
 PROCEEDINGS OF THE 
TECHNICAL ADVISORY COMMITTEE 

Wednesday, October 10th, 2012 
Grand Forks City Hall Conference Room A101 

 
CALL TO ORDER 
 
Earl Haugen, Chairman, called the October 10th, 2012, meeting of the MPO Technical Advisory 
Committee to order at 1:33 p.m. 
 
CALL OF ROLL 
 
On a Call of Roll the following members were present:  Michael Johnson, NDDOT/Local 
Government Division (via conference call); Nancy Ellis, East Grand Forks City Planning; Jane 
Williams, Grand Forks City Engineering; Dustin Lang, NDDOT-Local Government Division; 
Ryan Brooks, Grand Forks Planning; Dale Bergman, Grand Forks Cities Area Transit; Ali Rood, 
Grand Forks Cities Area Transit; and Joe McKinnon, MNDOT-Bemidji. 
 
Guest(s) present were:  Josh Hinds, HDR Consulting Group; and Peggy O’Leary, Local Historic 
Preservation Commission. 
 
Staff present were:  Nancy Ellis, GF/EGF MPO Senior Planner; Teri Kouba, GF/EGF MPO 
Planner; and Peggy McNelis, GF/EGF MPO Office Manager. 
 
DETERMINATION OF A QUORUM 
 
A quorum was present. 
 
INTRODUCTIONS 
 
Haugen asked that, since there are some new people present today, would everyone please state 
their names and the organization they represent. 
 
MATTER OF APPROVAL OF THE JULY 26TH AND THE SEPTEMBER 12TH, 2012, 
MINUTES OF THE TECHNICAL ADVISORY COMMITTEE 
 
MOVED BY ELLIS, SECONDED BY BROOKS, TO APPROVE THE JULY 26TH AND THE 
SEPTEMBER 12TH, 2012 MINUTES OF THE TECHNICAL ADVISORY COMMITTEE, AS 
SUBMITTED.  
 
MOTION CARRIED UNANIMOUSLY. 
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MATTER OF UPDATE ON KENNEDY/SORLIE BRIDGE STUDIES 
 

Haugen reminded the committee that at their last meeting it was just announced that North 
Dakota had released the request for a PCR on the Sorlie Bridge.  He stated that most of the 
information on this agenda item is related to that.   
 
Haugen reported that CH2M Hill was selected, however last he heard a contract had not yet been 
signed.  McKinnon commented that J.T. Anderson, the MNDOT Project Manager, has said that 
there has not yet been a total commitment by all parties yet. 
 
Haugen stated that he did talk to J.T. as well regarding the Steering Committee, and how it might 
be formed.  McKinnon said that the first task, once the consultant is officially on board, will be 
to work out the make-up of the advisory committee. 
 
Haugen asked if there were any updates on this from NDDOT.  Johnson responded that they 
received seven proposals, and interviews are scheduled for October 22nd.     
 
Haugen said that they chatted a little about why the project was dropped from an EIS down to a 
PCR, and he was wondering if there is any further information on that issue.  Johnson responded 
that he can’t seem to find an answer as to why this occurred. 
 
Haugen asked what the timeline for hiring someone is.  Johnson responded that, again, the 
interviews are scheduled for October 22nd; and typically they have a pretty quick turn-a-round in 
making a decision, so he would think that once a decision is made it should only take a few days 
to get a contract signed. 
 
Haugen referred to a slide with the project schedule, and pointed out that for the Phase 1 
document that is in the RFP is scheduled for September of 2014; and that they are trying to meet 
a November 2017 bid opening for a project.  Johnson commented that he doesn’t think that 
schedule has changed. 
 
Williams asked what the estimated length of construction is on the Sorlie project.  Johnson 
responded that he isn’t sure, but it may depend on the design.  Williams asked when the 
construction is on the Kennedy.  McKinnon responded that it is currently scheduled for 2016.   
 
Haugen commented that the Kennedy project is more of a planning study, whereas North Dakota 
is going straight into the project development process on the Sorlie project, so they are engaging 
the NEPA requirements right from the start.   
 
O’Leary asked if she understands correctly that MnDOT is the lead agency on the Kennedy and 
NDDOT is the lead agency on the Sorlie Bridge projects.  Haugen responded that that is correct.  
O’Leary commented that she went to the Minnesota State Historical Society State Conference a 
couple of weeks ago, and one of the SHIPO people from Minnesota that does studies on historic 
bridges did talk about the Sorlie Bridge; and he, along with a representative from MNDOT, both 
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stated that the Sorlie is absolutely on their save list, and that they weren’t going to consider doing 
anything else.  Ellis pointed out that the RFP does mention this as well.  Haugen added that we 
have gone round and round with what is going on with these two bridges, so it is hoped that these 
studies will finally offer a solution as to what will actually be done on both of them. 
 
Information only. 
 
