
 
 
 
DRAFT King County Advisory Committee Meeting Summary 
 
August 14, 2024 
9:00 a.m. to 11:00 a.m. 
 
Committee Members: 
Chair, Mayor Dana Ralph, City of Kent 
Mayor Nancy Backus, City of Auburn 
Mayor Katherine Ross, City of Snoqualmie 
Mayor Thomas McLeod, City of Tukwila 
Mayor Carol Benson, City of Black Diamond 
Councilmember JC Harris, City of Des Moines 
Councilmember Joy Hollingsworth, City of Seattle 
Councilmember John Stokes, City of Bellevue 
Deputy Executive Shannon Braddock, King County 
 
Alternates: 
Mayor Troy Linnell, City of Algona 
Councilmember Amy McHenry, City of Duvall 
Mayor Henry Sladek, Town of Skykomish 
Councilmember Valerie O’Hallaran, City of Renton 
Councilmember Toni Troutner, City of Kent 
 
Call to Order and Roll Call 
Chair Dana Ralph called the meeting to order at 9:00 a.m. Facilitator Steven Schauer, Deputy 
Executive Director, King County Flood Control District, called roll. 
 
Public Comments 
No public comments. 
 
Bonding Overview 
Chair, Mayor Dana Ralph explained the meeting agenda is a bit different based on the availability 
of Dwight Dively, Budget Director, King County. Ralph invited Dively to give his presentation. 
 
Dively provided a basic overview of public finance and bonding options for government entities, 
focusing on three main areas: 
 

1. Types of Government Spending: 
a. Operating Costs: Routine expenses like salaries, rent, and supplies. 
b. Capital Costs: Long-term investments such as infrastructure, vehicles, and large 

equipment. The Flood Control District primarily incurs capital costs. 
2. Methods of Financing Capital Projects: 



 

2 
 

a. Operating Revenues: Paying directly from the budget, as has been the practice of 
the Flood Control District. 

b. Debt Financing: Borrowing funds to cover capital projects and repaying over time 
with interest. This method is often more economically efficient, as it spreads the 
cost over the asset's useful life. 

3. Types of Debt/Bonding:  
a. Voter-Approved Bonds: Requires voter authorization to borrow money and 

increase property taxes for repayment. 
b. Councilmanic Bonds: Approved by the legislative body without voter input, using 

existing revenues for repayment. Special districts like the King County Flood 
Control District can only issue voter-approved bonds, not councilmanic bonds. 

 
Additional points made by Dively: 

• The importance of matching the lifespan of the financed asset with the term of the debt. 
• The process of debt issuance involves seeking the lowest possible interest rate to 

minimize costs for taxpayers. 
• Bond ratings, which assess the risk and security of debt, influence interest rates. Higher 

ratings (e.g., AAA) result in lower interest rates. 
 
Dively concluded by inviting questions from the committee members. 
 
Councilmember Valerie O’Hallaran asked if the Flood Control District’s bond rating is known. 
 
Dively responded that the District has never considered issuing debt, and his comments are 
speculative. He explained that if the District were to get voter approval for a bond, the high 
property values, strong economy, and history of growth in the area would likely result in a 
favorable bond rating. However, the District's lack of a track record in the market as a single-
purpose entity could negatively impact its rating. Overall, he speculates that the District would 
likely receive a good, though not top-tier, bond rating, similar to other Districts in the region. 
 
Mayor Thomas McLeod sought clarification about the District not having councilmanic bonding 
authority. 
 
Dively stated the legislature has given councilmanic authority to general purpose governments, 
like cities and counties, and have not given councilmanic authority to single purpose special 
districts, like school districts, flood districts, and fire districts. 
 
Councilmember JC Harris asked what costs are associated with calling a bond election and what 
might that cost be. 
 
Dively explained that there are two types of costs to consider when issuing a bond. The first is the 
cost of the bond sale itself, which includes fees for a financial advisor, legal counsel, and the 
underwriter. These costs are typically proportional to the size of the bond issue and are usually 
included in the bond, spreading the expense over its life. The second, more significant cost is the 
expense of the election required to get voter approval for the bond. This cost varies depending on 
the timing of the election. A special election solely for the bond could cost over $1 million, while 
placing it on a crowded ballot could significantly reduce the cost. Additionally, whether the 
election cost can be included in the bond issue depends on state statutes; otherwise, it may have 
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to be paid upfront by the district. If the bond measure fails, the district still bears the full election 
cost. 
 
