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Executive Summary 
 
The objective of this report is to provide the staff and Board of UUSC Just Democracy with 
an objective analysis of the organization’s work in 2008, some recommendations for 
potential future action based on that analysis, and a number of questions designed to 
stimulate Board discussion as to how best to move forward. 
 
The research for this report consists of the following: four interviews that I conducted 
myself, nine interviews conducted by Board members and UUSC staff, and documentation 
provided to me that includes a year’s worth of Board meeting minutes, quarterly reports, and 
other staff updates. 
 
In addition to outlining the key achievements of UUSC Just Democracy in New Hampshire 
over the course of 2008, the major analytic questions this report aims to address are as 
follows: 
 

• Is Just Democracy’s current organizational structure appropriate and 
sustainable? 

• What approach to fundraising seems most likely to succeed given the current 
environment facing non-profits? 

• What activities does it make most sense for Just Democracy to pursue going 
forward? 

• And what kind of expansion plan seems reasonable? 
 
Having laid out those questions, let me begin by stating that overall reviews for Just 
Democracy’s work in 2008 were overwhelmingly favorable. There was consensus among the 
interviewees that Just Democracy represented an innovative approach to faith-based 
progressive action in 2008, added real value to the work progressive groups were doing in 
New Hampshire, and established itself as a potential player in that state going forward. 
 
Furthermore, interviewees gave rave reviews to Executive Director Mark McPeak for the 
work he did over the course of the last year, in spite of numerous obstacles. His thoughtful 
and committed leadership was clearly the key to Just Democracy’s successes in 2008, and his 
relationships in New Hampshire are central to the organization’s ability to build on its 2008 
pilot in that state. 
 
In terms of objective measures, while the number of activists trained, members recruited, 
and grassroots electoral activities undertaken were all modest, they represent a significant 
foundation for further work. In an electoral context where the unprecedented Obama 
campaign made progressive 501(c)(4) volunteer recruitment difficult for even the most 
established organizations, the initial accomplishments of Just Democracy are worthy of real 
congratulation. 
 
In the future, it is clear that there is an opportunity for Just Democracy to fill a unique, faith-
based niche in New Hampshire’s progressive infrastructure, and it seems that that niche has 
three prongs – that of a consistent ally in legislative advocacy efforts; that of a candidate 
recruitment and training hub; and that of a communications operation focused on shaping 
media narratives through a progressive, values-oriented lens. These three prongs all 



represent separate challenges, but they also complement one another such that a strategic 
organization-building approach could utilize each of them to grow the organization’s power 
for the long-term. 
 
However, despite this opportunity, there are two facts suggest that Just Democracy must 
undergo some organizational change regardless of whether the organization remains focused 
on growth in New Hampshire in the short term or attempts to expand into other states. 
Those two facts are 1) the lack of secure funding going forward, and 2) the ability of a 
501(c)(3) organization to take on some – perhaps much – of the work that interviewees 
suggest Just Democracy should do in 2009 and beyond. This reality, especially when paired 
with the challenges faced by the state-based UU Action Networks, makes a closer working 
relationship with the UUSC almost a necessity. 
 
Over the course of this report, I will seek to highlight anecdotes from interviews and other 
documents that point to some of Just Democracy’s strengths and weaknesses, within the 
context of an analytic political framework that I hope that the Board will find helpful in 
making decisions. My hope is not to be overly prescriptive, but instead to suggest key 
challenges and opportunities so that this document can serve as a useful aid to a team of 
people who are working together to birth an effective, sustainable and powerful progressive 
voice of faith onto the American political scene. 



Analytic Political Overview 
 
The approach I take in this report is to assume that the goals of the UUSC Just Democracy 
Board do not consist simply in producing a few more activists who understand how to play 
politics effectively, or even to win some legislative victories on a few key priority issues. 
Rather, I assume that the goal of this organization is to build power for progressive people 
of faith in the long-term, such that we can help govern at the local, state, and federal levels in 
a more just, sustainable, and democratic fashion for years to come. 
 
Thus, I would like to encourage the Board to look at Just Democracy’s accomplishments 
over the course of 2008 in the context of the following questions: 
 

• What is the niche in the progressive landscape that we are trying to fill? 
• How are we creating an organizational infrastructure that can help create power to 

achieve our goals? 
• How do we play a political role that helps shift the terrain of debate such that, on an 

issue by issue basis, progressive causes have a better chance of succeeding? 
 
