HOUSE FI NANCE COW TTEE
February 14, 2011
1:33 p. m

1: 33: 18 PM

CALL TO ORDER

Co-Chair Stoltze called the House Finance Conmmittee neeting
to order at 1:33 p.m

VEMBERS PRESENT

Representative Bill Stoltze, Co-Chair
Representative Bill Thomas Jr., Co-Chair
Representati ve Anna Faircl ough, Vice-Chair
Representative Ma Costello
Representative M ke Doogan
Representati ve Bryce Edgnon
Representative Les Gara

Representative David Cuttenberg
Represent ati ve Reggi e Joul e
Representati ve Mark Neuman
Representative Tanme W/ son

VEMBERS ABSENT

None

ALSO PRESENT

Representative Alan  Austernman; Representative  Sharon
C ssna; Karen Rehfeld, Drector, Ofice of Managenent and
Budget, Ofice of the Governor; Janes Arnstrong, Staff,
Representative Bill Stoltze.

SUMVARY
HB 107 BUDGET: CAPI TAL

HB 107 was HEARD and HELD in conmmttee for
further consideration.

#hb107
HOUSE BI LL NO. 107
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"An Act naking and anendi ng appropriations, including
capi tal appropriations and other appropri ations;
making appropriations to capitalize funds; and
providing for an effective date."

1: 34: 29 PM
AT EASE

1:34: 57 PM
RECONVENED

KAREN REHFELD, DI RECTOR, OFFICE OF MANAGEMENT AND BUDGET,
OFFICE OF THE GOVERNOR, ©provided an overview of the
governor's proposed FY 12 capital budget request. She
summarized that the total for the «capital bill was
$1, 612, 598, 600.

Ms. Rehfeld provided highlights of the budget. She noted
that a key conponent of the request was $103 mllion of
general funds to match or |everage over $705 million of
federal and other funds for specific projects, including:

e $623 mllion, Departnent of Transportation and Public
Facilities (DOI/PF), federal highway and aviation
f unds

e $42.3 mllion, Depar t ment of Envi ronnent a

Conservation (DEC), village safe water projects
e $20 mllion, DEC, 9 nunicipal water and sewer projects

e $5 mllion, nunicipal harbor grant program (50/50
mat ch)

e $65.7 mllion, Susitna Hydro-Electric Project (from
the balance of the Railbelt energy funds) for
Sout hcentral Al aska.

Co-Chair Stoltze reminded the commttee that the Susitna
project would benefit Northern and Interior Al aska, and
that the Railbelt extended beyond Sout hcentral.

1: 38: 05 PM

Ms. Rehfeld continued with her list of highlighted itens:
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e $25 mllion, renewabl e energy grants

e $25 mllion, weatherization program
e $10 mllion, Southeast energy grant fund
e $10.5 mllion, access for three specific road
proj ects:
o Continuation of envi ronment al work on the

corridor from the Dalton H ghway to Gubik and
Urat; $8 mllion requested in the FY 11 budget,
$8 mllion in the FY 12 budget

o Continuation of work on the Anbler mning
district access, $1.25 nmillion

o Continuing work on western access

e $20 mllion, Port of Anchorage
e $20 million, Pt. MacKenzie

e $10 mllion, Skagway dock and term nal inprovenents
Ms. Rehfeld noted continued efforts on gasline devel opnent,
both in-state and the Alaska Gasline |Inducenment Act (AG A)
proj ect:

e $160 million, reinbursenents under AQ A

e $5.5 mllion, continuation on work on the in-state gas
devel opnment proj ect

Ms. Rehfeld noted that the legislature would receive a
report July 1, 2011 about the in-state gas project.

1: 40: 18 PM

Co-Chair Stoltze queried the thought process behind taking
Al aska Housing Finance Corporation (AHFC) Capital Fund
Program funds instead of wunrestricted general funds. M.
Rehfeld responded that for the last several years, the
governor's proposal has been to take the AGQ A rei nbursenent
out of the AHFC capital fund. She acknow edged the debate
over the funds, related to whether the funds were to be
used for matching funds or for gas devel opnent.
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Co-Chair Stoltze wanted the public and policy nakers to
understand that there was real noney in the capital fund
that was available for other projects.