Harris followed up by stating since the District has never held a bond election before, he would be 
concerned as to having models for success. 
 
Dively agreed with the observation and suggested looking at other districts as a model, such as fire 
districts, which have held bond elections before. 
 
O’Hallaran asked if the bond amount includes the interest obligation. 
 
Dively explained that for voter-approved bonds, there's no need to include interest in the bond 
issue itself because the interest will be covered by the property taxes levied. For example, if the 
district wanted to issue a $50 million bond, voters would approve borrowing that amount. The 
property tax would then be set at a level sufficient to cover both the principal and interest 
payments over time. The bond structure is similar to a home mortgage, with consistent annual 
payments that include both principal and interest, though payments are made annually rather 
than monthly. 
 
McLeod asked if the District already has the authority to raise property taxes, why risk a bond 
election and incur the costs associated with a bond election? 
 
Dively stated that he wouldn't offer specific fiscal advice but provided a broader perspective on 
when governments typically issue debt for capital projects. Debt is often used when there’s an 
immediate need for a project that exceeds available funds, allowing the cost to be spread over 
time. This approach is logical if there are only a few anticipated projects. However, if an 
organization has sufficient cash to finance its projects, there might not be a strong economic 
argument for incurring additional interest costs by issuing debt. The decision depends on the 
organization's specific circumstances and its need to balance capital project demands with 
available revenue. 
 
Ralph thanked Dively for his presentation and helpful information. 
 
Meeting Summary Approval 
Ralph called for a motion to approve the meeting summary. 
 
Mayor Thomas McLeod made motion to approve the summary. Mayor Nancy Backus seconded 
the motion. The motion passed unanimously.  
 
Executive Director Report 
Ralph invited Michelle Clark, Executive Director, King County Flood Control District, to her report. 
 
Clark highlighted several key points: 
 

1. Website Revamp and Award: Clark proudly announced that the District's revamped 
website won an international award. She encouraged members to visit the updated site, 
noting that the recent improvements have brought the site up to current standards, 
moving beyond the previous upgrade, which only modernized the site to 1990s standards.  
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2. Upcoming Meetings: The District's executive committee will reconvene on September 4th 
to kick off the budget process. Clark emphasized the need for the District's budget to be 
finalized before King County Council's budget, given the financial dependency of the 
Water and Land Resources Division on the District. 

3. Draft Recommendation Letter: Clark mentioned sending out a draft recommendation 
letter, hinting at its bold content.  
 

This concluded her report. 
 
There were no questions. 
 
Potential Revenue Generation 
Ralph request Mayor Nancy Backus to assume leadership of the meeting given Ralph was having 
connectivity problems. 
 
Backus invited Krista Camenzind, Deputy Division Director, DNRP - Water and Land Resources 
Division (WLRD), King County to give her presentation. 
 
Camenzind provided an overview of potential revenue generation options for the District: 
 

1. Review of Basics: Camenzind began by revisiting the basics of budgeting, actual spending, 
and fund balance to ensure everyone was aligned. She clarified that the District's current 
property tax rate is $0.07, generating about $59 million annually, and noted that the rate 
has not increased since 2014. 

2. Property Tax Context: She discussed how property taxes are distributed across 
jurisdictions, using Seattle as an example. The District receives less than 1% of property 
taxes, with the majority going to school districts and city services. 

3. Property Tax Rate Trends: Camenzind explained that while the amount of money collected 
by the District has remained stable, the property tax rate has decreased due to rising 
property values. This is a result of Washington State's property tax regulations, which limit 
annual growth to 1%. 

4. Revenue Generation Scenarios: She presented three revenue generation scenarios: 
a. Three by Three Option: Incremental increases of $0.03 in 2025 and again three 

years later, which would result in a temporary positive fund balance but would 
not sustain the District long-term. 

b. Regular Increases: A more consistent approach with increases every other year, 
resulting in a property tax rate near $0.16 by 2029, which would maintain a $20 
million fund balance. 

c. Six-Year Levy Structure: A larger increase of $0.075 in 2025, designed to sustain 
the District over a six-year period without needing further increases. 

5. Next Steps: Camenzind noted that the presentation and options had been shared with 
committee members for further review, and she opened the floor for questions. 

 
This concluded her presentation. 
 
