter schools.

2) Use differentiation as a tool to reverse demographic trends in parts of the
District and compete for those students by offering attractive facilities and
excellent curriculum choices.

C. Use Rebalanced Student Populations to More Accurately Estimate
Construction Costs

1) Develop cost estimates for each student population scenario before any
major new construction is commenced.

2) Ration scarce bond dollars by rebalancing student population in the most
efficient way: i.e., vary data to demonstrate cost outcomes using different
sequences of repairs and renovations (for existing schools) and different
facilities for the new school based on priorities assigned to the various
components.



3) Use rebalancing and cost information to gain insight on how to better
integrate the entire high school system while simultaneously achieving all of the
Prop H objectives.

IV. DEFINE REALISTIC GOALS TO SATISFY ALL PROP H PROMISES

A. Establish Priorities For Repairs and Renovations To Existing Schools

1. Make facilities safer, cleaner, or more comfortable.

2. Comply with ADA and other mandatory legal requirements.

3. Improve classrooms to create or enhance a positive learning environment.

4. Remove portables and downsize where possible to relieve overcrowding.

5. Enhance a key school objective such as adding or renovating science labs to
emphasize science or refurbish athletic facilities if athletic programs need
improvement.

6. Improve aesthetics and atmosphere to more effectively compete for new
students, please concerned parents, and boost teacher and student morale.

B. Define a Realistic 12th High School

1. Based on a student population that best relieves overcrowding in the other
schools, determine a student body that will meet current needs coupled with a
reasonable amount of space to accommodate future growth.

2. Develop some specialized programs well suited for Alpine that might also
attract students from outside the Alpine/Blossom valley area.

3. Explore cost sharing and joint use facilities by designing buildings that are
capable of being a resource for the community and consider shared or joint uses
for other parts of the school site’s outdoor and athletic facilities.

4. Create flexible designs to accommodate future change without major
renovations.



6. Learn from the R&R work and mistakes now being corrected in the existing
schools and employ best practices and innovative ideas used in recently built
high schools in the San Diego area and elsewhere.

C. The Prop H Partnership

1) Continue the approach used by the BAC by working on the problem from the
point of view of keeping all of the Prop H promises.

2) Create an environment of teamwork and collaboration that seeks common
ground and an outcome all key stakeholders can live with.

V. IMPLEMENTING THE GROSSMONT SOLUTION – PROMISES MADE, PROMISES KEPT!

1) Maintain the focus and momentum established by the BAC by forming an ad
hoc task force which will continue to work with the District during a transition
phase over the next 18 months to assist with implementation of approved BAC
recommendations.

2) Satisfy the Prop H promises (repair and renovation of existing schools and
construction of a 12th high school) by evaluating all 12 schools in an integrated
fashion to enhance the usage of repaired, renovated and new facilities to:

a) maximize educational benefits and opportunities for all students and

b) minimize stresses on students and their families by reducing
commute times and providing a safe, clean and comfortable learning
environment

3) Establish a realistic, long term deferred maintenance program that includes
regular Board status updates and takes a comprehensive look at the District’s
system of operations and operating budget to prevent a repeat of basic
deferred maintenance problems.







































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































Citizens’ Bond Oversight Committee
2010 Annual Report

Grossmont Union High School District

“�e Citizens’ Bond Oversight Committee shall actively review and report 
on the proper expenditure of taxpayers’ money for school construction.”

Letter from the Chair
2010 has been a year of both challenges and continued success for the GUHSD Prop H/U 
programs. Prop H is nearing completion and the year was marked by ribbon cuttings for  
new science buildings at eight campuses. Prop U is o� and running with a variety of 
projects in design and a second successful bond sale completed. After many years of work 
by sta�, a deferred maintenance plan has been drafted and presented to the CBOC — the 
plan is currently under review; see page 4 for more details. Land acquisition and design for 
a new high school in Alpine is underway — see pages 2 and 3 for Prop H and Prop U 
work being done on this project.

�e di�cult economy and the State’s budget woes have created challenges that impact the 
bond programs. �e State owes the District nearly $100 million in matching funds for 
Prop H projects. To prevent this delay in funding from holding up Prop H projects, the 
District will transfer all on-going construction into Prop U once Prop H funds are 
depleted. In addition, the economy and decline of property values in the county may delay 
some future work. As reported last year, the number of years to complete the Prop U 
program has been stretched from eight years to ten years to ensure property taxes do not 
exceed $27.90 per $100,000 on your tax bill.

�e CBOC spent the year vigorously reviewing the bond programs. Early in the year, the 
CBOC considered and adopted recommendations from an independent third-party 
management review of the bond programs and initiated a review of the lease/lease-back 
project delivery method. �e CBOC Construction subcommittee completed on-site visits 
to all sites under construction this year. �e CBOC also sponsored a public construction 
site tour in February which included a science building under construction at Grossmont 
High School, construction on the campus of El Cajon Valley, and a walk-through of the 
site for the new school in Alpine.

In the coming year, the CBOC will begin the process of wrapping up Prop H with a 
thorough review of all activities. Our intent is to complete a report on all monies spent and 
provide a lessons-learned guide and recommendations to improve Prop U and any other 
future projects.

I would encourage you to visit our website, http://cboc.guhsd.net, to review all pertinent 
CBOC activities and public information, including: agendas, meeting minutes, 
presentation documents, and links to project status information. Visitors are always 
welcome at any of our CBOC or subcommittee meetings. I invite you to attend and we 
always welcome your input.

  Elana Levens-Craig, Chair

Membership
Ron Ashman
 Business Organization
Mendy Brant
 Community Member-at-Large
Timothy Brindley
 Community Member-at-Large
Marcie Findley
 Senior Citizens’ Organization
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Elana Levens-Craig, Chair
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Je� Wilson
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Construction Oversight
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Communications
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Jim Panknin

Audit & Finance
Robert Mathews (Chair)
Penny Halgren
Jim Panknin

Steering & Planning
Mendy Brant (Chair)
Marcie Findley
Fred Lear
Elana Levens-Craig

Project Status
Prop H construction projects were underway on all campuses during 2010. Completed projects included: new 
science buildings at 8 campuses, a new PE building at Grossmont, the Plus Program at various sites, and 
Phase 2B classroom modernization work at Valhalla, Mount Miguel, Foothills, and Chaparral. In total, Prop H 
has modernized 294 existing classrooms and provided 83 new classrooms.

A comprehensive review of the District's Special Education Program has resulted in design changes for Phase 
2B classroom modernization projects at the Work Training Center, the Viking Center, Reach, and Homestead/ 
Frontier. In addition, new special education clusters are being designed for 9 campuses. Construction work for 
Reach and Frontier has been completed; construction work for the remainder of these designs will be 
completed under the consolidated Prop U program.

Work Training Center (WTC): Plans were forwarded to DSA in November 2010. Plan review is estimated to 
take �ve months. Construction is expected to begin the second quarter of 2011 with a targeted completion for 
January 2012.

Viking Hall: Plans were forwarded to DSA in October 2010. Plan review is estimated to take �ve months. �e 
facility is currently designed to facilitate educational opportunities for special and general education students, 
in addition to administration space. �e construction of Viking Hall is estimated to begin February 2012 with 
completion targeted for June 2013.

Reach, Homestead/Frontier, and the Plus Program: �ese programs were moved into newly constructed/ 
renovated facilities. Reach has been relocated into new facilities on the WTC campus. Homestead was 
discontinued at the end of 2010. Frontier has been relocated into facilities at Mount Miguel. �e Plus program 
has been relocated into facilities at El Cajon Valley, El Capitan, Monte Vista, and Chaparral.

Special Education Clusters: Construction of special education facilities at 9 comprehensive high school 
campuses is targeted for initial delivery in 2011 and completion in June 2013. 

�e 12th High School: Acquisition of land for the 12th high school, located in Alpine, began in 2010. �ree 
of the six parcels are now owned by the District, with negotiations continuing on the remaining three parcels. 
Design work is underway. A number of instructional models are being considered. �e �nal design will provide 
facilities that support the educational program adopted by the Board within the $65 million budget. 
Construction work for the new school will be completed under the consolidated Prop U program. New high 
school planning work currently underway using Prop H funds also includes:

Development of a Removal Action Workplan to be approved by the Department of Toxic Substance 
Control (DTSC); completion of the plan is targeted for January 2011
An attendance boundary study beginning in February 2011, with community input
Close coordination and communication with the Viejas tribal community regarding cultural 
�ndings on the site

Financial Status
Due to delays in the receipt of State matching grants, Prop H projects that depend on those grants will proceed 
using available Prop H funds. Once Prop H funds are fully spent, Prop H projects will be moved into a 
consolidated Prop U program. Moving 
this remaining work to Prop U is 
consistent with bond language, allows 
the work to continue without 
interruption, and Prop U funds for 
this work will be replenished when 
delayed State matching grants are 
eventually received.

Prop H is the $274 million bond measure passed in 2004 by voters within the Grossmont Union High School 
District to repair aging local high schools, improve student safety, qualify for State matching funds, and begin 
e�orts to construct a new school. �e total Prop H program is budgeted at $428 million, which includes 
expected interest earnings, State, and other funding.
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Project Status
Last year, Prop U completed a comprehensive update of the 
District's Master Plan and completed construction work for 
track/�eld and ADA improvements at 7 campuses. Prop U 
construction work started during 2010 included the 
recon�guration of building 800 at Santana. Designs are 
nearly complete for modernization of 181 classrooms at 9 
campuses and complete for swimming pools at 3 campuses.

Prop U bond language set an enrollment threshold of 23,245 
students as the trigger for construction of the new high 
school in Alpine — as of the release of this report, the 
threshold has not been met. In February of 2011, the Board 
took action to protect Prop U funds earmarked to construct 
the new school and to ensure that ongoing planning and 
design work is completed. �e CBOC is monitoring the 
status of this work as well as the enrollment threshold trigger 
speci�ed in the bond language.

Financial Status
$140 million of Prop U funds have been received to date. As reported last year, the Prop U schedule was stretched from 8 to 10 
years in order to ensure tax rates remained within limits approved by the voters. While bond sales in 2009 and 2010 were higher 
than planned, future timing of bond sales are expected to realign with the planned 10-year schedule.

Prop U is the $417 million bond measure passed in November 2008. �e total Prop U program is budgeted at $506 million, 
which includes $50 million of expected State funding and interest earnings. �e bond would substantially complete the 
modernization of District schools, provide classrooms and equipment for Career Technical Education, and construct a new high 
school in the Alpine/Blossom Valley area.
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*Further details available in the CBOC 2009 Quick Reference Sheet
on the CBOC website: http://cboc.guhsd.net



CBOC meetings are open to the public and held at 5:00 PM on the last Wednesday of each month 
at the Grossmont High School Library, located at 1100 Murray Drive in El Cajon.

For more information and current updates, visit the CBOC website at http://cboc.guhsd.net. 

Audits

CBOC Oversight
�e CBOC has focused on active, involved, and appropriate oversight of the District’s bond programs. In addition to 
attending CBOC meetings, reviewing �nancial plans and status reports, and visiting construction sites, CBOC members have 
visited numerous community groups to present the status of the District's bond programs. 

�e CBOC is made up of 11 citizen volunteers who are appointed by the Governing Board. �e committee is made up of 
members who represent: a parent in the District, a PTA/PTO member, a taxpayer organization, a senior citizen’s organization, 
a business organization, a member of Financial Executives International, a member of the American Institute of Architects, 
and 3 community members-at-large. �e CBOC is organized into four subcommittees each assigned with speci�c 
responsibilities.

Maintenance Plan
Prop H bond language called for the District to adopt a plan to “eliminate any backlog of deferred maintenance, and adopt an 
ongoing maintenance plan to ensure that maintenance of both new and renovated facilities does not become deferred once the 
existing backlog of deferred maintenance has been eliminated.”

During 2010, the District completed a review of deferred maintenance needs over the next 10 years. �e study reviewed facility 
assessment information prepared by architectural �rms working for the District and provided cost estimates of completing 
needed repair and replacement work at all District school campuses beyond work planned under Prop H and Prop U. 
Estimated costs did not consider any capital improvement work, regular maintenance, or preventive maintenance; cost 
estimates did not include any escalation for the increased cost of doing work in the future nor the soft costs for design, 
inspection, and testing associated with performing the work. �e study used a nationally recognized measurement known as 
the Facility Condition Index (FCI) in determining the condition of existing school facilities. �e FCI measures needed repair 
work against the replacement value of a facility; currently district schools are in poor condition as measured by this index.