Co- Chair Thomas asked why surplus cruise ship noney was not
used for the Skagway dock inprovenents, instead of the AHFC
funds. Ms. Rehfeld replied that the dock facility could be
used by cruise ships and by barges that renove ore. She
poi nted out that the anended budget proposal would Ilikely
have a proposal to switch funds for the project.

Co- Chair Thomas thought about 75 percent of the dock's use
was cruise ships and 25 percent for ore renoval. He asked
whet her the item was predicated on getting ownership from
Whi te Pass, which owned the dock. Ms. Rehfeld answered that
she was not aware of any particular contingency related to
the project. She noted that the Alaska Industrial
Devel opnent and Export Authority (AIDEA) was involved with
the loading facility and that the item would assist that
project. She believed the project was not specific to Wite
Pass. She offered to get the information.

Co- Chair Thomas pointed out that the |anguage stipul ated
t hat White Pass was invol ved.

Ms. Rehfeld highlighted itenms related to education:

* $28.5 mllion, Departnment of Education and Early
Devel opnent (DEED), for Quinhagak, the first school on
the early devel opnent school construction grant |ist

e $19.9 nmillion, DEED, for the first 14 projects on the
school mgj or-mai ntenance |i st

Co-Chair Stoltze observed that the schools on the |1list
appeared to be located in Wstern Alaska. M. Rehfeld did
not have the grant |list, but believed that any school

district in the state was eligible to apply for the grant.
The requests were eval uated on an annual basis.

1:44: 26 PM

Ms. Rehfeld offered to provide a sectional analysis of the
bill, which contained 12 sections. She began wth the
nunbers secti on:

e Section 1: just over $1.4 billion
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Ms. Rehfeld detailed that the section was organized by
departnment and listed in priority order wthin each
department. Al deferred maintenance requests were at the
end of the list, except for DOI/PF projects, which were
listed by program area; within appropriations, t he
community projects were in alphabetical order. She noted
that the capital books given to commttee nenbers had a
project review listing for each departnent; the |listing had
specific reference nunbers, backup page nunbers, indication
of appropriation or allocation, project title, and funding
sources. The information could be used to find backup and
get nore detail on specific projects.

e Sections 2 and 3 (pages 38 through 44): Summaries of
projects appropriated in Section 1, listed either by
department or total fund

Ms. Rehfeld noted that the |anguage portion of the bill
began on page 45.

e Section 4: Legislative Budget and Audit |[|anguage
appropriation. Allows that federal and other program
receipts that cone in after the legislature has
adjourned can go before the Legislative Budget and
Audit Comm ttee for consideration.

Co-Chair Stoltze pointed out that three schools on the |ist
he referred to earlier were in Co-Chair Thomas' district;
the remai nder were in Western Al aska.

Representative Gara comented that the |argest school on
the deferred maintenance |ist that got funded the year
prior was Service H gh School in Anchorage.

e Section 5 (page 45, Ilines 17 through 20), fund
capitalization section. Subsection (a): $160 mllion
requested for the AG A reinbursenment project. Through
Fy 11, $185 mllion had been appropriated for
rei nbursenent of allowabl e expenditures under the AG A
project; the FY 12 request would bring the anount
avai l able for reinmbursenment to $345 mllion.

Ms. Rehfeld referred to a report provided to the conmttee
by the Departnment of Revenue containing all Ad A
rei nbursenents to date and the anticipated expenditures
under the program
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e Section 5, subsection (b): $100,000 Division of
Elections for polling place access and inprovenents.
Specific to the Help America Vote Act fund, federa
funds for election-related activities are put into the
fund, and appropriations are requested out of the
f und.

1: 49: 00 PM

e Section 6 (page 45, lines 26 through 31), related to
fund transfers. Subsection (a): $22 nmllion, to go
into the Alaska Capital Incone fund and a $25 million
fund transfer from the AHFC capital fund to the
renewabl e energy grant fund.

Ms. Rehfeld rem nded the conmttee that the |egislature had
al ready approved $150 nmillion into the renewable energy
grant fund; that has been nmade available for 124 projects.
The Al aska Energy Authority (AEA) estimated that by the end
of the year, the renewable energy fund projects would save

2.5 mllion gallons of diesel annually; by the end of 2012,
renewabl e energy fund projects were expected to save 8
mllion gallons of diesel annually.

