January 12th IPC call Minutes
Attendees:

Jed Smith- SAF

David Levy- AMC

David Rogers- Voters

Dennis Gann- Cook Inletkeeper

Trish Rolfe- Trustees

Kate Troll- Voters

Peg Tileston- Alliance/Voters

Pam Miller-ACAT

Pat Lavin- NWF

Charlie Loeb- DCC

Karen Kelly- NAEC

Pete Dronkers- NAEC

Lissa Northern- NAEC

Ruth Wood- Talkeetna

Linsey Hadjuk- Sierra Club

Sue Liebenson- ACE

Russ Maddox- RBCA

Dave: Review of Agenda
Dave: ACMP is underway.  The Sea Party has been working out of our offices.  I’ve sent out some emails about this. They have about 20k signatures now.

David: Actual signature goal is 26,500 but some will get bounced.

Dave: So they are working towards a few thousand more than that.  Reminder that booklets are needed back by Saturday and it needs to be notarized.  Thanks to everyone that has helped.  If they don’t meet the goal then it will be interesting to see what the next steps are.

David: It still may be leverage even if we don’t hit the magic number by the target.

Dave: Actual deadline is Mid-December.  It’s not a question of whether or not they will collect the signatures just whether or not by session.

Dave: I want to flag some pre-filed legislation- some new bills that will be moving forward.  Two big ones are an extension of the renewable energy grant fund by Sen. Thomas.  This will be a 10 year extension of the fund with $50million per year (recommended).  I think we can get behind that one quite a bit.  The other bill is the Susitna State Forest bill that Sen. Menard is moving forward with. It would create a State Forest along the Parks Highway. It would be .75 million acres.  Primary purpose is for timber production.  We will talk more about this as we move along to decide how to deal with it.  There should be more pre-files today.

David: Other pre-files- Water and Sewer task force from Kookesh that could be important to us.  Oil and Gas production credit bill.  One other- Kawasaki provides that corporations are not persons to influence elections.  This might be interesting to us.

Pam: Takes on the Citizen United decision?

David: I think so.  It would be interesting for all of us to pay attention to.

Pam: Wonder if it is close to the National bill.  I think we should support it because it’s fundamental to what we do.

Dave: Are people comfortable with us following up with Kawasaki to see if there is something we could do?

David Levy: I like the bill but I don’t think it will go far so I wouldn’t spend too much time and effort on it.

Kate: I think we should follow up with Kawasaki.  I think it’s important to be part of the discussion.

Dave: Priorities.  We had productive calls about campaigns.  We are feeling like we have our plan put together for the upcoming session.  PBDE is the only priority moving over from last year.  It is sitting in House Labor and Commerce and Senate Finance so we want to get hearings on the bills in each body.  We are going to rely on ACAT to answer questions.  We are going to be generating grassroots and public support on it.  We will let you know if there are opportunities for member groups to support on this.

Pam: Great to hear we can get grassroots support especially directed toward Stedman for the Finance committee.  Wielechowski is optimistic that this can pass this session and it is a big priority for him.  Can’t emphasize enough that we need to put pressure on Stedman to hold a hearing.  We heard a lot last session on how this will effect business and commerce.  We are organizing a lunch and learn for legislators and business leaders to address this and show them how it would be good for business.
David: Other issue is that it isn’t needed because it is already being done.

Pam: It’s voluntary at this point.  It doesn’t address the imports of these things that have these chemicals.

David: I would try hard to get that across to businesses about that.  Also, do we want it out of the house and into the Senate or does it matter?  We will have to resolve this?

Dave: Instinct is that we should move them.

David: I like to have it in the Senate at the end if it can pass.

Dave: agree

Dave: Energy Efficiency priority.  We are starting to get more specifics on this.  The proposal was 
pretty broad in November.  We are starting to flesh out what it looks like.  We are looking at two things: to get some funding for an appliance swap out program.  AHFC has been running one with stimulus funding but it ended in 2011.  Maybe a subsidy for homeowners to swap out inefficient larger appliances- dishwashers, fridge, washing machines.  Discussions with utility boards and they are fairly receptive for this.  AHFC also receptive.  Seems like we can accomplish this.  Other idea- Independent entity to offer efficiency services.  We are trying to see what this would mean.  We don’t think it would be passed but would raise discussion in hearings.  
David: Energy efficient services?  What is that?

Dave: more holistic and systemic.

Pat: Creation of a centralized energy efficiency provider or end use electric.  Not limited to that but there is already investment into weatherization.  Idea is not to repeat what is already being done.  Is the entity a state agency or something else?  Those details are still being fleshed out.  Utilities have consensus that, at least for electric, a third party efficiency entity is a good idea.  Someone in our court should come forward with proposed legislation or basic structure that can flesh this out more.  There is an organization in Vermont that deals with this and has looked at 3rd party efficiency providers.  There are 12-15 states that have these entities.  Enough time has gone by so that the national experience can be reported on.  I shared it with them before the holidays.
David: In terms of getting utilities to adopt efficiency standards…did we move beyond that?