�e study concluded that $58 million of work over the next 10 years, in 
addition to Prop H and Prop U work, is needed to eliminate the current 
backlog of deferred maintenance, to keep pace with ongoing major 
maintenance, and to improve the conditions of existing facilities to a good 
condition. �e District’s current plan only provides $2 million over the next �ve 
years due to present budget realities. �is projected shortfall will be addressed 
by prioritization of work and annual inspections with a report to the Board on 
facility conditions. �is will allow for consideration of and adjustments to 
future maintenance budgets.

CBOC Project Reviews
During 2010, the CBOC initiated a review of the lease/lease-back project delivery method using the CBOC Consultant, Colbi 
Technologies. A project review and comparative analysis of the science buildings at Monte Vista, El Capitan, and Santana was 
completed. �ese three projects were chosen because they are nearly identical in design and Monte Vista was built using a 
lease/lease-back delivery method while the other two were built using traditional delivery methods. �e report concluded that 
the lease/lease-back project delivery method o�ered a number of advantages including completion of a high-quality project on 
schedule. �e report also found that the lease/lease-back project delivery method resulted in a slightly higher cost. �e District 
has developed guidelines to better control costs and to better achieve a demonstrated potential for cost savings through 
engagement of a lease/lease-back contractor during the early project design. �e full report can be viewed on our website at 
http://cboc.guhsd.net.

An independent auditing �rm performed the legally required annual �nancial and performance audits for each bond measure 
in accord with generally accepted audit standards. �e �nancial audits concluded that District �nancial statements “present 
fairly, in all material respects, the �nancial position” of Prop H and Prop U funds and conform to accepted accounting 
principles. �e performance audit reports veri�ed that the Prop H and Prop U bond funds were used for work called for in the 
bonds and not for any other purpose. In addition, the performance audit report con�rmed that the Board considered 
remodeling, new construction, and renovation to repair schools and improve student safety conditions in establishing the 
projects listed in Prop H and Prop U. 

Valhalla HS science building





 

 
 

PROPOSITION H BOND 
 

GROSSMONT UNION 
HIGH SCHOOL DISTRICT 

 
AUDIT REPORT 

 
For the Fiscal Year Ended  

June 30, 2009 



 

PROPOSITION H BOND 
OF GROSSMONT UNION HIGH SCHOOL DISTRICT 
AUDIT REPORT 
For the Fiscal Year Ended June 30, 2009 
Table of Contents 
 
 
 Page 

 
Introduction and Citizens’ Bond Oversight Committee Member Listing ................................................ 1 
 
Independent Auditors’ Report........................................................................................................................ 3 
 

FINANCIAL SECTION 
 
Balance Sheet ..................................................................................................................................................... 5 
 
Statement of Revenues, Expenditures, and Changes in Fund Balance...................................................... 6 
 
Notes to Financial Statements ......................................................................................................................... 7 
 

SUPPLEMENTARY INFORMATION 
 
Budgetary Comparison Schedule .................................................................................................................. 16 
 
Expenditures by Project .................................................................................................................................. 17 
 

OTHER INDEPENDENT AUDITORS’ REPORTS 
 
Report on Internal Control over Financial Reporting and on Compliance and Other  

Matters Based on an Audit of Financial Statements Performed in Accordance with  
Government Auditing Standards ................................................................................................................ 18 

 
Independent Auditors’ Report on Performance .......................................................................................... 20 
 
 

FINDINGS AND RESPONSES SECTION 
 
Schedule of Findings and Responses ............................................................................................................ 24



 

1 

PROPOSTION H BOND 
OF GROSSMONT UNION HIGH SCHOOL DISTRICT 
Introduction and Citizens’ Bond Oversight Committee Member Listing 
June 30, 2009 
 
 
The Grossmont Union High School District (the “District”) currently operates 9 comprehensive high 
schools, 3 charter schools, 1 continuation high school, 2 alternative education sites, 4 special education 
facilities, 1 middle college high school program, 1 regional occupational program, and 1 adult education 
program.  This District operates under a locally elected five-member Board form of government and 
provides educational services to grades 9 – 12 as mandated by the State and Federal agencies. 
 
On March 2, 2004, District voters approved by more than 55% favorable vote a Proposition 39 bond 
measure, Proposition H, authorizing the Grossmont Union High School District to issue up to $274 
million in general obligation bonds for school facility improvements, enabling the District to complete the 
repairs and modernization effort to provide high quality facilities for all District students.  To oversee the 
expenditure of Proposition H bond funds, a Citizens' Bond Oversight Committee (CBOC) has been 
established to assure that bond funds are spent for the purpose they were intended. 
 
Series 2004 of the Proposition H bonds were issued by the District on June 4, 2004, consisting of current 
interest and capital appreciation bonds with an initial par amount of $60,841,197 and stated interest rates 
ranging from 1.6% to 5.91%, and maturing through June 1, 2029.  On June 2, 2006, Series 2006 of the 
Proposition H bonds, consisting of current interest and capital appreciation bonds, were issued at an 
initial par amount of $124,999,225 with stated interest rates of 3.48% to 5.04%, and maturing through June 
1, 2031.  On July 23, 2008, Series 2008 of the Proposition H bonds, consisting of current interest and 
capital appreciation bonds, were issued at an initial par amount of $88,159,578 with stated interest rates of 
1.60% to 5.65%, and maturing through August 1, 2033.  As of June 30, 2009, the principal balance 
outstanding on the Proposition H bonds, excluding accreted interest to date, was $252,910,000. Accreted 
interest to date was $10,979,301. 
 
Upon passage of Proposition 39, an accompanying piece of legislation, AB 1908 (Chapter 44, Statutes of 
2000), was also enacted, which amended the Education Code to establish additional procedures which 
must be followed if a District seeks approval of a bond measure pursuant to the 55% majority authorized 
in Proposition 39 including formation, composition and purpose of the Citizens’ Bond Oversight 
Committee, and authorization for injunctive relief against the improper expenditure of bond revenues.   
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PROPOSTION H BOND 
OF GROSSMONT UNION HIGH SCHOOL DISTRICT 
Introduction and Citizens’ Bond Oversight Committee Member Listing 
June 30, 2009 

 
 

The Citizens’ Bond Oversight Committee was comprised of the following members as of June 30, 2009: 
 
 

Name Affiliation Term Ending

Walter Heiser Bonafide member of a taxpayers association 09/2009
Elana Levens-Craig Parent or guardian of a child enrolled in the District and who is active in a 11/2009

parent-teacher organization, such as the PTA or a schoolsite council
Robert Mathews Community member active in finance or other qualified professionals 07/2011

(FEI Representative)
Mendy Brant Community member-at-large 02/2011

Fred Lear Community member-at-large 02/2011
Larry Nichols Community member-at-large 11/2009
Timothy Brindley Community member-at-large 03/2011
Marcie Findley Senior citizens' organization (East County Action Network Representative) 07/2010
Ron Ashman Business organization representing the business community within 09/2010

the district (East County Construction Council Representative)

Sharon Smith Community member active in facilties, construction, or other qualified 02/2011

professionals (American Institute of Architects Representative)

Jim Panknin Parent or guardian of a child enrolled in the district  02/2011
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Proposition H Citizens’ Bond Oversight Committee and 
Governing Board Members of Grossmont Union High School District 
El Cajon, California 
 
 

INDEPENDENT AUDITORS’ REPORT 
 
We have audited the accompanying balance sheet of the Proposition H Bond of 
Grossmont Union High School District (the “District”) as of June 30, 2009 and the 
related statement of revenues, expenditures and changes in fund balance as of 
and for the fiscal year ended June 30, 2009.  These financial statements are the 
responsibility of the District’s management.  Our responsibility is to express an 
opinion on these financial statements based on our audit. 
 
We conducted our audit in accordance with auditing standards generally 
accepted in the United States of America and the standards applicable to 
financial audits contained in Government Auditing Standards, issued by the 
Comptroller General of the United States.  Those standards require that we plan 
and perform the audit to obtain reasonable assurance about whether the financial 
statements are free of material misstatement.  An audit includes examining, on a 
test basis, evidence supporting the amounts and disclosures in the financial 
statements.  An audit also includes assessing the accounting principles used and 
significant estimates made by management, as well as evaluating the overall 
financial statement presentation. We believe that our audit provides a reasonable 
basis for our opinion. 
 
As discussed in Note 1A, the financial statements present only the individual 
Proposition H Bond and are not intended to present fairly the financial position 
of the District in conformity with generally accepted accounting principles. 
 
In our opinion, the financial statements referred to above present fairly, in all 
material respects, the financial position of the Proposition H Bond of Grossmont 
Union High School District as of June 30, 2009, and the results of its operations 
for the fiscal year then ended, in conformity with accounting principles generally 
accepted in the United States of America.
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In accordance with Government Auditing Standards, we have also issued our report dated October 31, 2009 
on our consideration of the District’s internal control over financial reporting and our tests of its 
compliance with certain provisions of laws, regulations, contracts, grants agreements and other matters.  
The purpose of that report is to describe the scope of our testing of internal controls over financial 
reporting and compliance and the results of that testing, and not to provide an opinion on the internal 
control over financial reporting on compliance.  That report is an integral part of an audit performed in 
accordance with Government Auditing Standards and should be considered in assessing the results of our 
audit. 
 
 

 
San Diego, California 
October 31, 2009 
 



 

 

 

 
Financial Section 

 



 

The notes to financial statements are an integral part of this statement. 
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PROPOSITION H BOND 
OF GROSSMONT UNION HIGH SCHOOL DISTRICT 
Balance Sheet 
June 30, 2009 
 
 

ASSETS
Cash in county treasury 87,569,086$              
Accounts receivable 517,749                     
Due from other funds 6,719,338                  

Total Assets 94,806,173$              

LIABILITIES AND FUND BALANCE

Liabilities
Accounts payable 11,767,770$              
Due to other funds 117,259                     

Total Liabilities 11,885,029                

Fund Balance
Unreserved, reported in:
  Capital project fund 82,920,358                
  Debt service fund 786                            

Total Fund Balance 82,921,144                

Total Liabilities and Fund Balance 94,806,173$              



 

The notes to financial statements are an integral part of this statement. 
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PROPOSITION H BOND 
OF GROSSMONT UNION HIGH SCHOOL DISTRICT 
Statement of Revenues, Expenditures and Changes in Fund Balance 
For the Fiscal Year Ended June 30, 2009 
 
 

REVENUES
Interest revenue 2,724,354$                 
Fair market value adjustment to cash in county treasury 669,130                      
Other local revenue 25,350                        

Total Revenues 3,418,834                   

EXPENDITURES
Maintenance and operations 1,450,055                   
Facilities acquistion and construction 52,193,031                 
Debt service - issuance costs 678,890                      

Total Expenditures 54,321,976                 

Excess (Deficiency) of Revenues
Over (Under) Expenditures (50,903,142)               

Other Financing Sources and Uses
Proceeds from sale of bonds 88,159,578                 
Premium on debt issuance 679,676                      

Total Other Financing Sources 88,839,254                 

Net Change in Fund Balance 37,936,112                 

Fund Balance, July 1, 2008 44,985,032                 

Fund Balance, June 30, 2009 82,921,144$               
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PROPOSITION H BOND 
OF GROSSMONT UNION HIGH SCHOOL DISTRICT 
Notes to Financial Statements 
June 30, 2009 
 
 
NOTE 1 – SIGNIFICANT ACCOUNTING POLICIES 
 

A. Reporting Entity 
 

The Grossmont Union High School District (the “District”) covers approximately 465 square 
miles. It includes the cities of El Cajon, Santee, Lemon Grove, most of the city of La Mesa, a small 
portion of San Diego, and the unincorporated areas of Alpine, Dulzura, Jamul, Lakeside, and 
Spring Valley, and is located in San Diego County.  The District currently operates 9 
comprehensive high schools, 3 charter schools, 1 continuation high school, 2 alternative 
education sites, 4 special education facilities, 1 middle college high school program, 1 regional 
occupational program, and 1 adult education program.    
 