Mayor Katherine Ross sought clarification between councilmanic bonding authority and 
councilmanic property tax rate authority. 
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Camenzind stated the District can adjust the property tax rate without needing voter approval 
because it’s set by the Board of Supervisors. Although the District is legally allowed to impose a 
tax rate up to $0.50 per $1,000 of assessed property value, due to suppression and tax hierarchy, 
the realistic cap is closer to $0.25. However, the District has never collected that amount. 
Currently, the effective cap is $0.22 per $1,000, which the District can increase to without voter 
approval under state law. 
 
Harris requested a history of the District’s banked capacity to help explain how much the District 
could have collected over the years, but hasn’t. 
 
Clark stated that every November, the District can set the levy rate without using banked capacity, 
those are not the same things. 
 
Harris sought clarification that the proposed increases in Camenzind’s presentation had nothing to 
do with previous banked capacity, it’s just within the District’s current authority to impose those 
increases. 
 
Clark responded that this is correct. 
 
Backus then requested a five-year history showing if the District had taken the maximum amount, 
how much revenue would that have provided versus what was collected, showing the impact to 
the average King County homeowner. 
 
Harris agreed with this request for information stating homeowners tend to think that every 
agency is taking the maximum it can. He used the Port of Seattle as an example sharing that the 
Port gives an annual presentation to show the amount of levy collected versus levy capacity 
available. 
 
Camenzind said that information can be provided to the committee. 
 
O’Hallaran sought clarification that the presented projections are showing a $20 million fund 
balance each year. 
 
Camenzind said that is correct. 
 
Backus informed the group that Deputy Executive Shannon Braddock shared a link in the chat to a 
webpage regarding common levy questions and answers in King County. 
 
There were no additional questions. 
 
Draft Recommendation Letter 
Backus invited Clark to present on the draft recommendation letter. 
 
Clark presented a draft recommendation letter to the Advisory Committee. The letter begins by 
transmitting the committee's recommendations for the annual and capital budgets, emphasizing 
the need for increased revenue to avoid future budget cuts. The letter strongly states that without 
a revenue increase, the District risks its ability to meet current and future flood risk reduction 
needs, potentially undoing progress made since 2007. 
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The letter also urges the District to evaluate the revenue necessary for long-term capital and 
operating needs and to establish a minimum fund balance. If the District is unable to raise 
sufficient revenue, the committee plans to reconvene in early 2025 to recommend cuts or delays 
to flood reduction projects, aligning District revenues with expected expenditures. 
 
The letter includes a request for an orientation meeting for new members and ongoing updates 
throughout the year, emphasizing the importance of continued support for the Advisory 
Committee and Joint Basin Technical Committee. Before continuing further with the review, Clark 
sought feedback on the letter's tone and whether the committee still supports the strong stance 
on revenue increases and potential budget cuts. 
 
O’Hallaran requested a modification, offering to substitute, “if the District cannot or will not 
address our concerns” rather than “decides not to address our concerns.” She suggested the 
original language was too harsh or negative. 
 
Backus suggested leaving “cannot” and removing “will not” since “will not” maybe showing intent. 
 
Councilmember Joy Hollingsworth wanted to flag that Seattle had requested $1.3 million for the 
Duwamish River for flood preparedness, and wanted to know if that should be in this letter. 
 
Clark responded that the request will be shown in the Attachment H associated with the 6-year 
CIP for the 2025 budget request. She thanked Hollingsworth for brining up that issue and asked 
each jurisdiction to review Attachment H to make sure all CIP requests were noted. Clark then 
discussed the previous edit to the recommendation letter, stating that if the “District cannot 
address our concerns,” the Advisory Committee will reconvene in early 2025 to discuss budget 
cuts. 
 
Braddock suggested including in the letter talking about the long-term approach based on 
Camenzind’s presentation, so the committee doesn’t have to come back to this in three years. 
 
Clark agreed to add some long-term language into the letter. She also recognized that the 
committee doesn’t want to come back to this issue every year, but since the District votes on the 
tax rate every year, it’s likely the committee will have to revisit this issue each year. 
 
Harris suggested the words “drastic removal” should be changed because it’s not the removal of 
projects that is drastic, it’s the consequences of removing projects that’s drastic. Recommending 
the removal or delay of a flood reduction project may have drastic consequences for our 
communities. 
 
Backus commented it’s probably both a drastic removal of projects and the impact will be drastic. 
 
