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. On the basls of the language of Rule 21 (b) and the rccord,
the Board coacludes that the $200,000 figuwre refers to the total expenditure
of the project and not just the cost of the signal work.
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The answer to the qguestion submltted to this Board is
in the affirmative, and the claim is dealed.

Dated: VWashington, D. C,
November 12, 1969