On March 2, 2004, the voters of the District approved by more than 55% Proposition H, 
authorizing the issuance and sale of $274 million of general obligation bonds for the purpose of: 
replacing aging roofs, upgrading deteriorated plumbing and restrooms, improving electrical 
capacity for safety, upgrading fire alarms, renovating old and outdated libraries and science labs, 
replacing inadequate heating, upgrading school buildings for improved safety and security, and 
constructing a new high school. 
 
An advisory committee to the District’s Governing Board and Superintendent, called the 
Citizens’ Bond Oversight Committee, was established.  The Committee’s oversight goals include: 
actively review and report on the proper expenditure of taxpayers’ money for school 
construction; monitor District compliance with Article XIIIA of the California Constitution and 
advise the public accordingly; provide for communication with and from the community on all 
issues related to Proposition H Bond; and report to the Grossmont Union High School District 
Board of Education at least once per year on all Proposition H activities. 
 
The deposit and use of bond proceeds are accounted for in a separate sub-fund of the District’s 
Building Fund.  The statements presented are for the individual Proposition H Bond and are not 
intended to be a complete presentation of the District’s financial position or results of operations. 
 
A portion of the bond premium on the issuance of Series 2008 bonds was accounted for in the 
District’s Debt Service Fund.  A portion of the bond issuance costs were paid from the Debt 
Service Fund using the premium amount that had been deposited in the Debt Service Fund. 
 

B. Accounting Policies 
 

The District accounts for its financial transactions in accordance with the policies and procedures 
of the Department of Education's California School Accounting Manual.  The accounting policies of 
the District conform to generally accepted accounting principles as prescribed by the 
Governmental Accounting Standards Board (GASB) and the American Institute of Certified 
Public Accountants (AICPA). 
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PROPOSITION H BOND 
OF GROSSMONT UNION HIGH SCHOOL DISTRICT 
Notes to Financial Statements 
June 30, 2009 
 
 
NOTE 1 – SIGNIFICANT ACCOUNTING POLICIES (continued) 

 
C. Basis of Accounting 

 
Basis of accounting refers to when revenues and expenditures are recognized in the accounts and 
reported in the financial statements.  Basis of accounting relates to the timing of measurement 
made, regardless of the measurement focus applied. 
 
The financial statements of the Proposition H General Obligation Bond are presented on the 
modified accrual basis of accounting.  Under the modified accrual basis of accounting, revenues 
are recorded when susceptible to accrual; i.e, both measureable and available.  “Available” means 
collectible within the current period or within 60 days after year-end.  Expenditures are generally 
recognized under the modified accrual basis when the related liability is incurred.  The exception 
to this general rule is that principal and interest on general obligation long-term debt, if any, is 
recognized when due. 
 

D. Encumbrances 
 
Encumbrance accounting is used in all budgeted funds to reserve portions of applicable 
appropriations for which commitments have been made.  Encumbrances are recorded for 
purchase orders, contracts, and other commitments when they are written.  Encumbrances are 
liquidated when the commitments are paid.  All encumbrances are liquidated as of June 30. 
 

E. Deposits and Investments 
 
In accordance with Education Code Section 41001, the District maintains a portion of its cash in 
the San Diego County Treasury.  The county pools these funds with those of other districts in the 
county and invests the cash.  These pooled funds are carried at cost, which approximates market 
value.  Interest earned is deposited quarterly into participating funds.  Any investment losses are 
proportionately shared by all funds in the pool. 
 

F. Use of Estimates 
 
The preparation of financial statements in conformity with generally accepted accounting 
principles requires management to make estimates and assumptions that affect the reported 
amounts of assets and liabilities and disclosure of contingent assets and liabilities at the date of 
the financial statements and the reported amounts of revenues and expenditures during the 
reporting period.  Actual results could differ from those estimates. 
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PROPOSITION H BOND 
OF GROSSMONT UNION HIGH SCHOOL DISTRICT 
Notes to Financial Statements 
June 30, 2009 
 
 
NOTE 1 – SIGNIFICANT ACCOUNTING POLICIES (continued) 
 

G. Budgets and Budgetary Accounting 
 

Annual budgets are adopted on a basis consistent with generally accepted accounting principles 
for all government funds.  By state law, the Districtʹs governing board must adopt a budget no 
later than July 1.  A public hearing must be conducted to receive comments prior to adoption.  
The Districtʹs governing board satisfied these requirements. 
 
These budgets are revised by the Districtʹs governing board during the year to give consideration 
to unanticipated income and expenditures.  Formal budgetary integration was employed as a 
management control device during the year for all budgeted funds.  The District employs budget 
control by minor object and by individual appropriation accounts.  Expenditures cannot legally 
exceed appropriations by major object account. 

 
 
NOTE 2 – CASH 
 
Cash as of June 30, 2009 consists of $87,569,086 deposited in the San Diego County Treasury Investment 
Pool.  

 
Policies and Practices 
 
The District is authorized under California Government Code to make direct investments in local agency 
bonds, notes, or warrants within the State; U.S. Treasury instruments; registered State warrants or 
treasury notes; securities of the U.S. Government, or its agencies; bankers acceptances; commercial paper; 
certificates of deposit placed with commercial banks and/or savings and loan companies; repurchase or 
reverse repurchase agreements; medium term corporate notes; shares of beneficial interest issued by 
diversified management companies, certificates of participation, obligations with first priority security; 
and collateralized mortgage obligations.  Investments of debt proceeds held by trustees are governed by 
the provisions of debt agreements rather than the general provisions of the California Government Code. 
These provisions allow for the acquisition of investment agreements with maturities up to 30 years. 
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PROPOSITION H BOND 
OF GROSSMONT UNION HIGH SCHOOL DISTRICT 
Notes to Financial Statements 
June 30, 2009 
 
 
NOTE 2 – CASH (continued) 
 
Cash in County Treasury – The District is considered to be an involuntary participant in an external 
investment pool as the District is required to deposit all receipts and collections of monies with their 
County Treasurer (Education Code Section 41001).  The fair value of the District’s investment in the pool 
is reported in the accounting financial statements at amounts based upon the District’s pro-rata share of 
the fair value provided by the County Treasurer for the entire portfolio (in relation to the amortized cost 
of that portfolio).  The balance available for withdrawal is based on the accounting records maintained by 
the County Treasurer, which is recorded on the amortized cost basis. 
 
General Authorizations 
Except for investments by trustees of debt proceeds, the authority to invest District funds deposited with 
the county treasury is delegated to the County Treasurer and Tax Collector.  Additional information 
about the investment policy of the County Treasurer and Tax Collector may be obtained from its web site. 
The table below identifies some of the investment types permitted in the investment policy: 
 

 
Authorized 

Investment Type 

 Maximum 
Remaining 
Maturity 

 Maximum 
Percentage 
of Portfolio 

 Maximum 
Investment 

in One Issuer 
Local Agency Bonds, Notes, Warrants  5 years  None  None 
Registered State Bonds, Notes, Warrants  5 years  None  None 
U.S. Treasury Obligations  5 years  None  None 
U.S. Agency Securities  5 years  None  None 
Banker’s Acceptance  180 days  40%  30% 
Commercial Paper  270 days  25%  10% 
Negotiable Certificates of Deposit  5 years  30%  None 
Repurchase Agreements  1 year  None  None 
Reverse Repurchase Agreements  92 days  20% of base  None 
Medium-Term Corporate Notes  5 years  30%  None 
Mutual Funds  N/A  20%  10% 
Money Market Mutual Funds  N/A  20%  10% 
Mortgage Pass-Through Securities  5 years  20%  None 
County Pooled Investment Funds  N/A  None  None 
Local Agency Investment Fund (LAIF)  N/A  None  None 
Joint Powers Authority Pools  N/A  None  None 
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PROPOSITION H BOND 
OF GROSSMONT UNION HIGH SCHOOL DISTRICT 
Notes to Financial Statements 
June 30, 2009 
 
 
NOTE 2 – CASH (continued) 
 
Limitations as they relate to interest rate risk, credit risk, and concentration of credit risk are described 
below: 
 
Interest Rate Risk 

Interest rate risk is the risk that changes in market interest rates will adversely affect the fair value of an 
investment.  Generally, the longer the maturity of an investment, the greater the sensitivity of its fair 
value to changes in market interest rates.  The District manages its exposure to interest rate risk by 
investing in the County Treasury.  The District maintains an investment with the San Diego County 
Investment Pool with a fair value at June 30, 2009 of approximately $87,569,086 and an amortized book 
value of $86,899,956.  The weighted average maturity for the San Diego County Investment Pool is 332 
days as of June 30, 2009.   
 
Credit Risk 

Credit risk is the risk that an issuer of an investment will not fulfill its obligation to the holder of the 
investment.  This may be measured by the assignment of a rating by a nationally recognized credit rating 
organization.  The San Diego County Investment Pool is rated AAAf/S1 by Standard & Poor’s. 
  
Concentration of Credit Risk 

The investment policy of the District contains no limitations on the amount that can be invested in any 
one issuer beyond the amount stipulated by the California Government code.  District investments that 
are greater than 5 percent of total investments are in either an external investment pool or mutual funds 
and are therefore exempt. 

 
NOTE 3 – ACCOUNTS RECEIVABLE 
 
Accounts receivable as of June 30, 2009 consist of the following: 
 

Interest earned on cash in county treasury 508,906$                 
Escrow account receivable 8,843                       

Total Accounts Receivable 517,749$                 
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PROPOSITION H BOND 
OF GROSSMONT UNION HIGH SCHOOL DISTRICT 
Notes to Financial Statements 
June 30, 2009 
 
 
NOTE 4 – INTERFUND ACTIVITIES 
 
Due From/Due to Other Funds 
 
Interfund receivable and payable balances as of June 30, 2009 are as follows: 
 

4,232$              

20,225              

6,694,881         
Total 6,719,338$       

87,781$            

29,402              

76                     
Total 117,259$          

Due to the Building Fund

Due From the Building Fund

Due to the Self Insurance Fund from the Building Fund for postemployment benefits collected through 
payroll

Due to the General Fund from the Building Fund to reimburse legal fees incurred for construction 
projects, payroll and work order reimbursements

Due to the County School Facilities Fund from the Building Fund for adjustments to construction 
projects at year end

Due to the Building Fund from the General Fund for payroll expenditures and sales tax credits

Due to the Building Fund from the Capital Facilities Fund for transfer of expenditures for design of new 
science buildings

Due to the Building Fund from the County School Facilities Fund for transfer of construction 
expenditures to State matching funds

 
 
NOTE 5 – PROPOSITION H GENERAL OBLIGATION BONDS 
 
Following is a summary of the District’s outstanding Proposition H general obligation bonds, and 
unamortized premiums on issuance of the Proposition H general obligation bonds, as of June 30, 2009: 
 

Balance Balance
July 1, 2008 Additions Deductions June 30, 2009

2004 General Obligation Bonds, Series 2004 49,530,333$        1,046,440$        2,965,000$   47,611,773$          
Unamortized premium 2,210,232            -                     105,249        2,104,983              

2004 General Obligation Bonds, Series 2006 126,013,719        2,272,798          930,000        127,356,517          
Unamortized premium 2,799,884            -                     121,734        2,678,150              

2004 General Obligation Bonds, Series 2008 -                       88,921,011        -               88,921,011            
Unamortized premium -                       679,676             27,187          652,489                 

180,554,168$      92,919,925$      4,149,170$   269,324,923$        
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PROPOSITION H BOND 
OF GROSSMONT UNION HIGH SCHOOL DISTRICT 
Notes to Financial Statements 
June 30, 2009 
 
 
NOTE 5 – PROPOSITION H GENERAL OBLIGATION BONDS (continued) 
 
General Obligation Bond Summary 
 

Date of
Issue

Interest
Rate %

Maturity
Date Original Issue

Bonds
Outstanding
July 1, 2008 Issued Accreted Interest Redeemed

Bonds 
Outstanding

June 30, 2009*
6/4/04 1.60-5.91% 6/1/29 60,841,197$         49,530,333$         -$                     1,046,440$           2,965,000$           47,611,773$         
6/2/06 3.48-5.04% 6/1/31 124,999,225         126,013,719         -                       2,272,798             930,000                127,356,517         

7/23/08 1.60-5.65% 8/1/33 88,159,578           -                       88,159,578           761,433                -                       88,921,011           
Total 274,000,000$       175,544,052$       88,159,578$         4,080,671$           3,895,000$           263,889,301$       

* General obligations bonds include $10,979,301 of accreted interest on the capital appreciation bonds.