To illustrate what this approach means, I would like to recount a story told to me by Mark 
McPeak, regarding the Governor’s Task Force on Climate Change: 
 

At a task force meeting, the subject came up as to how best to confront the 
emissions challenge of the state’s biggest power plant. Task force members 
discussed various carrot-and-stick options to push the power plant towards reducing 
its emissions over time, until finally a representative from the Union of Concerned 
Scientists spoke up. He said, “Why don’t we tell the Governor that he should close 
down the power plant, and that we should get our energy from somewhere else?” 
Things were moving fast, and I did not feel sufficiently well equipped to jump in 
and support the UCS rep, although I instinctively agreed with his argument. The 
idea was dropped. 

 
I recount this story because what I am asking the Board to consider in making its decisions 
about the future of Just Democracy is how we could position the organization such that it 
could not only speak out in such a meeting, but also create a leadership cadre of activists 
who, in the church, in the press, in the State House, and on the campaign trail, would be 
working in concert to say, “As a person of faith, we are the Creator’s stewards on earth, and 
this power plant must close.” 
 
That is a niche worth filling. It is one that requires a 501(c)(4) to fill adequately. And it is 
within the realm of the possible if we allocate our resources appropriately. 
 
To be clear, we do not want to be thinking at the level of, “Here is A, B, or C legislative 
issue; how do we win on it?” or, “There is X, Y, or Z candidate; how do we help him or her 
win?” Those are relevant tactical points to be considered, but only within the broader 
context of building progressive leadership for social change. As one interviewee put it, 
 

When you talk about the worldview of UUism, there is a larger set of values that we 
hold. Understand that we walk on a very broad path. That broad path approach 
underpins values that aren’t issue-focused, but are instead at the heart of liberal 



religiosity. When you come to advocate on issues based on that broad and generous 
lens, you could make the argument that we are the people who could be changing 
the quality of the conversation. We should be modeling a way of doing things, which 
creates the opportunities for people to engage with us in a different way. 

 
Leadership development based on that philosophy, leadership development which moves 
the progressive movement towards the goal of building governing power by “changing the 
quality of the conversation,” is what Just Democracy is well positioned to do. Let us not lose 
sight of that. 
 
Just Democracy’s 2008 Work – Successes & Shortfalls 
 
Successes 
It is not the purpose of this report to restate the points made in Mark McPeak’s December 
2008 “ED Report,” but some comments from the interviews are worth quoting here, as over 
and over again respondents echoed his analysis of Just Democracy’s 2008 accomplishments 
in New Hampshire, including: 
 

• Strong relationships with the leadership of America Votes, including primary 
responsibility for work in Exeter as part of the AV roundtable; 

• Participation in the Governor’s Task Force on Climate Change; 
• A well-attended climate change forum that produced numerous media hits; 
• Recruitment of over 150 members; 
• Training of a number of key activists and subsequent canvassing; and 
• Placement of paid media inserts in key state Senate races. 

 
Said one respondent with regards to the climate change forum, “It was helpful to have a 
faith-oriented group raising climate change issues rather than the usual suspects in the 
environmental community.” 
 
Commented another, “Just Democracy’s participation in the America Votes roundtable was 
definitely value-added, especially as a faith-based voice on issues. They were helpful with a 
conservative media because they represented a different kind of messenger – very good for 
letters to the editor, for example.”  
 
And as a third interviewee made clear, Just Democracy helped to meet a real need for some 
congregational activists, which is that of “having their political activities grounded in their 
spiritual life.” 
 
In looking at the keys to those successes, I want to do my best not to give Mark McPeak all 
of the credit, although he certainly deserves the vast majority of it. To quote from an outside 
political perspective, “At the nuts & bolts level, Mark paced himself in his work very well, 
didn’t bite off more than he could chew, identified where there was a base and cultivated it.” 
And from within the UU community, “I think of Mark as a Community Minister. He has 
that credibility with several congregations – people can work with him, and therefore the 
organization, in a deeper way.” 
 