Represent ati ve Edgnon queried the $25 million threshold. He
wondered whet her the nunmber was what AEA could absorb at
the present. He noted that the list was long, and he
understood that nore than $25 mllion had been recomended
to OMB. Ms. Rehfeld believed the original |egislation that
created the renewabl e energy fund anticipated a $50 nmillion
appropriation per year over a five-year period. Initially,
there was sonme funding nade available to junp-start the
project; it took AEA a while to get the grant process in
pl ace. She believed the program was ready to go, and the
governor's budget proposed $25 nillion as the starting
poi nt. She believed the programwas working well.

Representative Doogan asked for nore information about
Section 6(a). M. Rehfeld responded that Section 6(a)
represented the incone from the Amerada Hess fund incone,
which was transferred annually into the Al aska capital
i ncone fund. The legislature could <choose to nmake
appropriations fromthe Al aska capital incone fund.
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Represent ati ve Doogan asked whether there were restrictions
on what the fund could be spent on. M. Rehfeld replied
that there were no restrictions.

Representative WI|son asked whether oil energy costs were
measured by Kkilowatt hours spent by a community. M.
Rehfel d thought AEA had extensive inventory of costs broken
down by comunity.

1: 53: 17 PM

Representative WIlson referred to wind projects and cost
conparisons to what was already being spent. She wondered
whet her Alaska was at bottomline savings in terns of
energy costs. M. Rehfeld replied that she could get the
i nformation.

Co- Chai r Stoltze referred to weatherization program
formul as and queried the plan for the $25 million. He noted
that the budget backup materials referred to the item as
the "Lyman Hoffrman weatherization program™ M. Rehfeld
stated that she was not aware of specific attribution. She
answered that the $25 mllion in the governor's budget was
proposed specifically for the weatherization program The
ot her program was the energy rebate program through which
AHFC rei nbursed for specific energy efficiency projects.

Co-Chair Stoltze noted that the item was for a grant
program i nstead of the rebate program which was considered
nore of an urban program M. Rehfeld answered that there
were specific eligibility requirenents under each program

Representative Edgnon noted that there was $200 million to
the weatherization program and $160 nillion to the home
energy rebate program ($360 nmillion total). He asked
whet her the $25 mllion went fully to weatherization. He
wonder ed whet her there was still noney in the queue for the
home energy rebate program M. Rehfeld offered to get the
i nformation.

Co- Chair Thomas spoke to the harbor fund. He pointed out
that for water communities, harbors were the starting point
for sport fish, comer ci al charters, and commerci al
fishermen. He <called the harbor system the "road to
resources" for fishing industry communities. He spoke to
the fact that half the requests were vetoed, even though
the program was a match program 50 percent of the noney
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had to come from local municipalities. He noted that only
five harbor projects were in the budget; he felt people who
wanted to build roads to oil resources would be insulted by
such a | ow nunber.

Co-Chair Stoltze wanted a detailed explanation of the
energy prograns. Ms. Rehfeld agreed.

1: 58: 29 PM

Representative QGuttenberg believed the energy allocations
were nade based on degree days, cost of BTUs, and the
extent of need. He reported that people in his comunity
had difficulties getting into the rebate program He
gueried the criteria used. M. Rehfeld offered to get
information on the allocations and balances in the
progr amns.

Representative Gara pointed out that the renewable energy
program was originally slated for $50 million per year. He
guestioned the amount in the budget for the weatherization
pr ogram MVs. Rehfel d r esponded t hat t he ori gi nal
legislation for the renewable energy fund had intent
| anguage stating that there would be $50 million per year;
the proposed FY 12 capital budget requested $25 mllion.
She anticipated discussion about whether to increase the
amount to the $50 million. The FY 12 budget requested $25
mllion for the weatherization program not for the energy
rebate program She offered to provide the conmittee a
breakdown (through AHFC) of the funding already commtted
and what was still available for the two prograns.

Representative Gara asked whether the proposal was for zero
noney into the home energy rebate program for FY 12. M.
Rehfeld responded that the FY 12 budget did not have a
request for the energy rebate program

Representative Neuman referred to the conprehensive hi ghway
safety plan in the budget at $400,000. He pointed out that
two of the deadliest highways were in his district, the
corridor on the Parks H ghway from Wasilla to Big Lake, and
Kni k- Goose Bay Road, where two comunity nenbers had
recently died. He asked how the safety concerns would be
addressed in the budget. He pointed out that all the trucks
on the "roads to resources" plan used the Parks Hi ghway.
MVs. Rehfeld responded that between DOI/PF and the
Department of Public Safety (DPS), there was a shared
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effort regarding highway safety for the roads nmentioned.
She added that federal highways safety funds were being
utilized for additional trooper presence and enforcenent,
for outreach and education on highway safety, and for
i nprovenents to the particular roadways. She referred to
addi ti onal f unds sl ated t hr ough t he St at ewi de
Transportation |nprovenent Program (STIP) for inprovenents
to the area. She thought the departnents could provide nore
specific details.