 
 
Series 2004 Bonds 
On June 4, 2004 the District issued $60,841,197 of Election of 2004, Series 2004 General Obligation Bonds.  
The bonds mature on June 1, 2029, and have a stated interest rate of 1.60% to 5.91% percent. At June 30, 
2009, the principal balance outstanding on the 2004 General Obligation Bonds, including accreted 
interest, was $47,611,773.  Unamortized premium received on issuance of the bonds amounted to 
$1,529,417 as of June 30, 2009. 
 
 
Series 2006 Bonds 
On June 2, 2006 the District issued $124,999,225 of Election of 2004, Series 2006 General Obligation Bonds. 
 The bonds mature on June 1, 2031, and have a stated interest rate of 3.48% to 5.01% percent. At June 30, 
2009, the principal balance outstanding on the 2006 General Obligation Bonds, including accreted 
interest, was $127,356,517.  Unamortized premium received on issuance of the bonds amounted to 
$3,399,451 as of June 30, 2009. 
 
 
Series 2008 Bonds 
On July 23, 2008 the District issued $88,159,578 of Election of 2004, Series 2008 General Obligation Bonds. 
The bonds mature on August 1, 2033, and have a stated interest rate of 1.60% to 5.65% percent. At June 30, 
2009, the principal balance outstanding on the 2008 General Obligation Bonds, including accreted 
interest, was $88,921,011. Unamortized premium received on issuance of the bonds amounted to $679,676 
as of June 30, 2009. 
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PROPOSITION H BOND 
OF GROSSMONT UNION HIGH SCHOOL DISTRICT 
Notes to Financial Statements 
June 30, 2009 
 
 
NOTE 5 – PROPOSITION H GENERAL OBLIGATION BONDS (continued) 
 
General Obligation Bonds (continued) 
 
The annual requirements to amortize the Proposition H general obligation bonds payable of the District, 
outstanding as of June 30, 2009, are as follows: 

 

Fiscal Year Principal
Current
Interest

Accreted 
Interest Total

2010 3,766,569$                 7,835,998$       31$                     11,602,598$     
2011 3,565,000                   7,921,863         -                     11,486,863       
2012 4,103,336                   7,777,900         46,664                11,927,900       
2013 4,910,000                   7,596,425         -                     12,506,425       
2014 5,785,000                   7,369,713         -                     13,154,713       

2015-2019 45,180,000                 31,445,550       -                     76,625,550       
2020-2024 73,055,719                 17,122,463       8,759,281           98,937,463       
2025-2029 43,773,313                 8,608,750         84,481,687         136,863,750     
2030-2034 68,771,063                 7,747,875         84,628,937         161,147,875     

Totals 252,910,000$             103,426,537$   177,916,600$     534,253,137$   
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PROPOSITION H BOND 
OF GROSSMONT UNION HIGH SCHOOL DISTRICT 
Notes to Financial Statements 
June 30, 2009 
 
 
NOTE 6 – CONSTRUCTION COMMITMENTS 
 
Construction commitments outstanding as of June 30, 2009 are presented below: 
 

Remaining Expected
Construction Date of

Capital Project Commitment Completion

Phase 2B Modernization at Mt. Miguel High School 6,108,229$         6/18/10
Phase 2B Modernization at Valhalla High School 5,386,078           10/31/09
Phase 2B Modernization at Foothills Adult School 450,927              10/31/09
Phase 3A Science Building at Grossmont High School 6,706,894           5/25/10
Phase 3A Science Building at Helix High School 5,869,714           4/2/10
Phase 3A Science Building at El Cajon Valley High School 2,226,106           12/30/09
Phase 3A Science Building at El Capitan High School 3,729,400           5/12/10
Phase 3A Science Building at Monte Vista High School 4,861,837           5/27/10
Phase 3A Science Building at Santana High School 3,684,629           2/10/10
Phase 3A Science Building at Valhalla High School 5,488,103           4/7/10
Phase 3B-R Synthetic Track at Steele Canyon High School 625,750              10/31/09

Total 45,137,667$       

 
 



 

 

 
Supplementary Information 
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PROPOSITION H BOND 
OF GROSSMONT UNION HIGH SCHOOL DISTRICT 
Budgetary Comparison Schedule 
For the Fiscal Year Ended June 30, 2009 
 
 

Budget Actuals 
2008-09 2008-09 Variance

Revenues and Other Financing Sources
Interest revenue 3,400,000$          2,724,354$          (675,646)$           
Fair market value adjustment to cash in county treasury -                       669,130               669,130               
Other local revenue 25,350                 25,350                 -                      
Proceeds from sale of bonds 88,159,578          88,159,578          -                      
Premium on debt issuance -                       679,676               679,676               

Total Revenues and Other Financing Sources 91,584,928          92,258,088          673,160               

Expenditures and Other Financing Uses
Classified salaries 588,467               577,900               (10,567)               
Employee benefits 179,634               177,854               (1,780)                 
Materials and supplies 361,058               333,578               (27,480)               
Contracted services 714,364               675,133               (39,231)               
Capital outlay 52,015,408          51,878,621          (136,787)             
Debt service - issuance costs 678,890               678,890               -                      

Total Expenditures and Other Financing Uses 54,537,821          54,321,976          (215,845)             

Net Change in Fund Balance 37,047,107          37,936,112          889,005               

Beginning Fund Balance 44,985,032          44,985,032          -                      

Ending Fund Balance 82,032,139$        82,921,144$        889,005$             
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PROPOSITION H BOND 
OF GROSSMONT UNION HIGH SCHOOL DISTRICT 
Expenditures by Project 
For the Fiscal Year Ended June 30, 2009 

 
 
Following is a summary of Proposition H expenditures by project for the fiscal year ended June 30, 2009: 

 
2008-09

Proposition H Project Expenditures
Program Management 3,802,822$               
Grossmont High School 5,915,110                 
Helix High School 8,506,307                 
El Cajon Valley High School 3,139,036                 
Mount Miguel High School 8,949,395                 
El Capitan High School 3,943,685                 
Granite Hills High School 1,348,809                 
Monte Vista High School 1,635,291                 
Santana High School 2,212,017                 
Valhalla High School 8,452,577                 
West Hills High School 4,480,635                 
Steele Canyon High School 73,547                      
Chaparral High School 80,863                      
Foothills Adult School 136,961                    
Work Training Center 399,701                    
Viking Center 72,635                      
New High School 493,695                    

Project Expenditure Total 53,643,086               

Debt Issuance Costs 678,890                    

Total Expenditures 54,321,976$             



 

 

 
Other Independent Auditors’ Reports 
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Proposition H Citizens’ Bond Oversight Committee and 
Governing Board Members of 
Grossmont Union High School District 
El Cajon, California 
 
 
REPORT ON INTERNAL CONTROL OVER FINANCIAL REPORTING AND 

ON COMPLIANCE AND OTHER MATTERS BASED ON AN AUDIT OF 
FINANCIAL STATEMENTS PERFORMED IN ACCORDANCE WITH 

GOVERNMENT AUDITING STANDARDS 
 
We have audited the financial statements of Proposition H Bond of Grossmont 
Union High School District (the “District”) as of and for the fiscal year ended 
June 30, 2009, and have issued our report thereon dated October 31, 2009.  We 
conducted our audit in accordance with generally accepted auditing standards 
and the standards applicable to financial audits contained in Government Auditing 
Standards, issued by the Comptroller General of the United States. 
 
Internal Control Over Financial Reporting 
 
In planning and performing our audit, we considered the District’s internal 
control over financial reporting as a basis for designing our auditing procedures 
for the purpose of expressing our opinion on the financial statements, but not for 
the purpose of expressing an opinion on the effectiveness of the District’s 
internal control over financial reporting.  Accordingly, we do not express an 
opinion on the effectiveness of the District’s internal control over financial 
reporting. 
 
Our consideration of internal control over financial reporting was for the limited 
purpose described in the preceding paragraph and would not necessarily 
identify all deficiencies in internal control over financial reporting that might be 
significant deficiencies or material weakness.  However, as discussed below, we 
identified certain deficiencies in internal control over financial reporting that we 
consider to be significant deficiency.   
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A control deficiency exists when the design or operation of a control does not allow management or 
employees, in the normal course of performing their assigned functions, to prevent or detect 
misstatements on a timely basis.  A significant deficiency is a control deficiency, or combination of control 
deficiencies, that adversely affects the entity’s ability to initiate, authorize, record, process, or report 
financial data reliably in accordance with generally accepted accounting principles such that there is more 
than a remote likelihood that a misstatement of the entity’s financial statements that is more than 
inconsequential will not be prevented or detected by the entity’s internal control.  We consider the 
deficiency described in the accompanying schedule of findings and responses as finding #2009-1 to be a 
significant deficiency in internal control over control over financial reporting. 
 
A material weakness is a significant deficiency, or combination of significant deficiencies, that results in 
more than a remote likelihood that a material misstatement of the financial statements will not be 
prevented or detected by the entity’s internal control. 
 
Our consideration of internal control over financial reporting was for the limited purpose described in 
the first paragraph of this section and would not necessarily identify all deficiencies in internal control 
that might be significant deficiencies and, accordingly, would not necessarily disclose all significant 
deficiencies that are also considered to be material weaknesses.  We did not identify any deficiencies in 
internal control over financial reporting that we consider to be material weaknesses, as defined above. 
 
Compliance and Other Matters 
 
As part of obtaining reasonable assurance about whether the District’s Proposition H Bond financial 
statements are free of material misstatement, we performed tests of its compliance with certain provisions 
of laws, regulations, contracts, and grant agreements, noncompliance with which could have a direct and 
material effect on the determination of financial statement amounts.  However, providing an opinion on 
compliance with those provisions was not an objective of our audit and, accordingly, we do not express 
such an opinion. The results of our tests disclosed no instances of noncompliance or other matters that are 
required to be reported under Government Auditing Standards. 
 
Grossmont Union High School District’s response to the finding identified in our audit is described in the 
accompanying schedule of findings and responses.  We did not audit Grossmont Union High School 
District’s response and, accordingly, we express no opinion on it. 
 
This report is intended solely for the information and use of the Board, the Citizens’ Bond Oversight 
Committee, management, and the taxpayers of Grossmont Union High School District and is not 
intended to be and should not be used by anyone other than these specified parties. 
 
 

 
San Diego, California 
October 31, 2009 
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Proposition H Citizens’ Bond Oversight Committee and 
Governing Board Members of 
Grossmont Union High School District 
El Cajon, California 
 
 

INDEPENDENT AUDITORS’ REPORT ON PERFORMANCE 
 
We have audited the financial statements of the Proposition H Bond of the 
Grossmont Union High School District (the “District”) as of and for the fiscal 
year ended June 30, 2009 and have issued our report thereon dated October 31, 
2009. Our audit was made in accordance with generally accepted auditing 
standards in the United States and, accordingly, included such tests of the 
accounting records and such other auditing procedures as we considered 
necessary in the circumstances. 
 
We conducted this performance audit in accordance with generally accepted 
government auditing standards. Those standards require that we plan and 
perform the audit to obtain sufficient, appropriate evidence to provide a 
reasonable basis for our findings and conclusions based on our audit objectives. 
We believe that the evidence obtained provides a reasonable basis for our 
findings and conclusions based on our audit objectives. 
 
In connection with our audit, we also performed an audit for compliance as 
required in the performance requirements for the Proposition H General 
Obligation Bonds for the fiscal year ended June 30, 2009.  The objective of the 
examination of compliance applicable to the District is to determine with 
reasonable assurance that: 

 
• The proceeds of the sale of the Proposition H Bonds were only used for 

the purposes set forth in the ballot and not for any other purpose, such as 
teacher and administrative salaries. 