But taking a step back and looking at Just Democracy’s 2008 accomplishments from an 
analytic point of view, it is clear that – as with all good organizing – one-on-one relationships 
were the keys to success. Where Mark had an “in” with a minister or with members of a 
social justice committee, he was able to cultivate activists. Mark himself said of possible 
work coming online now in Manchester, “We’re on the path to success there, as I have 
heard that ‘Mark’s climate change work’ is high in the mix of things they want to do.” That 
personalization of the work is not just about Mark; rather, it’s a lesson for any organization-
building effort, and it speaks to the need for thoughtful and experienced organizers to be on 
the ground if we hope for Just Democracy to grow. 
 
Outside of the UU community, though, it is clear that progressive activists welcomed Just 
Democracy on the scene not solely for its organizational strength in certain geographic 
regions – although the Exeter assignment speaks to the importance that America Votes 
placed on that strength – but just as much for its potential as a progressive faith-based voice 
on the larger political scene. To political operatives, the entrance of a 501(c)(4) faith-based 
voice that could take public stands on issues and candidates without worrying about 
endangering its non-profit status was very welcome. 
 
Shortfalls 
First, again, I do not want to restate the points made in the December 2008 “ED Report.” 
Second, I use the word “shortfalls” here because I do not think that there were any real 
failures in the 2008 pilot project; rather, there were instances where initial goals were 
overambitious, or where we now have the opportunity to learn from avoidable mistakes. 
 
The key item I’d like to highlight here as problematic is the relationship between Just 
Democracy, the UUAN, the District Executive, and the UUSC. That interconnected 
network of players never got on the same page, and the results ranged from avoidable delays 
to bad feelings to an inefficient use of resources and much less work getting done. To quote 
Tess George, formerly of the UUAN: 
 

For the first year of my tenure, I had no oversight whatsoever from the UUSC. No 
benchmarking, and no collaboration. In the midst of that, they decide to experiment with 
Just Democracy. Mark was very good, but when he was at our annual summer conference, 
he did say, “We really want to work with you, but we’re going to move forward either with 
you or without you.” That started within the UUAN months and months and months of 
clarification as to what a (c)(3) can do and what a (c)(4) can do. His comments scared my 
board members. 

 
Putting aside all other complications regarding UUAN’s internal troubles during this time 
period, it is nonetheless fair to say that the communication between the relevant UU players 
was less than optimal, to say the least. And although Mark still managed to work around 
these issues to make the pilot successful, who knows how much more could have been 
accomplished if these partnerships had been implemented more thoughtfully? 
 
Beyond the “what if” questions, the set of problems associated with a lack of better 
communication and integration highlights a central issue for Just Democracy moving 
forward. I worry about how much of Just Democracy’s work in 2008 was spent on 501(c)(3) 
activities. While I do not have access to the level of detail necessary to offer a judgment or 



recommendation on the subject, it is clear that given – to use Jack Spence’s term – the 
organization’s “thin” budget, any project that could be funded as 501(c)(3) should be funded as 
501(c)(3), to ensure that hard money is only spent on projects that really require it. Although 
there are other possibilities, my instinct is that that means that there needs to be a more 
central coordinating role for the UUSC to play going forward. 
 
Current Position of Just Democracy in New Hampshire 
 
In my interview with Mark, he made the following report, which is supported by the 
statements that other respondents gave: 
 

In 2008, we got on the map in New Hampshire. With a number of people who 
matter and are potential or actual allies, including our connection with the America 
Votes Roundtable, as well as with a number of UU and some UCC congregations, 
we are now out there with a well-understood role. The majority of the progressive 
(c)(4) organizations recognize our presence as valuable. On the faith community 
side, we have connected well with the establishment (e.g. DE Mary Higgins and her 
staff, David Lemar Vincent from the Council of Churches) and put most – although 
not all – of their fears to rest. In terms of particular congregations, if you look at the 
22 UU congregations in the state and filter them by size and geographic relevance, I 
think that we did very well in Exeter and fairly well in Manchester, Rochester, 
Portsmouth and Durham – that’s decent. We established relevance to folks with an 
activist bent in those places. I’m now connecting with the Concord church. That 
leaves Keene and Peterborough and a few other locations as key places for me to 
focus on in the coming months. 

 
To give a sense of an outside perspective, Josiette White of America Votes says that her 
organization “…has funding to cover the first quarter of 2009, with hopes of becoming a 
permanent presence in New Hampshire. I’m not sure how things will look in an off-election 
year, but I would like to see more people run for state rep, city councils and school boards. I 
feel like Just Democracy has a role to play in that project.” 
 