2:03: 27 PM

Co-Chair Stoltze noted difficulty in speaking to DO/ PF.

Representative Neunman referred to the $250,000 item for the
snownmbi |l e trail devel opnment program He thought the tracks
program wusually received over $1.5 nllion in federal
funds. He asked where the renmi nder of the nobney was goi ng.
Ms. Rehfeld responded that she did not know and offered to
get nore information.

Ms. Rehfeld continued with the sectional analysis.

e Section 7 (page 46, lines 1 through 5): Language
authorizing settlements from insurance «clainms or
| osses into the general fund, appropriated into the
state insurance catastrophic reserve account.

e Section 8 (page 46, lines 6 through 11): Specific to
Nat i onal Petrol eum Reserve grants; $5.4 nmillion
estimated in FY 12 from the U S. Departnent of the
Interior, Bureau of Land Managenent, 50 percent of
federal noney for sales, rentals, or leases within the
Nati onal Petrol eum Reserve- Al aska (NPR-A).

Ms. Rehfeld detailed that DCCED managed the annual grant
application process for public services and facilities in
communities directly inpacted by |eases or devel opnment of
oil and gas wthin the NPR-A She anticipated that the
anmended budget would identify the grants selected through
t he annual review.

e Section 9 (page 46, lines 12 through 19): Related to
the Al aska Energy Authority (AEA). Subsection (a): $2
mllion interest earnings from the renewable energy
fund, appropriated to AEA for program adm nistration.
Subsection (b): Specific appropriation for the bal ance
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of the Railbelt energy fund to be used for planning,
design, and permtting for the Susitna hydro-electric
project to conplete field work for the Federal Energy
Regul atory Conmission (FERC) application in early
2015.

Representative GQuttenberg asked whether Railbelt energy
funds would no longer exist if subsection (b) passed. M.
Rehfeld believed there was a bill currently under
consideration that would change the current configuration
of the Railbelt energy fund for the specific project. |If
the bill did not pass, the appropriation would take the
bal ance and purpose it toward the project; the fund would
not necessarily go away, unless it was decided to elimnate
it. The fund would exist until any projects or activities
appropriated through the fund were conpl et ed.

Representative Quttenberg surmsed that the fund would be
enpty and could be elimnated. Ms. Rehfeld agreed.

2:08:49 PM

Representative Doogan referred to Section 9(a) estimting
$2 mllion available for admnistration of the renewable
energy grant fund. He asked whether $2 nillion was the
total cost of admnistration and how the nunber was
derived. M. Rehfeld replied that AEA had wused the
mechanism for the first tinme in the FY 11 budget; the
budget was built around a conbination of individual project
managenent costs and the admnistrative portion of the
budget. She believed the $2 mllion would help cover the
specific costs; the fiscal note for HB 152 did not provide
AEA with sufficient funding to manage the program She
offered to get nore information.

Representative Doogan turned to Section 9(b) with a nore
preci se nunber ($65,731,100) and asked how the nunber was
derived. Ms. Rehfeld responded that $65.7 million was the
estimate of the available balance of the fund, although
there were projects that had not been closed out. She
offered to provide the conmttee with the AEA tineline that
outlined specific steps for the project. She noted that the
appropriation would get AEA partway to the FERC
appl i cation.

Representati ve Doogan thought projects should be financed
year-to-year and not be made capital projects. He asked for
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i nformation regarding how nmuch of the noney was expected to
be spent year-to-year. M. Rehfeld offered to provide him
with the AEA tineline. She addressed the issue of whether
projects should be funded through the operating or the
capital budget. She stated that timng was difficult in
| arger and nore conplex projects. The capital budget (with
| apsing | anguage) provided sonme flexibility to address
changi ng condi ti ons.