Dave: We might be moving beyond that.  I haven’t looked at the priority language in a week or so.

Pat: I don’t have any language in front of me either but what I remember is that we talked in November it wasn’t specific.  Appliance was in there.  There is some tension between saying that we want to work with the utilities to ramp up EE vs. this other idea of a 3rd party entity.  So it’s not beyond each individual utility.  Individual utilities don’t really want to do it.

Dave: Transportation- there is a fair amount of money in the governor’s budget about transportation.  GO bond package of $110 million that includes money for Port Mac rail extenstion.  Also money for Umiat, Ambler, Western Access road (Nome)…all for planning docs that they need to get closer to construction.

David: they are trying to keep it moving.

Dave: Bond package caught our attention.  We think it is likely to pass the legislature.  We will try to get it out of the budget but that is a tall order.  We are expecting it to be on the ballot this November.  Best chance is to have an unbalanced package going forward.  Now most of the money is going to Anchorage (port Mac and port of Anchorage). We can play the rest of the state against Anchorage and then play on the people that don’t like the Anchorage port project.

David: People normally put all their projects in until someone is happy.

Dave: Should people try to put these things in as a line item instead of a bond package to avoid election fight?

David: Can’t tell.  Bond package is irresistible.

David L.: Is there any way that ACA could support the bond package?  Given that it will pass overwhelmingly?

Dave: So long as there is a giant appropriation for the Port Mac Rail Extension than no.

David: Anything we can throw in to make it easier to swallow?

David L: I think that there will be overwhelming support for the Anchorage port.

Get off the call and try NAEC conference line.

Dave: Roads to Resources.  We don’t always want to say no so we are trying to find something positive.


David L: Matching transportation fund.  Governor gave $1million this year which is the first time.  Not enough, but a floor to build in.  Our priority is for $3million.  


Dave: We might work on that.  Support for David L.’s effort.  We’ve done it before so it should be easy.

Karen: The yes piece didn’t make it into the final priority but it was the original intent.

Dave: Roads to Resources is a big project and there might be times for the member groups to jump in.  We will play it by ear and let you know.

David: We might need noise.

Dave: Ruth’s point about making in controversial is well taken.

David: We ought to go for it.

Dave:   a Susitna update.  We have been looking at what it might look like over the next few years.  No new appropriations for it…suprising.  No new legislation which was expected.  Most of the action will be through the FERC licensing it this year.  On Dec. 29th AEA filed the PAD which kicks off the licensing process.  There will be lots stuff going on- studies, public comment, etc.  We will let you know what this will mean and a timeline.  AEA will be releasing a report of the first day of session that will be an annual report on the progress of the project.  We will watch for that.  National renewable energy laboratory has been working to develop alternatives.  If you spend the money, $2b, what you can buy instead energy wise.  We will be looking for that as well late January/early Feb.

Pat: That is the timeline I have as well.

David: Sounds likes FERC action for the next year.  Do we have a designated person who will watch this?

Dave: No.  No designated staff person but it will be a group effort.  Between the conservation community and the folks up in Talkeetna there will be lots of eyes on this project.  Charlie Loeb and Ruth Wood are watching it closely.

Pat: FERC has info for groups to intervene in the FERC process.  That means you will be on the mailing list.  That way you will get notice of any filings.  So if you want, email Pat Lavin and he can tell you how.

Dave: Oil and Gas Tax discussion.  Last session I got pressure from Dems that we should be supporting their efforts to keep ACES.  We talked a little at the AGM but skirted around the issue.  I’ve had a few convos, Bob Shavelson driving the conversation.  He thinks it would be a great opportunity to message on supporting the issues and capitalize on broader Alaskan support.  It might be a good image building exercise for us, a good way to build our base.  I just wanted to get input from folk on the phones if we should support a strong tax system, ACES, or if we have the capacity to do so.

Karen: This is going to take a lot of everyone’s attention in the legislature and if we aren’t in the discussion we won’t be in other discussions.  Maybe no resources…just we need to have a position.

David: We were right there with Gov. Palin when this all began.  We have history there.  Certainly appropriate and as Karen said, necessary.

Karen: Any blowback?

David: I don’t think so.  Kate?  Stedman isn’t excited about the change.  Always a risk of blowback.  And we will have a lot of friends.  There will be a coalition.

Trish: I think it would be good for us to be a part of the coalition.  Especially since there are legislators asking for our support.

David: We are going to watch it.  More like letters, talking to a few key players and show up for a few meetings.

Dave: they will want us to reach out to our membership to reach out to their legislators and write LTEs, etc.  If we support it, that will be their ask.  I need to have support from membership.

Lissa: I don’t have problems with that.  I know there were members from NAEC that wanted to see our members speak out against the new tax legislation.  I think we can send out action alerts and get our members behind it.


Dave: Sounds like there is general willingness.  We can see what that actually means as the debate moves forward.  Comfortable with that?

Yep.

Dave: Any other issues?

Sue: any standing date/times for this call?

Dave: We have to have them every two weeks so I will send out a doodle to pick the best day and times.  

Good.

Thanks- call done.  