Furthermore, Just Democracy’s work on climate change has positioned it well to lead on that 
issue. Says Kendra Ford, Minister of the UU Church in Exeter, “We’re really interested in 
the environmental bills – we hope that Just Democracy will keep our church and others 
active in the legislative process. People would like to be involved, but don’t always know 
how. If Mark can keep guiding folks with regards to how to be involved in a state policy 
effort, that would be great.” 
 
One question I have as an evaluator, which I do not have sufficient information to answer, is 
regarding Just Democracy’s initial members and leaders. Without further research, I cannot 
speak to the depth of their commitment to the organization, their skills and potential for 
growth as leaders, or whether or not they provide an adequate base for organizational 
growth. Nevertheless, given the comments offered by both ministers on the ground and 
allies at America Votes, it seems that not only was the initial crop of members solid, but also 
that everyone agrees that there is great potential for further leadership development. As 
Melissa Bernardin of America Votes commented about the work that Just Democracy could 
do with UUs in New Hampshire, “It’s not such a big leap to go from being a member of a 
congregation to running for state rep.” 



Recommendations for Next Steps 
 
Here, in this section of the report, I’d like to discuss potential programming goals first, then 
discuss fundraising and organizational structure, and finally seek to address questions 
regarding expansion. 
 
Programs 
The experience of the New Hampshire pilot project in 2008 suggests that Just Democracy is 
best positioned to fill a programmatic niche in New Hampshire politics in three key areas: 
 

o Legislative advocacy; 
o Candidate & campaign recruitment; and 
o Narrative shaping. 

 
As Rev. Roberta Finkelstein (a UUAN Board member) commented in her interview: 
 

The people who were inspired by Obama are really taking his call for renewed civic 
engagement to heart. Folks are looking for all kinds of things, but we want to give 
them paths to political advocacy. UUAN wants to go on a tour of congregations this 
winter and do a round of educating and mobilizing work. Can Just Democracy join 
us and translate that mobilization into effective legislative advocacy? 

 
With the recommendations of the Governor’s Climate Change Task Force soon to emerge, 
Just Democracy already has a hot issue around which to organize. If the organization is 
willing to broaden its issue focus to include economic justice (which seems sensible, given 
the times), Working Families Win has another campaign ready to go. And looking beyond 
specific campaigns, it is important to note that issue-based advocacy, both in Concord and 
through grassroots lobbying throughout the state, is how a values-focused organization such 
as Just Democracy can mobilize its base in a politically savvy way without risking becoming 
partisan and turning off potential activists. 
 
Beyond legislative advocacy, there is a real opportunity for Just Democracy to do candidate 
and campaign activist recruitment in coordination with America Votes. As Melissa Bernardin 
said, “I see an opportunity for Mark and Just Democracy to play a role as a hub for training 
and information and strategy for progressive faith-based organizations. So that Catholics, 
Quakers, Jews, UCC, etc. could come to Just Democracy, get trained, and get networked. 
Amongst progressive allies, it would be a terrific role.” 
 
It is worth stressing the expansiveness of Bernardin’s comments – she believes Just 
Democracy should not limit itself to work solely with UUs, or even with solely UU and UCC 
congregations. Rather, it seems that she is imagining that Just Democracy could put out its 
shingle with a sign that said, “Religious? Progressive? Learn how to get involved, how to 
make a difference, and how to win.” If she can imagine it, I think so can we. 
 
Finally, Mark McPeak articulated the potential communications niche Just Democracy could 
fill better than anyone else: 
 



Nobody else can speak from our perspective. At the last AV meeting, I proposed a 
“narrative project” for NH. The state’s libertarian reputation is changing, but the 
Republican Party still has a lot of relevance. Is there a progressive narrative that can 
compete? Can Just Democracy help create and underpin that narrative, of caring and 
community and justice? 
 

I agree with Mark that Just Democracy has the potential to help shift the political narrative 
in New Hampshire through the promulgation of a strong, consistent, and progressive faith-
based message, and Melissa Bernardin agrees: “When I think of the power of faith-based 
institutions,” she told me, “I think about the power of articulating values.” 
 
For each of these three programmatic niches – legislative advocacy, candidate and campaign 
recruitment, and communications work – to succeed, however, Just Democracy must couple 
sustained leadership development efforts with an understanding of the infrastructural role 
the organization can play in New Hampshire politics. 
 