Representative Doogan stated that the process was either
taking noney that could be spent for sonmething else or
making the decision to take on and conplete a large and
expensive project. He did not want to back into a large
financial commtnment by wusing a smaller portion of the
total funding needed in order to take a specific step in
the process overall. He questioned whether that was the
best approach.

2:13: 59 PM

Co-Chair Stoltze referred to decisions made in the past by
the commttee to fund portions of projects.

Representative Costello queried the philosophy of the
adm nistration on the difference between wusing the
operating and capital budgets for certain projects. She
gueried the considerations used, especially for projects
that cost year after year. Ms. Rehfeld responded that there
were several things to consider when |ooking at operating
and capital budgets; there was not one answer that would
fit all situations. The executive and |egislative branches
had struggled in recent years with appropriations in the
operating budget that were placed in the governor's office
and then allocated out to I|ine agencies for various
purposes, such as gasline activity and the donestic
vi ol ence and prevention funds. Funds were allocated out to
specific agencies for work within a given fiscal year, and
at the end of the fiscal year, the internal reinbursable
services agreenments (RSAs) have to be reconciled to close
out the budgets. In cases where the funding was not spent,
the admnistration mght come back to the legislature and
ask for an extension of a |lapse date on an operating item
She acknowl edged that the process of managing multi-year
operating itens was sonetines confusing and difficult.
Structurally, it depended on the will of the |legislature as
the session went on, whether to use the operating budget in
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the preferred way or wuse the capital budget wth its
ability to flex one year to the next.

Ms. Rehfeld provided the exanple of funding for tourism
mar keting. The FY 12 budget proposed a starting point
derived from exactly what had happened in the FY 11 budget;
a portion of a grant going specifically through the capital
budget to the Al aska Travel Industry Association (ATIA) and
then in the operating budget, putting the anount through
the qualified trade association (if not going back to the
50/50 matching requirenment). The item was franed that way
as a starting point, as discussion was expected about which
direction the legislature wanted to take related to
mar keti ng on a broader scale.

Ms. Rehfeld provided another exanple of a budget item that
had been di scussed during t he suppl enment al bill
presentation. The Departnment of Law (DOL) had two |arge
requests in the capital budget for oil and gas related
litigation and for the BP litigation. She stated that
timng was difficult in both the exanples of tourism and
l[itigation. She noted an operating supplenental item of
nearly $4 million for DOL for litigations.

Ms. Rehfeld summarized that sonme kinds of itenms were
considered on a case-by-case basis. She referred to other
i nstances where one-tine itenms were rolled into an
operating budget and then rolled out, whi ch  nade
conparisons difficult from one year to the next. She
sunmari zed that the admnistration was trying to nmanage al
the conplexities and nake sense out of themin the budgets;
ultimately the legislature would decide whether the itens
were funded and where they were | ocated in the budgets.

2:19:36 PM

Representative Costello believed that the governnent was
wor king for the public. She thought people in her district
understood that the operating budget ran the basics of
government and the capital budget was for one-tine
projects. She wunderstood the need for flexibility as
projects changed, but remnded the comittee that the
public was also involved in the discussion. A constituency
m ght charge a legislator with reducing the growh of
government, but the capital budget was confusing to explain
in that regard.
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Co-Chair Stoltze comented that it was good to start wth
the prem se that the two budgets were for the two purposes,
but there were unavoi dable circunstances that brought the
capital and operating budgets into each other.

Representative WIson agreed that the capital budget should
be for one-tinme, infrastructure projects. She pointed to
budget itens in the capital budget for conputer and
t el ephone upgrades. She was remnded of the process of
determining what was a deduction or not when filing for
taxes with the Internal Revenue Service (IRS). She I|ikened
upgrading lighting in a house to naintenance projects,
conpared to residing the house would be a major, one-tine
project, conparable to a capital-budget item She thought
capital projects were also related to creating jobs. She
asked whether capital itens were considered from the basis
of whether job opportunities would be provided. Ms. Rehfeld
responded that "in the perfect world," an operating budget
woul d have sufficient funding to take care of year-to-year
mai nt enance and sufficient funding to pay for unpredictable
itens like [itigation costs. She bel i eved t hat
col l ectively, governnment had worked hard to minimze growh
in the state agency operating budgets, which had ended up
limting the ability of agencies to address year-to-year
needs w thout capital requests. She stated that there was
no "cushion" left in agency budgets to deal wth nore
expensi ve or unpredictabl e needs.