 
• The Governing Board of the District, in establishing the approved 

projects set forth in the ballot Proposition, evaluated the remodeling, 
new construction and renovations of items which will repair local 
schools and improve student safety conditions of the District. 
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To meet our objectives audit tests were performed and included, but were not limited to, the following: 
 

Internal Control Evaluation 
 
Procedures Performed: 
 
Inquiries were made of management regarding internal controls to: 
 

• Prevent fraud or abuse regarding Proposition H projects 
• Ensure adequate separation of duties exists in the accounting for Proposition H funds 
• Prevent material misstatements in the financial statements 
• Ensure that income and expenditures are allocated to the proper sub-fund 
 

We then performed substantive tests of financial statement balances to determine whether the controls 
designed by management were operating effectively, and to provide reasonable assurance that the fiscal 
year 2008-09 financial statement balances for the Proposition H Bond funds are not materially misstated. 
 
Results of Procedures Performed: 
 
The results of our audits tests show that internal control procedures appear to be working to meet the 
financial and compliance objectives required by generally accepted accounting principles and applicable 
laws and regulations, except for the internal control deficiency as described in the accompanying 
schedule of findings and responses as item #2009-1. 
 

Deposit of Bond Proceeds 
 
Procedures Performed: 
 
We verified that bond proceeds were deposited in the District’s name and invested in accordance with 
applicable legal requirements.  Bond issuance costs were agreed to the bond official statement.   
 
Results of Procedures Performed: 
 
The proceeds from the Series 2008 bonds were deposited into the San Diego County Treasury Investment 
Pool in the name of the District and invested in accordance with applicable legal requirements.  Bond 
issuance costs agreed to the official statement and were properly recorded in the accounting records.  The 
issuance costs were paid for with bond premiums, which were deposited in the District’s capital projects 
and debt service funds. 
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Test of Contracts and Bid Procedures 
 
Procedures Performed: 
 
For the fiscal year ended June 30, 2009, NNW tested five bids for compliance with District policy and 
Public Contract Code provisions related to contracting and bidding.  Five additional contracts were 
selected to test contract change orders in 2008-09.  We reviewed the terms of the agreements for the 
construction management company and the lease-lease back contracts.  Additionally, we tested a sample 
of payments made to each to verify payments were made in accordance with the respective contracts. 
 
Results of Procedures Performed: 
We found that the contracts tested followed proper bidding procedures, and were awarded in all cases to 
the lowest responsible bidder, except for the internal control deficiency as described in the accompanying 
schedule of findings and responses as item #2009-1. 
 
 

Tests of Expenditures 
 
Procedures Performed: 
 
We tested approximately $22.9 million of the 2008-09 expenditures for validity, allowability and accuracy. 
 Expenditures sampled in our test included payments made to the construction management company, 
subcontractors and other vendors.  Additionally we verified the issuance costs and underwriters 
compensation of $678,890.  We tested the $755,754 in salaries and benefits charged to Proposition H in 
2008-09 to verify no administrative or teacher salaries were spent are proper time documentation was 
maintained.  
 
Results of Procedures Performed: 
 
We found the expenditures tested to be in compliance with the terms of the Proposition H ballot measure, 
Facilities Master Plan, and applicable State laws and regulations without exception.  No administrative or 
teacher salaries were charged to Proposition H.  We examined 42% of 2008-09 expenditures.   
  

Facilities Site Walk 
 
Procedures Performed: 
 
We performed a site walk to verify that Proposition H funds expended for the fiscal year ended June 30, 
2009 were for valid facilities acquisition and construction purposes.  NNW toured five school sites (i.e., 
Helix High School, El Capitan High School, Grossmont High School, Monte Vista High School, El Cajon 
High School) observing Proposition H construction work that had been performed. 
 
Results of Procedures Performed:  
 
Our site walk verified that demolition and construction work is underway, utilizing the bond funds of 
Proposition H. 
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Our audit of compliance made for the purposes set forth in the third paragraph of this report would not 
necessarily disclose all instances of noncompliance. 
 
In our opinion, the District complied with the compliance requirements for the Proposition H General 
Obligation Bond as listed and tested above. 
 
This report is intended solely for the information and use of the Board, the Citizens’ Bond Oversight 
Committee, management, and the taxpayers of Grossmont Union High School District and is not 
intended to be and should not be used by anyone other than these specified parties. 
 
 

 
San Diego, California 
October 31, 2009 
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PROPOSITION H BOND 
OF GROSSMONT UNION HIGH SCHOOL DISTRICT 
Schedule of Findings and Responses 
For the Fiscal Year Ended June 30, 2009 
 
 
Finding #2009-1: Construction Bidding and Public Contract Code 
 
Finding:  We tested purchase requisitions that were entered into for amounts below the $30,000 informal bid 
limit (per the Uniform Public Construction Cost Accounting Act, the “UPCCA Act”) and found evidence that the 
same vendors are used for the same types of projects; and, that when the projects are combined in value, the 
UPCCA Act would have required an informal or formal bid.  We identified two vendors whose projects 
should have been bid, but bidding did not occur due to splitting of the respective projects into smaller 
segments.  It was also reported to us during our inquiries that the facilities department had used this practice 
on occasion to expedite project work, by avoiding the time involved in informal or formal bid solicitation.  
However, splitting projects to avoid bidding requirements is a violation of the Public Contract Code.   
  
Recommendations:  We recommend that the District review bid requirements with staff and ensure that bid 
procedures are followed in accordance with the Public Contract Code and the UPCCA Act.  The District 
should also maintain proper and detailed documentation for contracts that did not go through the informal 
bid process. 
 
District Response:  One of the instances cited does not represent bid splitting because while the work in 
question was similar, separate and distinct projects did in fact exist.  We agree that the other item cited should 
have gone through the bidding process.  The district has resolved to better outline and communicate to staff 
the definition of a project and conformance to the UPCAA biding requirements.  The District has created 
procedural guidelines which define what a project is and what criteria is used to determine if work needs to 
be grouped for the purposed of bidding requirements.  These procedures have been shared with the 
construction staff to ensure future compliance with UPCAA regulations and prevent and misconception or 
appearance of bid splitting. 
 
The District has also hired a fill-time Contact Specialist to review and implement all contracts on the bond 
programs.  This position will help ensure contracts are established in conformance with all bidding 
requirements.  
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PROPOSTION H BOND 
OF GROSSMONT UNION HIGH SCHOOL DISTRICT 
Introduction and Citizens’ Bond Oversight Committee Member Listing 
June 30, 2010 
 
 
The Grossmont Union High School District (the “District”) currently operates 9 comprehensive high 
schools, 3 charter schools, 1 continuation high school, 2 alternative education sites, 4 special education 
facilities, 1 middle college high school program, 1 regional occupational program, and 1 adult education 
program.  This District operates under a locally elected five‐member Board form of government and 
provides educational services to grades 9 – 12 as mandated by the State and Federal agencies. 
 
On March 2, 2004, District voters approved by more than 55% favorable vote a Proposition 39 bond 
measure, Proposition H, authorizing the Grossmont Union High School District to issue up to $274 
million in general obligation bonds for school facility improvements, enabling the District to complete the 
repairs and modernization effort to provide high quality facilities for all District students.  To oversee the 
expenditure of Proposition H bond funds, a Citizensʹ Bond Oversight Committee (CBOC) has been 
established to assure that bond funds are spent for the purpose they were intended. 
 
Series 2004 of the Proposition H bonds were issued by the District on June 4, 2004, consisting of current 
interest and capital appreciation bonds with an initial par amount of $60,841,197 and stated interest rates 
ranging from 1.6% to 5.91%, and maturing through June 1, 2029.  On June 2, 2006, Series 2006 of the 
Proposition H bonds, consisting of current interest and capital appreciation bonds, were issued at an 
initial par amount of $124,999,225 with stated interest rates of 3.48% to 5.04%, and maturing through June 
1, 2031.  On July 23, 2008, Series 2008 of the Proposition H bonds, consisting of current interest and capital 
appreciation bonds, were issued at an initial par amount of $88,159,578 with stated interest rates of 1.60% 
to 5.65%, and maturing through August 1, 2033.  As of June 30, 2010, the principal balance outstanding on 
the Proposition H bonds, excluding accreted interest to date, was $249,143,431.   Accreted interest to date 
was $16,099,192. 
 
Upon passage of Proposition 39, an accompanying piece of legislation, AB 1908 (Chapter 44, Statutes of 
2000), was also enacted, which amended the Education Code to establish additional procedures which 
must be followed if a District seeks approval of a bond measure pursuant to the 55% majority authorized 
in Proposition 39 including formation, composition and purpose of the Citizens’ Bond Oversight 
Committee, and authorization for injunctive relief against the improper expenditure of bond revenues.   
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PROPOSTION H BOND 
OF GROSSMONT UNION HIGH SCHOOL DISTRICT 
Introduction and Citizens’ Bond Oversight Committee Member Listing 
June 30, 2010 

 
 

The Citizens’ Bond Oversight Committee was comprised of the following members as of June 30, 2010: 
 
 

Name Affiliation Term Ending

Penny Halgren Bonafide member of a taxpayers association 08/2011
Elana Levens‐Craig Parent or guardian of a child enrolled in the District and who is active in a 11/2011

parent‐teacher organization, such as the PTA or a schoolsite council

Robert Mathews Community member active in finance or other qualified professionals 07/2011
(FEI Representative)

Mendy Brant Community member‐at‐large 03/2011

Fred Lear Community member‐at‐large 03/2011
Jeff Wilson Community member‐at‐large 10/2011
Timothy Brindley Community member‐at‐large 03/2011
Marcie Findley Senior citizensʹ organization (East County Action Network Representative) 07/2012
Ron Ashman Business organization representing the business community within  08/2010

the district (East County Construction Council Representative)

Sharon Smith Community member active in facilties, construction, or other qualified  02/2011

professionals (American Institute of Architects Representative)

Jim Panknin Parent or guardian of a child enrolled in the District   03/2011



2727 Camino Del Rio South  ●  Suite 219  ●  San Diego, CA  92108 
tel. 619.270.8222  ●  fax. 619.260.9085 

www.cwacpa.com 
 

Licensed by the California Board of Accountancy 
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Proposition H Citizens’ Bond Oversight Committee and 
Governing Board Members of Grossmont Union High School District 
El Cajon, California 
 
 

INDEPENDENT AUDITOR’S REPORT 
 
We have audited the accompanying balance sheet of the Proposition H Bond of Grossmont Union High 
School District as of  June 30, 2010 and  the  related  statement of  revenues, expenditures and changes  in 
fund  balance  as  of  and  for  the  fiscal  year  ended  June  30,  2010.    These  financial  statements  are  the 
responsibility  of  the  Grossmont  Union High  School  District’s management.    Our  responsibility  is  to 
express an opinion on these financial statements based on our audit. 
 
We conducted our audit in accordance with auditing standards generally accepted in the United States of 
America  and  the  standards  applicable  to  financial  audits  contained  in Government Auditing  Standards, 
issued  by  the  Comptroller General  of  the United  States.    Those  standards  require  that we  plan  and 
perform  the  audit  to  obtain  reasonable  assurance  about whether  the  financial  statements  are  free  of 
material misstatement.   An audit  includes examining, on a  test basis, evidence supporting  the amounts 
and disclosures  in  the  financial  statements.   An audit also  includes assessing  the accounting principles 
used and significant estimates made by management, as well as evaluating the overall financial statement 
presentation. We believe that our audit provides a reasonable basis for our opinion. 
 
As discussed in Note 1A, the financial statements present only the individual Proposition H Bond and are 
not  intended  to  present  fairly  the  financial  position  of  the Grossmont Union High  School District  in 
conformity with generally accepted accounting principles. 
 
In  our  opinion,  the  financial  statements  referred  to  above  present  fairly,  in  all material  respects,  the 
financial position of the Proposition H Bond of Grossmont Union High School District as of June 30, 2010, 
and the results of its operations for the fiscal year then ended, in conformity with accounting principles 
generally accepted in the United States of America.
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In accordance with Government Auditing Standards, we have also issued our report dated January 13, 2011 
on  our  consideration  of  the Grossmont Union High  School District’s  s  internal  control  over  financial 
reporting and our  tests of  its  compliance with  certain provisions of  laws,  regulations,  contracts, grants 
agreements  and  other matters.    The  purpose  of  that  report  is  to  describe  the  scope  of  our  testing  of 
internal  controls  over  financial  reporting  and  compliance  and  the  results  of  that  testing,  and  not  to 
provide  an  opinion  on  the  internal  control  over  financial  reporting  on  compliance.   That  report  is  an 
integral  part  of  an  audit  performed  in  accordance with Government Auditing  Standards  and  should  be 
considered in assessing the results of our audit. 
 