In terms of leadership development, I encourage Just Democracy to pursue a 
congregationally based approach that takes as its model an IAF (Industrial Areas 
Foundation) structure. The Greater Boston Interfaith Organization provides a local example 
from which there is much to learn. The goal should be to create teams of activists at each 
congregation, such that each congregation then sends a representative to a statewide steering 
council once it reaches a certain threshold of activists. The congregationally based activist 
teams, which can build out from existing social justice committees, then become the locus of 
organizing within each congregation and are empowered to make local political decisions, 
while the statewide steering council serves as a democratic decision-making body that 
determines statewide political priorities and drives Just Democracy’s overall agenda forward. 
 
Such a model would have to be squared with the existing Just Democracy Board of 
Directors, of course, but that is a medium-term problem, since it will take some time to build 
up a sufficient cadre of congregationally based activists to constitute a statewide steering 
council anyway. Furthermore, even once such a council gets up and running, Just 
Democracy could maintain a bifurcated administrative structure that left the current Board 
in charge of some areas of administration while ceding other power to a democratic steering 
council. 
 
Beyond the leadership development focus inherent to this sort of structure, planning for Just 
Democracy’s growth in this way would enable the organization to create a clear path through 
which people of other faiths can get involved and feel like they can have a meaningful voice 
within the organization. Utilizing such a structure would provide Just Democracy with an 
opportunity to present itself as springing from the UU tradition but open not only to the 
input, but also to the leadership, of other congregationally based activists who want to 
organize, get trained, and be part of a powerful and progressive faith-based voice in New 
Hampshire politics. 
 
As a matter of infrastructure, as well, this model should serve to increase organizational 
power over the long-term. A pure membership model would make Just Democracy little 
different, functionally speaking, from the other 501(c)(4) organizations already doing 
progressive political work in New Hampshire. But if power within Just Democracy were to 



flow along congregationally based lines, then we would really be taking advantage of the 
organization’s unique positioning in the faith-based community. By creating an incentive for 
members to organize their fellow congregants – so as to earn and keep a place for their 
congregation on the steering council – then we would not only be increasing Just 
Democracy’s organizing capacity, but we would also be solidifying political relationships 
within congregations and enhancing their ability to get involved in local political issues as a 
team. 
 
At this point, it would be remiss of me not to say that I do not know of any 501(c)(4) 
organizations that operate according to this IAF model. But it is a clear (although debated) 
weakness of IAF-style groups that they cannot get involved enough in hard political work. 
Moving Just Democracy in such a direction could, in fact, serve as a national demonstration 
that such a model for 501(c)(4) activity is possible, thereby appealing to potential donors 
who further wish to translate congregational power into progressive legislative clout and 
electoral strength. 
 
Fundraising & Organizational (501(c)(3)/501(c)(4)) Structure Development 
On that note, let me say that I do not pretend to be a 501(c)(4) fundraising consultant, and 
so an outline of how best to seek to raise funds for the programming outlined above, or for 
expansion work, is not the goal of this section. Rather, I simply want to stress what may be 
an obvious point – it is much easier to raise soft (501(c)(3)) money than hard (501(c)(4)) 
money. And the fact that Just Democracy has a strong partner in the UUSC suggests that the 
Just Democracy Board should think hard about which of the organization’s current and 
potential activities actually fall within the realm of 501(c)(3) work and which within the realm 
of a 501(c)(4) – and therefore how much work the UUSC could pay for as part of a joint 
(c)(3)/(c)(4) strategy. 
 
To quote Shelley Moskowitz, “The Just Democracy project has expanded our toolkit. It is a 
vehicle for UUs to do more work – and that expanded toolkit is an extremely powerful 
reason for having a (c)(4).” Shelley is right – Just Democracy should be considered another 
tool in the toolkit, but that does not mean it has to be a fully separate organization. Many of 
the issue education, and even campaign training, activities that we might envision Just 
Democracy taking on could easily fall within the boundaries of 501(c)(3) guidelines, and they 
should be funded as such. Then, to accomplish the higher-level lobbying and electoral 
activities – the 501(c)(4) activities – Just Democracy could step to the plate and take the 
same population of activists to the next level. 
 