2:23:46 PM

Representative WIson asked whether comunities were asked
about their ability to keep building upgrades through |ocal
budgets for clearly capital itens such as schools. M.
Rehfeld responded that the state had an annual school -
funding formula to provide resources to school districts
for school projects, and school districts had to put on-
goi ng mai ntenance and operating costs into their annual
budget s.

Representative WIson thought there was a lot of "building
new' in the state, which created a |ot of nmjor naintenance
i ssues. She thought there should be a nmajor maintenance
plan when a new facility was built. She did not think there
was such a plan, or there would not be such a need for
upgrades. She thought sonething was m ssing, especially as
state revenue was decreasing. She thought comunities
should contribute to sustain expense. M. Rehfeld noted
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that schools have to denobnstrate that a preventative
mai ntenance plan was in place before they were even
eligible to apply for grants through the school
construction or major maintenance fund. Some of the grants
in the budgets were large and exceeded the ability of
districts to take care of the on-going expenses in their
annual budgets. She pointed to the backlog of deferred
mai ntenance in state facilities, and agreed that on-going
prevent ative mai ntenance prograns were critical

Representative WIson noted that she was tal king about nore
than schools, but about parks and prograns throughout the
st at e.

Co-Chair Stoltze pointed out that deferred maintenance by
definition was setting sonething aside; waiting |ong enough
would make the issue bad enough to becone a capital
proj ect . He opined that evasive behavior was being
rewar ded.

2:27:24 PM

Representative Gara thought the Interior would benefit nost
from the Susitna hydro project because the price of
electricity was very high in the region. He wondered
whet her anal ysis had been made to determne that the cost
of the project would result in |ower power costs, as
conpared to spending |less on another project. M. Rehfeld
responded that AEA had reviewed the issue using previous
fundi ng. She thought AEA coul d provide specific analysis.

Representative Gara believed electricity produced through
diesel was expensive in Fairbanks. Wile the Susitna
project would reduce rates in the northern Railbelt, it
woul d not necessarily reduce rates in the |ower part of the
region.

Co-Chair Stoltze commented that no community had regretted
getting on hydro, because it resulted in long-term
stability.

Ms. Rehfeld continued with the sectional analysis.

e Section 10 (page 46): Gant to Life Al aska Donor
Services for the Anatomical G ft Public Awareness and
Transpl antati on Fund
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e Section 11: Lapsed provisions for the sections of the
bill related to fund capitalizations, which do not
| apse (Sections 5, 6, and 7). Sections 8 and 9 were
capital projects. Naned recipient grants also do not
| apse, wunless a capital appropriation was otherw se

st at ed.
e Section 12: Effective date of the bill: July 1, 2011
2: 30: 39 PM

Representative Edgnon wondered whether there would be an
energy hearing in the finance conmittee. He stated that he
want ed one.

Co-Chair Stoltze responded that an energy hearing would be
set up for the conmttee.

JAMES ARMSTRONG STAFF, REPRESENTATI VE  BILL STOLTZE,
presented sone Capital Projects Subm ssion and Information
System (CAPSIS) data. He noted that the <conmittee's
subm ssion deadline had expired February 11, 2011. He
provided data conpared wth nunbers from past years to
provi de perspective: Two years prior, there were 1,117
proj ect requests; one year ago, there were 1,439; this year
there were 1, 576.

Co-Chair Stoltze reported that CAPSIS had inproved the
recording of capital project requests. Everything was
digital and online and the system renoved the necessity for
the cunbersonme binders. He noted that communities, non-
profits, and legislators could call the Senate or House
Finance Conmmttee Co-Chair's offices (Senator Stednman or
Representative Stoltze) to get a password to submt the
requests.

Co-Chair Thomas queried the total anmount of the capital
requests. M. Arnstrong responded that the governor's
request for FY 12 was $1.68 billion. In FY 11 the 1,439

requests equated to over $2.5 billion.
M. Arnstrong explained that all offices could view
statewde requests on CAPSIS as well as projects in

specific districts. The deadline for the nenbers to present
capi tal budget priorities would be Mnday, February 28 at 5
p.m He noted that there would be a technical training
session for staff.
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Representative Joule conmmented that he was grateful that
earmarks were still alive and well, as they were sonetines
nore representative of the needs of the districts.

#
ADJ OURNIVENT

The neeting was adjourned at 2: 36 PM
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