Clark made note of the comments and said she would wordsmith this section of the letter for the 
next draft. 
 
Clark then discussed the financial plan and fund balance section of the draft recommendation 
letter. She emphasized that the main focus of the committee's discussions this summer was 
ensuring that critical flood risk reduction projects can proceed to protect the region's people and 
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economy. The letter highlights that the District has not raised the levy rate since 2014 and has not 
adopted a 1% base increase since 2019, stressing that the need for investment is urgent, not 
driven by a desire for more funds. 
 
The letter outlines the necessity of continuing investments in critical flood reduction facilities, 
including the 2025-2030 CIP, unfunded needs in capital investment strategies for major rivers, 
ongoing work on the Lower Green River Corridor Flood Hazard Management Plan, and significant 
infrastructure projects like the Black River Pump Station improvements. 
 
Clark reviewed the committee's consideration of options for addressing funding needs, including 
reducing expenditures, raising the tax levy, and bonding. The letter recommends a transparent 
process for prioritizing investments if expenditure reductions become necessary and proposes 
several strategies for reining in expected expenditures, such as reevaluating projects with missed 
milestones, imposing a moratorium on adding new projects to the six-year CIP (except for 
emergencies), and limiting staff recommendation for the CIP to facilities in the King County Rivers 
Inventory. 
 
The letter also addresses the District's grant programs, urging the continuation of support for 
these programs while ensuring a flood reduction nexus and implementing best practices, such as 
limiting grant extensions and requiring substantial spending of grant awards before awarding 
additional funds. Clark paused for feedback, asking if any key points had been missed or if 
additional topics should be included. 
 
Backus shared a comment McLeod made in the chat requesting information explaining the effects 
if the large investments in our regional infrastructure, including the Black River Pump Station 
improvements, isn't done. 
 
Clark responded that this information will be made available. 
 
O’Hallaran expressed concern about limiting the timing of funding appropriations, particularly for 
projects involving the Corps of Engineers. She noted that some projects have been delayed for up 
to six years due to the Corps' timeline, which is beyond the District's control. She suggested 
considering an exception or carve-out for such projects to accommodate these delays. 
 
Clark confirmed the requested language change. 
 
Backus sought clarification about just limited time for grants projects that are on the CIP, because 
those are different things. 
 
Clark clarified that the intent behind addressing missed project timelines in the Capital 
Improvement Program (CIP) is to trigger a conversation rather than to eliminate projects. She 
acknowledged that many timeline delays are outside the District's control and emphasized the 
importance of the District being accountable to cities and residents. Clark suggested softening the 
language to reflect this accountability while also considering the need to reassess projects that 
have been delayed for an extended period, such as five years, especially if key elements like 
property acquisition are stalled. She aimed to ensure the policy isn't punitive toward service 
providers. 
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Backus pointed out a question from Hollingsworth that was in the chat feature. Hollingsworth 
expressed concerns about limiting the six year CIP to items in the King County Rivers Inventory, 
pointing out the Duwamish River is Seattle's only river, and it is not included in that list. She 
wondered if a special carve out was required or if it could be added to the list. 
 
Ralph pointed out the differences between the Board of Supervisors, who have expressed 
concerns about the fund balance growing, and the local jurisdictions who are doing the projects 
and understand why it takes so long. 
 
Clark will add a reference to the fund balance in the draft letter while acknowledging the Board of 
Supervisors have resisted increasing the levy in the past when the fund balance was large. She 
suggested adding the creation of an undesignated fund balance to the list of items in the letter so 
that it would be seen as an intentional recommendation. 
 
Ralph emphasized the importance of clearly communicating the intentionality behind holding 
funds for projects, particularly those delayed due to external factors like waiting for the Corps of 
Engineers. She suggested making it clear to the Board of Supervisors that these funds are 
purposefully allocated for long-term projects, rather than appearing as unused cash. This 
approach addresses concerns raised by the Board in previous years and highlights the realities of 
project timelines. 
 
Clark made a note to wordsmith this section of the letter in the next draft to capture the direction 
of the committee. 
 
Clark asked if there were any other questions or comments about the recommendation related to 
grants, pointing out the recommendations are in alignment with the best practices of other grant 
programs in the region. Hearing no other questions or comments about grants, Clark moved on to 
speak about recommendations for the annual levy. 
 