As Rev. Finkelstein put it, “The UUAN could serve to educate and mobilize people in 
congregations. As a 501(c)(3), we could do both issue education and the basics of political 
communication know-how (LTEs, op-ed writing, communicating with legislators, etc.). And 
we’d certainly have the ability to bring people together, across congregations. Beyond that, a 
501(c)(4) could lead our lobbying effort, and we would feed the well-educated, trained 
activists into their organization.” 
 
Furthermore, in an interview with UUSC Executive Director Charlie Clements, this issue 
was clearly on his mind: “For Just Democracy, there should be more resonance with what 
the UUSC and/or UUAN are doing in terms of (c)(3) activities. This needs to be 



coordinated better going forward.  We at the UUSC should shoulder the blame for that not 
happening already.” 
 
My opinion is that while Just Democracy should continue to coordinate its activities in New 
Hampshire with a potentially resurgent UUAN, the Board should focus on deepening its 
organizational connection with the UUSC. Having a national, more stable partner is critical 
to the organization’s ability to move forward in any strategic way, and the UUSC is the most 
appropriate place to make decisions regarding which activities properly belong to the field of 
501(c)(3) work and which require the leveraging of scarce Just Democracy resources. 
 
Expansion 
Mark lays out his thoughts on this issue well in his draft report, and I agree with the bulk of 
his recommendations. However, my main caution is this: go slow. You have the beginnings 
of a good thing going in New Hampshire, but what you have is quite fragile, and largely 
dependent on a set of relationships that Mark has developed. Moving too fast elsewhere, and 
diverting Mark’s attention from the task of building in New Hampshire, should not happen 
unless there is a second organizer on the ground working to keep moving things forward in 
the Granite State. The possible exception to this, in my mind, would be expansion work 
focused on Maine and Vermont, if the District Executive’s office is committed to facilitating 
that expansion in a thoughtful manner. 
 
Regarding a potential second organizer, though, I’d like to return to the subject of 
organizational structure. I believe that a second organizer could, in fact, be principally 
funded through 501(c)(3) funds – especially with regards to grassroots work – thereby 
freeing up resources for Mark to focus on developing the 501(c)(4) program both in New 
Hampshire and perhaps elsewhere. 
 
But even if the resources to hire a second organizer are available, neither do I think it would 
be a tragedy if 2009, a local election year in most states, was devoted principally to building 
Just Democracy in New Hampshire. At the same time, planning could begin to place a 
second 501(c)(4) organizer on the ground in a well-funded U.S. Senate battleground in 2010. 
There, in an electoral environment conducive to building lasting political relationships (as 
2008 was for Mark in New Hampshire) he or she could begin growing Just Democracy’s 
presence beyond New England. 
 
Conclusion & Questions for Board Discussion 
 
And with that, I will conclude the heart of this report. 
 
Reflecting upon Just Democracy’s work in its 2008 pilot, there is much of which the Board 
should be rightly proud. Beyond the specifics of the organization’s impact on its core issues 
and on the 2008 elections more generally, Just Democracy established itself in New 
Hampshire with a presence that is valued and respected and a factor in the planning 
processes of many current and potential allies. It is not a major force, but it is a minor one, 
and the foundations for growth have been laid. 
 
In this report, I have laid out my recommendations for the organization’s next steps, based 
on my analysis of the interviews that myself and others conducted, as well as the 



documentation to which I had access. But as the Board discusses and debates the future of 
Just Democracy, I encourage you to consider this report as just one data point, and to ask of 
yourselves and of your staff some of the following questions: 
 

1) How much 501(c)(4) money do we expect to be able to raise over the next year? 
Over the next two years? 

2) How much 501(c)(3) money could UUSC dedicate to supporting this project 
through a coordinated (c)(3)/(c)(4) approach? Is the national organization prepared 
to play that role? 

3) What has made successful UUAN state-based groups work as well as they have, and 
why have others failed? 

4) Is there a way to partner with other progressive faith-based communities for 
fundraising, membership recruitment, and leadership development? 

5) And what other types of expertise do we need on our Board to guide this 
organization’s growth effectively? 

 
I’d like to sign off by thanking you for your consideration of my input. I hope you have 
found this report to be a useful document, and I ask that you please not hesitate to contact 
me if I can provide any further insights. I wish you the very best of luck with this project, 
and I look forward to Just Democracy’s continuing growth and success. 