 

 
San Diego, California 
January 13, 2011 
 



 

 

 

 

Financial Section 

 



 

The notes to financial statements are an integral part of this statement. 
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PROPOSITION H BOND 
OF GROSSMONT UNION HIGH SCHOOL DISTRICT 
Balance Sheet 
June 30, 2010 
 
 

ASSETS
Cash in county treasury 20,931,697$             
Accounts receivable 55,594                     
Due from other funds 3,341                       

Total Assets 20,990,632$             

LIABILITIES AND FUND BALANCE

Liabilities
Accounts payable 6,837,095$               
Due to other funds 90,364                     

Total Liabilities 6,927,459                

Fund Balance
Unreserved, reported in:
  Capital project fund 14,063,173              

Total Fund Balance 14,063,173              

Total Liabilities and Fund Balance 20,990,632$             



 

The notes to financial statements are an integral part of this statement. 
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PROPOSITION H BOND 
OF GROSSMONT UNION HIGH SCHOOL DISTRICT 
Statement of Revenues, Expenditures and Changes in Fund Balance 
For the Fiscal Year Ended June 30, 2010 
 
 

REVENUES
Interest revenue 579,156$                    
Fair market value adjustment to cash in county treasury (547,144)                   
Other local revenue 4,120                         

Total Revenues 36,132                       

EXPENDITURES
Maintenance and operations 3,196,227                  
Facilities acquistion and construction 65,697,876                

Total Expenditures 68,894,103                

Excess (Deficiency) of Revenues
Over (Under) Expenditures (68,857,971)              

Net Change in Fund Balance (68,857,971)              

Fund Balance, July 1, 2009 82,921,144                

Fund Balance, June 30, 2010 14,063,173$               
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PROPOSITION H BOND 
OF GROSSMONT UNION HIGH SCHOOL DISTRICT 
Notes to Financial Statements 
June 30, 2010 
 
 
NOTE 1 – SIGNIFICANT ACCOUNTING POLICIES 
 

A. Reporting Entity 
 

The Grossmont Union High School District (the District) covers approximately 465 square 
miles. It includes the cities of El Cajon, Santee, Lemon Grove, most of the city of La Mesa, a small 
portion of San Diego, and the unincorporated areas of Alpine, Dulzura, Jamul, Lakeside, and 
Spring Valley, and is located in San Diego County.  The District currently operates 9 
comprehensive high schools, 3 charter schools, 1 continuation high school, 2 alternative education 
sites, 4 special education facilities, 1 middle college high school program, 1 regional occupational 
program, and 1 adult education program.    
 
On March 2, 2004, the voters of the District approved by more than 55% Proposition H, 
authorizing the issuance and sale of $274 million of general obligation bonds for the purpose of: 
replacing aging roofs, upgrading deteriorated plumbing and restrooms, improving electrical 
capacity for safety, upgrading fire alarms, renovating old and outdated libraries and science labs, 
replacing inadequate heating, upgrading school buildings for improved safety and security, and 
constructing a new high school. 
 
An advisory committee to the District’s Governing Board and Superintendent, called the Citizens’ 
Bond Oversight Committee, was established.  The Committee’s oversight goals include: actively 
review and report on the proper expenditure of taxpayers’ money for school construction; 
monitor District compliance with Article XIIIA of the California Constitution and advise the 
public accordingly; provide for communication with and from the community on all issues 
related to Proposition H Bond; and report to the Grossmont Union High School District Board of 
Education at least once per year on all Proposition H activities. 
 
The deposit and use of bond proceeds are accounted for in a separate sub‐fund of the District’s 
Building Fund.  The statements presented are for the individual Proposition H Bond and are not 
intended to be a complete presentation of the District’s financial position or results of operations. 
 
A portion of the bond premium on the issuance of Series 2008 bonds was accounted for in the 
District’s Debt Service Fund.  A portion of the bond issuance costs were paid from the Debt 
Service Fund using the premium amount that had been deposited in the Debt Service Fund. 
 

B. Accounting Policies 
 

The District accounts for its financial transactions in accordance with the policies and procedures 
of the Department of Educationʹs California School Accounting Manual.  The accounting policies of 
the District conform to generally accepted accounting principles as prescribed by the 
Governmental Accounting Standards Board (GASB) and the American Institute of Certified 
Public Accountants (AICPA). 
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PROPOSITION H BOND 
OF GROSSMONT UNION HIGH SCHOOL DISTRICT 
Notes to Financial Statements 
June 30, 2010 
 
 
NOTE 1 – SIGNIFICANT ACCOUNTING POLICIES (continued) 

 
C. Basis of Accounting 

 
Basis of accounting refers to when revenues and expenditures are recognized in the accounts and 
reported in the financial statements.  Basis of accounting relates to the timing of measurement 
made, regardless of the measurement focus applied. 
 
The financial statements of the Proposition H General Obligation Bond are presented on the 
modified accrual basis of accounting.  Under the modified accrual basis of accounting, revenues 
are recorded when susceptible to accrual; i.e, both measureable and available.  “Available” means 
collectible within the current period or within 60 days after year‐end.  Expenditures are generally 
recognized under the modified accrual basis when the related liability is incurred.  The exception 
to this general rule is that principal and interest on general obligation long‐term debt, if any, is 
recognized when due. 
 

D. Encumbrances 
 
Encumbrance accounting is used in all budgeted funds to reserve portions of applicable 
appropriations for which commitments have been made.  Encumbrances are recorded for 
purchase orders, contracts, and other commitments when they are written.  Encumbrances are 
liquidated when the commitments are paid.  All encumbrances are liquidated as of June 30. 
 

E. Deposits and Investments 
 
In accordance with Education Code Section 41001, the District maintains a portion of its cash in 
the San Diego County Treasury.  The county pools these funds with those of other districts in the 
county and invests the cash.  These pooled funds are carried at cost, which approximates market 
value.  Interest earned is deposited quarterly into participating funds.  Any investment losses are 
proportionately shared by all funds in the pool. 
 

F. Use of Estimates 
 
The preparation of financial statements in conformity with generally accepted accounting 
principles requires management to make estimates and assumptions that affect the reported 
amounts of assets and liabilities and disclosure of contingent assets and liabilities at the date of 
the financial statements and the reported amounts of revenues and expenditures during the 
reporting period.  Actual results could differ from those estimates. 
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PROPOSITION H BOND 
OF GROSSMONT UNION HIGH SCHOOL DISTRICT 
Notes to Financial Statements 
June 30, 2010 
 
 
NOTE 1 – SIGNIFICANT ACCOUNTING POLICIES (continued) 
 

G. Budgets and Budgetary Accounting 
 

Annual budgets are adopted on a basis consistent with generally accepted accounting principles 
for all government funds.  By state law, the Districtʹs governing board must adopt a budget no 
later than July 1.  A public hearing must be conducted to receive comments prior to adoption.  
The Districtʹs governing board satisfied these requirements. 
 
These budgets are revised by the Districtʹs governing board during the year to give consideration 
to unanticipated income and expenditures.  Formal budgetary integration was employed as a 
management control device during the year for all budgeted funds.  The District employs budget 
control by minor object and by individual appropriation accounts.  Expenditures cannot legally 
exceed appropriations by major object account. 

 
 
NOTE 2 – CASH 
 
Cash as of June 30, 2010 consisted of $20,931,697 deposited in the San Diego County Treasury Investment 
Pool.  

 
Policies and Practices 
 
The District is authorized under California Government Code to make direct investments in local agency 
bonds, notes, or warrants within the State; U.S. Treasury instruments; registered State warrants or 
treasury notes; securities of the U.S. Government, or its agencies; bankers acceptances; commercial paper; 
certificates of deposit placed with commercial banks and/or savings and loan companies; repurchase or 
reverse repurchase agreements; medium term corporate notes; shares of beneficial interest issued by 
diversified management companies, certificates of participation, obligations with first priority security; 
and collateralized mortgage obligations.  Investments of debt proceeds held by trustees are governed by 
the provisions of debt agreements rather than the general provisions of the California Government Code. 
These provisions allow for the acquisition of investment agreements with maturities up to 30 years. 
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PROPOSITION H BOND 
OF GROSSMONT UNION HIGH SCHOOL DISTRICT 
Notes to Financial Statements 
June 30, 2010 
 
 
NOTE 2 – CASH (continued) 
 
Cash in County Treasury – The District is considered to be an involuntary participant in an external 
investment pool as the District is required to deposit all receipts and collections of monies with their 
County Treasurer (Education Code Section 41001).  The fair value of the District’s investment in the pool 
is reported in the accounting financial statements at amounts based upon the District’s pro‐rata share of 
the fair value provided by the County Treasurer for the entire portfolio (in relation to the amortized cost 
of that portfolio).  The balance available for withdrawal is based on the accounting records maintained by 
the County Treasurer, which is recorded on the amortized cost basis. 
 
General Authorizations 
The authority to invest District funds deposited with the county treasury is delegated to the County 
Treasurer and Tax Collector.  Additional information about the investment policy of the County 
Treasurer and Tax Collector may be obtained from its website. The table below identifies examples of the 
investment types permitted in the investment policy: 
 

 
Authorized 

Investment Type 

Maximum
Remaining 
Maturity

Maximum 
Percentage 
of Portfolio 

  Maximum
Investment 
in One Issuer

Local Agency Bonds, Notes, Warrants  5 years None   None
Registered State Bonds, Notes, Warrants 5 years None   None
U.S. Treasury Obligations  5 years None   None
U.S. Agency Securities  5 years None   None
Banker’s Acceptance  180 days 40%   30%
Commercial Paper  270 days 25%   10%
Negotiable Certificates of Deposit  5 years 30%   None
Repurchase Agreements 1 year None   None
Reverse Repurchase Agreements  92 days 20% of base    None
Medium‐Term Corporate Notes  5 years 30%   None
Mutual Funds  N/A 20%   10%
Money Market Mutual Funds  N/A 20%   10%
Mortgage Pass‐Through Securities  5 years 20%   None
County Pooled Investment Funds  N/A None   None
Local Agency Investment Fund (LAIF) N/A None   None
Joint Powers Authority Pools  N/A None   None
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PROPOSITION H BOND 
OF GROSSMONT UNION HIGH SCHOOL DISTRICT 
Notes to Financial Statements 
June 30, 2010 
 
 
NOTE 2 – CASH (continued) 
 
Limitations as they relate to interest rate risk, credit risk, and concentration of credit risk are described 
below: 
 
Interest Rate Risk 

Interest rate risk is the risk that changes in market interest rates will adversely affect the fair value of an 
investment.  Generally, the longer the maturity of an investment, the greater the sensitivity of its fair 
value to changes in market interest rates.  The District manages its exposure to interest rate risk by 
investing in the County Treasury.  The District maintains an investment with the San Diego County 
Investment Pool with a fair value at June 30, 2010 of approximately $20,931,697 and an amortized book 
value of $20,808,924.  The weighted average maturity for the San Diego County Investment Pool is 425 
days as of June 30, 2010.   
 
Credit Risk 

Credit risk is the risk that an issuer of an investment will not fulfill its obligation to the holder of the 
investment.  This may be measured by the assignment of a rating by a nationally recognized credit rating 
organization.  The San Diego County Investment Pool is rated AAAf/S1 by Standard & Poor’s. 
  
Concentration of Credit Risk 

The investment policy of the District contains no limitations on the amount that can be invested in any 
one issuer beyond the amount stipulated by the California Government code.  District investments that 
are greater than 5 percent of total investments are in either an external investment pool or mutual funds 
and are therefore exempt. 

 
NOTE 3 – ACCOUNTS RECEIVABLE 
 
Accounts receivable as of June 30, 2010 consisted of $55,594 in interest due to cash and investments held 
in the county treasury. 
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PROPOSITION H BOND 
OF GROSSMONT UNION HIGH SCHOOL DISTRICT 
Notes to Financial Statements 
June 30, 2010 
 
 
NOTE 4 – INTERFUND ACTIVITIES 
 
Due From/Due to Other Funds 
 
Interfund receivable and payable balances as of June 30, 2010 are as follows: 
 

3,341$              

90,364$            

Due to the Building Fund
Due to the Proposition H ‐ Building Fund from the Capital Facilities Fund for construction projects 
related to the relocation and development of Homestead to the Reach program.  