Clark discussed the Advisory Committee's draft recommendations regarding the annual levy 
amount. She reminded the committee that they have already reviewed the tax levy and the 
revenue required to support the annual capital program through 2030, and that they 
recommended increasing the tax levy for 2025 to cover both operating needs and planned capital 
projects, while also establishing a designated minimum fund balance. Clark proposed a $20 million 
fund balance, which is seen as sufficient to cover a medium-sized project or a major repair without 
needing to cut other projects. She cautioned setting the fund balance higher, as it could be 
perceived as excessive and lead to pressure to reduce it. Clark also reminded the committee of 
their earlier discussion about the possibility of bonding for long-term projects. 
 
O’Hallaran asked if the Board of Supervisors would be given the same levy projections 
presentation that the committee has seen. 
 
Clark responded that the levy presentation would be given to the Board on September 4. Clark 
then asked the committee if the recommendation letter should include an actual rate 
recommendation. 
 
O’Hallaran suggested sharing the levy scenarios would be sufficient. 
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Clark ensure the committee that the scenarios would be shared with the Board and they could be 
submitted as an attachment to the letter as well if that was the direction of the committee. 
 
McLeod suggested the committee offer in the letter a recommendation including a floor and 
ceiling, so maybe it doesn’t have to be a specific number, but a range. 
 
Backus asked the committee members if they preferred a range rather than a specific rate 
recommendation. 
 
Braddock expressed comfort with a range. 
 
McLeod pointed out that it will be important to get the floor correct if the committee 
recommends a range. 
 
Clark asked the committee members for their input on setting a minimum levy increase for 2025. 
She pointed out they've reviewed different percentage increases and their impacts, and she 
sought consensus on what the minimum levy rate should be. Clark said she is looking for guidance 
from the members on this decision. 
 
Backus asked the committee for input and suggested a placeholder could be put in the letter for 
the committee to come back to this decision if necessary. 
 
Harris sought to understand the rationale behind the $20 million fund balance reserve. 
 
Clark responded that it was an arbitrary number based on what King County staff suggested might 
be required to fund a medium-sized project without having to tap into funds set aside for other 
projects. 
 
Backus read a comment from Camenzind in the chat which stated $0.03 is what’s needed to stay 
in the black in 2025 and $0.05 gets to the $20 million fund balance, so Camenzind suggested that a 
range of $0.03 to $0.05 may be appropriate. 
 
Braddock supported that suggestion. 
 
 O’Hallaran questioned how much time does that keep the budget in the black? 
 
Backus referred to the levy presentation materials, saying the $0.05 increase in 2025 would 
require another $0.025 increase in 2027 to stay in the black. She asked Camenzind to confirm that 
information. 
 
Camenzind confirmed that as the levy needed to stay at the $20 million fund balance. 
 
O’Hallaran expressed concern for giving a $0.05 increase recommendation without expressing the 
expectation of a future $0.025 increase. 
 
McLeod recommended a range of $0.04 to $0.06, recognizing there may be a shock to raising the 
rate since it hasn’t been raised is such a long time. 
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Backus mentioned $0.04 wouldn’t get a $20 million fund balance in 2027, likely being under by 
about $6 million. She pointed out that each additional penny in levy will generate about $8.3 
million. 
 
Camenzind reminded the committee that the presentation showed a $0.075 increase in 2025 
would generate enough funds for the next six years. 
 
Clark said she heard the committee discussing the idea of raising the levy rate in 2025 and then 
maintaining that new rate in subsequent years, rather than fluctuating it. She further heard the 
committee suggest setting a new, consistent floor for the levy rate and have considered ranges 
between $0.04 and $0.06, but are open to different amounts, including $0.075. Clark mentioned 
she plans to refine the wording in the recommendation but asked the committee members to 
think about and agree on the correct rate or range before finalizing it. She emphasized that this 
decision is within the policymakers' and the advisory committee's authority. 
 
O’Hallaran requested to see scenarios for $0.04 and $0.06 increase across the six-year plan. 
 
Camenzind clarified the request to run scenarios for $0.04 in 2025 and no change for six years, 
$0.05 in 2025 and no change for six years, and $0.06 and no change for six years to go along with 
the already provided example of $0.075 in 2025 and no change for six years. 
 
O’Hallaran confirmed that is what she is requesting. 
 