Due From the Building Fund
Due from the Proposition H ‐ Building Fund to the General Fund for reimbursement of legal fees, 
ultilities incurred with interim housing, and hardware and software purchases.

 
 

 
NOTE 5 – PROPOSITION H GENERAL OBLIGATION BONDS 
 
Following is a summary of the District’s outstanding Proposition H general obligation bonds, and 
unamortized premiums on issuance of the Proposition H general obligation bonds, as of June 30, 2010: 
 

 
Balance Balance

July 1, 2009 Additions Deductions June 30, 2010
2004 General Obligation Bonds, Series 2004 47,611,773$        1,107,717$      1,740,000$    46,979,490$         
2004 General Obligation Bonds, Series 2006 127,356,517       2,387,616       1,275,000     128,469,133         
2004 General Obligation Bonds, Series 2008 88,921,011         1,624,590       751,600         89,794,001           
 Total Net Unamortized Premium 5,435,621           ‐                 56,400           5,379,221             

269,324,922$      5,119,923$      3,823,000$    270,621,845$       
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PROPOSITION H BOND 
OF GROSSMONT UNION HIGH SCHOOL DISTRICT 
Notes to Financial Statements 
June 30, 2010 
 
 
NOTE 5 – PROPOSITION H GENERAL OBLIGATION BONDS (continued) 
 
General Obligation Bond Summary 
 

Date of
Issue

Interest
Rate %

Maturity
Date Original Issue

Bonds
Outstanding
July 1, 2009 Issued Accreted Redeemed

Bonds
Outstanding
June 30, 2010*

6/4/04 1.60‐5.91% 6/1/29 60,841,197$          47,611,773$         ‐$                     1,107,717$           1,740,000$            46,979,490$        
6/2/06 3.48‐5.04% 6/1/31 124,999,225          127,356,517        ‐                      2,387,616            1,275,000              128,469,133       
7/23/08 1.60‐5.65% 8/1/33 88,159,578            88,921,011          ‐                      1,624,590            751,600                 89,794,001         

Total 274,000,000$        263,889,301$       ‐$                     5,119,923$           3,766,600$            265,242,624$      

*General obligation bonds include $16,099,192 of accreted interest on the capital appreciation bonds.

 
 
Election 2004 – Proposition H 
On March 3, 2004 the voters of the District approved Proposition H by 55% in the amount of $274,000,000. 
 Series A through C have been issued as of June 30, 2010 for a total of $274,000,000. 
 

 On June 4, 2004, the District issued $60,841,197 Election of 2004, Series A General Obligation 
Bonds in order to finance the construction of new schools, financing site acquisition costs and the 
redemption of outstanding certificates of participation issued by the District in 1991 and 1997. The 
bonds mature on June 1, 2029, and yield an interest rate of 1.60%‐5.91%. At June 30, 2010, Series 
2004 General Obligation Bonds totaling $46,797,400 were still outstanding.  Accreted interest 
accrued of $5,513,293 has been reflected in the long‐term debt balance.  Unamortized premium 
received on issuance of the bonds amounted to $1,456,588 as of June 30, 2010. 

 
 On June 2, 2006, the District issued $124,999,225 Election 2004, Series B General Obligation Bonds 

in order to finance the modernization of existing school facilities. The bonds mature on June 1, 
2031, and yield an interest rate of 3.48%‐5.04%. At June 30, 2010, Series 2006 General Obligation 
Bonds totaling $128,469,133 were still outstanding.  Accreted interest accrued of $8,199,877 has 
been reflected in the long‐term debt balance.  Unamortized premium received on issuance of the 
bonds amounted to $3,530,644 as of June 30, 2010. 

 
 On July 23, 2008, the District issued $88,159,578 Election 2004, Series C General Obligation Bonds 

in order to finance the modernization of existing school facilities. The bonds mature on August 1, 
2033, and yield an interest rate of 1.60%‐5.65%. At June 30, 2010, Series 2008 General Obligation 
Bonds totaling $89,794,000 were still outstanding.   Accreted interest accrued of $2,386,022 has 
been reflected in the long‐term debt balance.  Unamortized premium received on issuance of the 
bonds amounted to $652,489 as of June 30, 2010. 
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PROPOSITION H BOND 
OF GROSSMONT UNION HIGH SCHOOL DISTRICT 
Notes to Financial Statements 
June 30, 2010 
 
 
NOTE 5 – PROPOSITION H GENERAL OBLIGATION BONDS (continued) 
 
General Obligation Bonds (continued) 
 
The annual requirements to amortize the Proposition H general obligation bonds payable of the District, 
outstanding as of June 30, 2010, are as follows: 

 

Fiscal Year  Current  Accreted 
Ending June 30, Principal Interest Interest Total

2011 3,565,000$                7,921,863$          ‐$                   11,486,863$        
2012 4,103,336                  7,777,900           46,664              11,927,900          
2013 4,910,000                  7,596,425           ‐                    12,506,425          
2014 5,785,000                  7,369,713           ‐                    13,154,713          
2015 6,735,000                  7,095,525           ‐                    13,830,525          

2016‐2020 51,470,000                29,104,688         ‐                    80,574,688          
2021‐2025 68,299,425                14,089,550         22,195,575       104,584,550        
2026‐2030 42,499,937                8,608,750           86,045,063       137,153,750        
2031‐2033 61,775,733                6,026,125           69,629,267       137,431,125        

Totals 249,143,431$            95,590,539$        177,916,569$    522,650,539$      
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PROPOSITION H BOND 
OF GROSSMONT UNION HIGH SCHOOL DISTRICT 
Notes to Financial Statements 
June 30, 2010 
 
 
NOTE 6 – CONSTRUCTION COMMITMENTS 
 
Construction commitments outstanding as of June 30, 2010 are presented below: 
 

Remaining
Construction

Capital Project Commitment
Phase 2B Modernization at Mt. Miguel High School 620,857$           
Phase 2B Modernization at Valhalla High School 18,670              
Phase 2B Modernization at Steele Canyon High School 28,745              
Phase 2B Modernization at Chaparral High School 15,200              
Phase 2B Modernization at Foothills Adult School 17,971              
Phase 3A Science Building at Grossmont High School 371,436            
Phase 3A Science Building at Helix High School 464,747            
Phase 3A Science Building at El Capitan High School 663,806            
Phase 3A Science Building at Granite Hills High School 1,469,415         
Phase 3A Science Building at Santana High School 84,292              

Total 3,755,139$         

 
 



 

 

 

Supplementary Information 
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PROPOSITION H BOND 
OF GROSSMONT UNION HIGH SCHOOL DISTRICT 
Budgetary Comparison Schedule 
For the Fiscal Year Ended June 30, 2010 
 
 

Revised
Budget Actuals 
2009‐10 2009‐10 Variance

Revenues and Other Financing Sources
Interest revenue 579,156$             579,156$              ‐$                   
Fair market value adjustment to cash in county treasury ‐                      (547,144)            (547,144)            
Other local revenue 4,120                  4,120                   ‐                     

Total Revenues and Other Financing Sources 583,276              36,132                 (547,144)            

Expenditures and Other Financing Uses
Classified salaries 674,660              661,276               (13,384)              
Employee benefits 223,563              217,250               (6,313)                
Materials and supplies 2,746,967           2,463,907           (283,060)            
Contracted services 791,638              759,022               (32,616)              
Capital outlay 78,309,884         64,792,648         (13,517,236)        

Total Expenditures and Other Financing Uses 82,746,712         68,894,103         (13,852,609)        

Net Change in Fund Balance (82,163,436)        (68,857,971)       13,305,465         

Beginning Fund Balance 82,921,144         82,921,144         ‐                     

Ending Fund Balance 757,708$             14,063,173$        13,305,465$       
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PROPOSITION H BOND 
OF GROSSMONT UNION HIGH SCHOOL DISTRICT 
Expenditures by Project 
For the Fiscal Year Ended June 30, 2010 

 
 
Following is a summary of Proposition H expenditures by project for the fiscal year ended June 30, 2010: 
 

2009‐10
Proposition H Project Expenditures

Grossmont High School 9,804,942               
Helix High School 8,325,940               
El Cajon Valley High School 3,503,675               
Mount Miguel High School 2,588,069               
El Capitan High School 5,198,369               
Granite Hills High School 5,166,025               
Monte Vista High School 6,170,432               
Santana High School 5,609,639               
Valhalla High School 12,701,804             
West Hills High School 32,528                    
Steele Canyon High School 1,000,315               
New High School 3,347,329               
Work Training Center (4,828)                     
Viking Center 16,595                    
Chaparral High School 793,532                  
Foothills Adult School 643,184                  
El Cajon Valley Adult School 55                            
Program Management Organization 3,967,673               
Homestead 28,825                    

Total Expenditures 68,894,103$             

 
 



 

 

 

Other Independent Auditor’s Reports 
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Proposition H Citizens’ Bond Oversight Committee and 
Governing Board Members of 
Grossmont Union High School District 
El Cajon, California 
 
 
REPORT ON INTERNAL CONTROL OVER FINANCIAL REPORTING AND ON COMPLIANCE 
AND OTHER MATTERS BASED ON AN AUDIT OF FINANCIAL STATEMENTS PERFORMED IN 

ACCORDANCE WITH GOVERNMENT AUDITING STANDARDS 
 

Independent Auditor’s Report 
 
We  have  audited  the  financial  statements  of  Proposition  H  Bond  of  Grossmont  Union  High  School 
District (the District) as of and for the fiscal year ended June 30, 2010, and have issued our report thereon 
dated  January  13,  2011.    We  conducted  our  audit  in  accordance  with  generally  accepted  auditing 
standards  and  the  standards  applicable  to  financial audits  contained  in Government Auditing Standards, 
issued by the Comptroller General of the United States. 
 
Internal Control Over Financial Reporting 
 
In  planning  and  performing  our  audit,  we  considered  the  District’s  internal  control  over  financial 
reporting as a basis for designing our auditing procedures for the purpose of expressing our opinion on 
the  financial  statements,  but  not  for  the  purpose  of  expressing  an  opinion  on  the  effectiveness  of  the 
District’s  internal  control over  financial  reporting.   Accordingly, we do not  express  an opinion on  the 
effectiveness of the District’s internal control over financial reporting. 
 
A deficiency in internal control exists when the design or operation of a control does not allow management 
or  employees,  in  the  normal  course  of  performing  their  assigned  functions,  to  prevent,  or  detect  and 
correct  misstatements  on  a  timely  basis.  A  material  weakness  is  a  deficiency,  or  a  combination  of 
deficiencies, in internal control such that there is a reasonable possibility that a material misstatement of 
the entityʹs financial statements will not be prevented, or detected and corrected on a timely basis. 
 
Our consideration of internal control over financial reporting was for the limited purpose described in the 
first paragraph of  this  section and was not designed  to  identify all deficiencies  in  internal control over 
financial reporting that might be deficiencies, significant deficiencies or material weaknesses. We did not 
identify  any  deficiencies  in  internal  control  over  financial  reporting  that we  consider  to  be material 
weaknesses, as defined above 
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Compliance and Other Matters 
 
As  part  of  obtaining  reasonable  assurance  about whether  the District’s  Proposition H  Bond  financial 
statements are free of material misstatement, we performed tests of its compliance with certain provisions 
of laws, regulations, contracts, and grant agreements, noncompliance with which could have a direct and 
material effect on the determination of financial statement amounts.  However, providing an opinion on 
compliance with those provisions was not an objective of our audit and, accordingly, we do not express 
such an opinion. The results of our tests disclosed no instances of noncompliance or other matters that are 
required to be reported under Government Auditing Standards. 
 
This  report  is  intended  solely  for  the  information  and use  of  the Board,  the Citizens’ Bond Oversight 
Committee,  management,  and  the  taxpayers  of  Grossmont  Union  High  School  District  and  is  not 
intended to be and should not be used by anyone other than these specified parties. 
 
 

 
San Diego, California 
January 13, 2011
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Proposition H Citizens’ Bond Oversight Committee and 
Governing Board Members of 
Grossmont Union High School District 
El Cajon, California 
 
 

INDEPENDENT AUDITOR’S REPORT ON PERFORMANCE 
 
We have audited the financial statements of the Proposition H Bond of the Grossmont Union High School 
District (the “District”) as of and for the fiscal year ended June 30, 2010 and have issued our report 
thereon dated January 13, 2011. Our audit was made in accordance with generally accepted auditing 
standards in the United States and, accordingly, included such tests of the accounting records and such 
other auditing procedures as we considered necessary in the circumstances. 
 