Clark discussed the process of informing Board members and their staff by providing them with all 
relevant materials. She also reflected on recent insights regarding bonding, noting that while 
bonding might be a topic for discussion and policy development in 2025, it's not a practical 
solution for immediate needs like the Black River Pump Station. Clark emphasized the importance 
of keeping the recommendations realistic to ensure they are taken seriously. 
 
Hearing no further comments or questions from the committee, Clark concluded by reading the 
closing the recommendation letter, which emphasized the continued relevance and necessity of 
the King County Flood Control District's mission to reduce flood risk for the county's residents. The 
letter noted the growing list of unfunded but essential flood reduction projects, particularly in 
light of climate change, and stressed the importance of the District securing the necessary 
resources to fulfill its mission. Clark offered in the recommendation letter the committee's 
expertise and support in ensuring the District can adequately fund and implement its work 
program, and asks if the statement's strength is appropriate. 
 
Backus acknowledged seeing committee members give some thumbs up. 
 
Clark appreciated the committee’s feedback regarding the tone of the letter and confirmed that 
the King County Flood Control District's 2025 Operating and Capital Improvement Program, along 
with the levy rate scenarios discussed, will be included in the recommendation letter. She pointed 
out that this ensures all relevant details are provided to the Board. Clark also addressed a question 
raised in the chat by McLead asking what the financial impact would be of Hollingsworth’s concern 
about limiting the Capital Improvement Program (CIP) to items in the county's inventory. Clark 
acknowledged the speculative nature of its financial impact but emphasized the importance of 
clear rules for better future predictions. She concluded by stating the letter will be finalized and 
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distributed by noon on Friday so the committee would have time to review and wordsmith the 
letter prior to the next meeting. 
 
Backus reminded the committee that perfection is the enemy of good and to not wordsmith this 
letter too much. 
 
Clark quickly reviewed the changes to be made to the draft letter, confirming her understanding 
of the tasks ahead. Key updates include: 
 

1. Revising capital budget numbers, particularly for the Seattle Duwamish area. 
2. Wordsmithing to emphasize the impact of project removals rather than the removal itself. 
3. Adjusting language around the process for reevaluating projects when milestones are 

missed, acknowledging that delays often result from external factors like federal permits. 
4. Modifying the limitation of the six-year CIP to include major rivers, such as the Duwamish. 
5. Adding language for a dedicated fund balance, around $20 million, for future CIP projects 

on major rivers. 
6. Refining the language for the proposed levy increase range, which will be finalized after 

further information and discussion. 
7. Including language to direct the district to explore and implement a bonding policy in 

2025. 
 
Clark concluded that these changes are manageable and will be incorporated into the next draft. 
 
Harris questioned whether including a paragraph on bonding in the letter is necessary. He 
expressed concern that decision-makers might question why a significant tax increase is being 
requested immediately instead of opting for a smaller increase and exploring bonding as an 
alternative first. Harris is unsure if mentioning bonding aligns with the letter's goal of maintaining 
fiscal sustainability and wonders about its relevance in this context. 
 
Clark expressed a belief that both a rate increase and bonding are necessary. She explained that 
while the rate increase addresses immediate funding needs, large projects like the $380 million 
Black River Pump Station may require additional financing through bonding. Therefore, both 
strategies are essential to meet the district's financial requirements. 
 
O’Hallaran suggested adding language directing the exploration and implementation of a bonding 
policy for the future, understanding that bonding is not needed immediately but may be required 
in the future. 
 
Clark agreed it’s good to have tools in the toolbox, whether they are used or not. She 
acknowledged some Board members have been yearning to have this discussion, so the 
committee’s recommendation is helpful to encourage this type of discussion by the Board. 
 
There were no additional questions or comments. 
 
Next Steps 
Schauer reminded the committee that the next meeting is on Thursday, August 22 at 1:30 p.m. 
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Clark informed the committee that they could submit recommendation letter edits to her prior to 
the next meeting and she would share them as part of the discussion. 
 
Backus apologized in advance for missing the next meeting. 
 
Clark reminded the group that if a committee member and their representative are not able to 
attend, they can provide Clark their comments in advance and she will share them in the meeting 
at the appropriate time. She pointed out this has worked well in the past when committee 
members were unable to attend the meeting. 
 
Ralph thanked Backus for stepping in the run the meeting today, and she apologized to the group 
for her technical difficulties. 
 
The meeting was adjourned at 10:44 a.m. 