We conducted this performance audit in accordance with generally accepted government auditing 
standards. Those standards require that we plan and perform the audit to obtain sufficient, appropriate 
evidence to provide a reasonable basis for our findings and conclusions based on our audit objectives. We 
believe that the evidence obtained provides a reasonable basis for our findings and conclusions based on 
our audit objectives. 
 
In connection with our audit, we also performed an audit for compliance as required in the performance 
requirements for the Proposition H General Obligation Bonds for the fiscal year ended June 30, 2009.  The 
objective of the examination of compliance applicable to the District is to determine with reasonable 
assurance that the proceeds of the sale of the Proposition H Bonds were only used for the purposes set 
forth in the ballot and not for any other purpose, such as teacher and administrative salaries. 
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To meet our objectives audit tests were performed and included, but were not limited to, the following: 
 

Internal Control Evaluation 
 
Procedures Performed: 
 
Inquiries were made of management regarding internal controls to: 
 

 Prevent fraud or abuse regarding Proposition H projects 
 Ensure adequate separation of duties exists in the accounting for Proposition H funds 
 Prevent material misstatements in the financial statements 
 Ensure that income and expenditures are allocated to the proper sub‐fund 
 

We then performed substantive tests of financial statement balances to determine whether the controls 
designed by management were operating effectively, and to provide reasonable assurance that the fiscal 
year 2009‐10 financial statement balances for the Proposition H Bond funds are not materially misstated. 
 
Results of Procedures Performed: 
 
The results of our audits tests show that internal control procedures appear to be working to meet the 
financial and compliance objectives required by generally accepted accounting principles and applicable 
laws and regulations.  An unqualified opinion was expressed on the financial statements. 
 

Test of Contracts and Bid Procedures 
 
Procedures Performed: 
 
For the fiscal year ended June 30, 2010, CWA tested ten bids for compliance with District policy and 
Public Contract Code provisions related to contracting and bidding.  CWA also selected twelve change 
orders to test for 2009‐10.  We reviewed the terms of the agreements for the construction management 
company and the lease‐lease back contracts.  Additionally, we tested a sample of payments made to each 
to verify payments were made in accordance with the respective contracts. 
 
Results of Procedures Performed: 
All of the contracts tested appear to be in compliance with applicable laws and follow appropriate 
procedures without exception. 
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Tests of Expenditures 
 
Procedures Performed: 
 
We tested approximately $25.5 million of the 2009‐10 expenditures for validity, allowability and accuracy. 
Expenditures sampled in our test included payments made to the construction management company, 
subcontractors and other vendors.  Additionally we tested 18 employee’s salaries and benefits charged to 
Proposition H in 2009‐10 to verify no administrative or teacher salaries were spent and proper time 
documentation was maintained.  
 
Results of Procedures Performed: 
 
We found the expenditures tested to be in compliance with the terms of the Proposition H ballot measure, 
Facilities Master Plan, and applicable State laws and regulations without exception.  No administrative or 
teacher salaries were charged to Proposition H.  We examined 37% of 2009‐10 expenditures.   
   

Facilities Site Walk 
 
Procedures Performed: 
 
We performed a site walk to verify that Proposition H funds expended for the fiscal year ended June 30, 
2010 were for valid facilities acquisition and construction purposes.  CWA toured five school sites (i.e., 
Valhalla High School, Helix High School, Santana High School, Grossmont High School, Monte Vista 
High School) observing Proposition H construction work that had been performed. 
 
Results of Procedures Performed:  
 
Our site walk verified that demolition and construction work is underway, utilizing the bond funds of 
Proposition H.  The majority of Proposition H work observed related to the completed science buildings, 
water, sewer, electrical and mechanical upgrades, furniture and materials purchased for the science 
building, and new digital clock and bell systems in all the classrooms at each of the five school sites 
visited. We also verified the existence of the modular buildings that are currently used as interim housing 
as certain sections are undergoing construction. 
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Our audit of compliance made for the purposes set forth in the second and third paragraph of this report 
would not necessarily disclose all instances of noncompliance. 
 
In our opinion,  the District  complied with  the  compliance  requirements  for  the Proposition H General 
Obligation Bond as listed and tested above. 
 
This  report  is  intended  solely  for  the  information  and use  of  the Board,  the Citizens’ Bond Oversight 
Committee,  management,  and  the  taxpayers  of  Grossmont  Union  High  School  District  and  is  not 
intended to be and should not be used by anyone other than these specified parties. 
 
 

 
San Diego, California 
January 13, 2011 



 

 

 

Findings and Responses Section 
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PROPOSITION H BOND 
OF GROSSMONT UNION HIGH SCHOOL DISTRICT 
Schedule of Findings and Responses 
For the Fiscal Year Ended June 30, 2010 
 
 

There were no findings or questioned costs in 2009‐10
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PROPOSITION H BOND 
OF GROSSMONT UNION HIGH SCHOOL DISTRICT 
Summary Schedule of Prior Audit Findings 
For the Fiscal Year Ended June 30, 2010 
           

Original 
Finding No.  Finding  Code  Recommendation  

 
 
Current  Status 

         
Finding #2009-1 
Construction 
Bidding and 
Public Contract 
Code  

 Finding: We tested purchase requisitions that were entered into for amounts below the 
$30,000 informal bid limit (per the Uniform Public Construction Cost Accounting Act, 
the “UPCCA Act”) and found evidence that the same vendors are used for the same 
types of projects; and, that when the projects are combined in value, the UPCCA Act 
would have required an informal or formal bid. We identified two vendors whose 
projects should have been bid, but bidding did not occur due to splitting of the 
respective projects into smaller segments. It was also reported to us during our 
inquiries that the facilities department had used this practice on occasion to expedite 
project work, by avoiding the time involved in informal or formal bid solicitation. 
However, splitting projects to avoid bidding requirements is a violation of the Public 
Contract Code. 

   We recommend that the District 
review bid requirements with 
staff and ensure that bid 
procedures are followed in 
accordance with the Public 
Contract Code and the UPCCA 
Act. The District should also 
maintain proper and detailed 
documentation for contracts that 
did not go through the informal 
bid process. 

 Implemented 
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COMMISSION ON STATE MANDATES

Mailing List
Last Updated: 9/21/17

Claim Number: 16-4435-I-56

Matter: Graduation Requirements

Claimant: Grossmont Union High School District

TO ALL PARTIES, INTERESTED PARTIES, AND INTERESTED PERSONS:
Each commission mailing list is continuously updated as requests are received to include or remove any
party or person on the mailing list. A current mailing list is provided with commission correspondence, and
a copy of the current mailing list is available upon request at any time. Except as provided otherwise by
commission rule, when a party or interested party files any written material with the commission
concerning a claim, it shall simultaneously serve a copy of the written material on the parties and interested
parties to the claim identified on the mailing list provided by the commission. (Cal. Code Regs., tit. 2, §
1181.3.)

Socorro Aquino, State Controller's Office
 Division of Audits, 3301 C Street, Suite 700, Sacramento, CA 95816

 Phone: (916) 322-7522
 SAquino@sco.ca.gov

Lacey Baysinger, State Controller's Office
 Division of Accounting and Reporting, 3301 C Street, Suite 700, Sacramento, CA 95816

 Phone: (916) 324-0254
 lbaysinger@sco.ca.gov

Anita Dagan, Manager, Local Reimbursement Section, State Controller's Office
 Local Government Programs and Services Division, Bureau of Payments, 3301 C Street, Suite 740,

Sacramento, CA 95816
 Phone: (916) 324-4112
 Adagan@sco.ca.gov

Marieta Delfin, State Controller's Office
 Division of Accounting and Reporting, 3301 C Street, Suite 700, Sacramento, CA 95816

 Phone: (916) 322-4320
 mdelfin@sco.ca.gov

Donna Ferebee, Department of Finance
 915 L Street, Suite 1280, Sacramento, CA 95814

 Phone: (916) 445-3274
 donna.ferebee@dof.ca.gov

Chris Ferguson, Department of Finance
 Education Systems Unit, 915 L Street, 7th Floor, 915 L Street, 7th Floor, Sacramento, CA 95814

 Phone: (916) 445-3274
 Chris.Ferguson@dof.ca.gov
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Susan Geanacou, Department of Finance 
915 L Street, Suite 1280, Sacramento, CA 95814

 Phone: (916) 445-3274
 susan.geanacou@dof.ca.gov

Heather Halsey, Executive Director, Commission on State Mandates
 980 9th Street, Suite 300, Sacramento, CA 95814

 Phone: (916) 323-3562
 heather.halsey@csm.ca.gov

Rebecca Hamilton, Department of Finance
 Education Systems Unit, 915 L Street, 7th Floor, Sacramento, CA 95814

 Phone: (916) 445-0328
 Rebecca.Hamilton@dof.ca.gov

Ed Hanson, Department of Finance
 Education Systems Unit, 915 L Street, 7th Floor, Sacramento, CA 95814

 Phone: (916) 445-0328
 ed.hanson@dof.ca.gov

Jill Kanemasu, State Controller's Office
 Division of Accounting and Reporting, 3301 C Street, Suite 700, Sacramento, CA 95816

 Phone: (916) 322-9891
 jkanemasu@sco.ca.gov

Dan Kaplan, Fiscal & Policy Analyst, Legislative Analyst's Office 
925 L Street, Suite 1000, Sacramento, CA 95814

 Phone: (916) 319-8353
 Dan.Kaplan@lao.ca.gov

Christian Keiner, Dannis Woliver Kelly
 Claimant Representative

 555 Capitol Mall, Suite 645, Sacramento, CA 95814
 Phone: (916) 978-4040

 ckeiner@dwkesq.com
Yazmin Meza, Department of Finance

 915 L Street, Sacramento, CA 95814
 Phone: (916) 445-0328

 Yazmin.meza@dof.ca.gov
Robert Miyashiro, Education Mandated Cost Network

 1121 L Street, Suite 1060, Sacramento, CA 95814
 Phone: (916) 446-7517

 robertm@sscal.com
Keith Nezaam, Department of Finance

 915 L Street, 8th Floor, Sacramento, CA 95814
 Phone: (916) 445-8913

 Keith.Nezaam@dof.ca.gov
Andy Nichols, Nichols Consulting

 1857 44th Street, Sacramento, CA 95819
 Phone: (916) 455-3939

 andy@nichols-consulting.com
Christian Osmena, Department of Finance

 915 L Street, Sacramento, CA 95814
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Phone: (916) 445-0328
 christian.osmena@dof.ca.gov

Arthur Palkowitz, Artiano Shinoff
 2488 Historic Decatur Road, Suite 200, San Diego, CA 92106

 Phone: (619) 232-3122
 apalkowitz@as7law.com

Scott Patterson, Superintendent of Business Services, Grossmont Union High School District
 P.O. Box 1043, La Mesa, CA 91944-1043

 Phone: (619) 644-8010
 spatterson@guhsd.net

Keith Petersen, SixTen & Associates
 P.O. Box 340430, Sacramento, CA 95834-0430

 Phone: (916) 419-7093
 kbpsixten@aol.com

Sandra Reynolds, Reynolds Consulting Group,Inc.
 P.O. Box 894059, Temecula, CA 92589

 Phone: (951) 303-3034
 sandrareynolds_30@msn.com

Carla Shelton, Commission on State Mandates
 980 9th Street, Suite 300, Sacramento, CA 95814

 Phone: (916) 327-6490
 carla.shelton@csm.ca.gov

Camille Shelton, Chief Legal Counsel, Commission on State Mandates
 980 9th Street, Suite 300, Sacramento, CA 95814

 Phone: (916) 323-3562
 camille.shelton@csm.ca.gov

Jim Spano, Chief, Mandated Cost Audits Bureau, State Controller's Office
 Division of Audits, 3301 C Street, Suite 700, Sacramento, CA 95816

 Phone: (916) 323-5849
 jspano@sco.ca.gov

Dennis Speciale, State Controller's Office
 Division of Accounting and Reporting, 3301 C Street, Suite 700, Sacramento, CA 95816

 Phone: (916) 324-0254
 DSpeciale@sco.ca.gov