MATTER OF MAP-21 IMPLEMENTATION 
 
 a.     Enhanced NHS Maps 
 
Haugen reported October 1st has come and gone; SAFETEA-LU has come and gone, although 
there is still left over monies that can be awarded; and, in-fact, he received an e-mail stating that 
MNDOT will be soliciting Safe-Routes-To-School projects utilizing old SAFETEA-LU money, 
so think about both infrastructure and non-infrastructure projects. 
 
Haugen said that one of the first things that went into play October 1st, that is of interest to us, is 
something called the Enhanced NHS System.  He stated that the new MAP-21 bill put heavy 
emphasis on the NNHP System, which is essentially where the bulk of the federal dollars are 
located.  He explained that the way the law was written, how it was interpreted, was that all 
principle arterials would be added to the system, however, upon further review it was determined 
that only those principle arterials that would be connected to the Enhanced NHS System would 
be added.  He said that, for example, if you had a principle arterial designated that was not 
connected to any other principle arterial, that stand-alone principle arterial would not 
automatically become part of the Enhanced NHS System.   
 
Haugen commented that the maps that were released by Federal Highway were done so with the 
hope that they were correct and accurate, but with an acknowledgement that there might be some 
errors in them.  He referred to a slide of the map from the Federal Highway website, and pointed 
out that there are some gaps shown.  He went over those gaps briefly, explaining that they can be 
easily corrected. 
 
McKinnon stated that he attended a meeting last week, and their Central Office in St. Paul was 
taken aback at all the errors, which occurred state-wide.   
 
Johnson commented that the maps for all the North Dakota cities were developed based on the 
current functional classification maps that are on the DOT website, and the maps that are shown 
by Federal Highway do match their functional classification maps.  He said that he knows that 
the MPO was in the process of doing some updates to their functional classification maps, and he 
doesn’t know if a letter of approval of those changes had been received yet.  Haugen responded 
that it had, however, he would mention that they were making some other changes to minor 
arterials and collectors, but that those changes didn’t impact any of the principle arterials.  He 
stated that there should be a copy in NDDOT’s files of the Functional Classification Map for 
Grand Forks that is signed by both the MPO and NDDOT.   
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Brooks said that it was mentioned that they were just highlighting where they connect up to, so is 
that why we don’t go on the west side of the interstate with those principles as well.  Haugen 
responded that principle arterials are shown just to the end of the state highway in these two 
cases.   He added that the different colors by US 2 have to do with the defense highway system, 
from interstate to the GFAFB are part of the defense system as well as the NHS system, so that is 
what is going on with the DeMers and 32nd Avenue, or ND207 and Business 81.   
 
Williams stated that this is where her questions come in, because they had a question regarding 
how the area to the west integrates into anything in the rural area as they don’t have maps that 
cover that.  She asked if they are making sure that all the gaps are completed, or filled in, as she 
doesn’t want to miss anything that County of Grand Forks might have out there as well.  Haugen 
responded that in the MPO study area map there is a little insert that shows the rural 
classification as well as future classification, so US 2 and I-29 are the only ones that extend 
beyond our urban boundaries.   
 
Haugen reported that the first step was just taking all of the existing functionally classified 
principle arterials and putting them into the Enhanced NHS System.  He pointed out that 81 
North, or North Washington, is not a principle arterial, it is a minor arterial.  He stated that many 
years ago North 5th Street, the other part of Business 2, was a principle arterial but was 
reclassified to a minor arterial.   
 
Haugen pointed out that the principle arterial ends at the west ramps of I-29, as that is where the 
State Highway designation ends.  He added that on 32nd Avenue you will notice that when we get 
to the magical urban aid boundary, it drops down a class as well.   
 
Haugen stated that the first step is to try to make sure that previously identified principle 
arterials, that should be part of the Enhanced NHS System, are in-fact put on the system.  He said 
that the next step, where we will have to have role making and other things come into play, is; 
okay, now that we have the correct roadway identified we want to modify it; and modification 
usually means removal of some segments from the Enhanced NHS System.   
 
Williams asked what the different is in funding between being on and not being on the system.  
Haugen responded that, essentially 2/3 of the highway dollars are on the Enhanced NHS System; 
1/3 is in the “anywhere” pot and spread throughout all the sub-pots; so 2/3 is strictly on the 
Enhanced NHS System; and 1/3 is on the STP program and all the other sub-programs and 
transportation alternatives.  Williams asked if the funding splits remained the same.  Haugen 
responded that as far as he knows it remains and 80/20 split.  Johnson added that the primary 
remains 80/20 and the secondary 80/10/10, however, he would add that because of the passing of 
the bill and timelines, they will be taking a closer look at how their NHS sits today, and develop 
some additional guidance to go along with federal highway guidance on principle, minor, 
collector, roadway classifications.  Williams asked if this means that there may be some different 
criteria coming out for these different divisions of roads.  Johnson responded that it is very 
possible that there could be, but they haven’t started doing anything at this time. 
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Williams commented that one of the questions she has is; while reviewing this map, and looking 
at different things that were missing, one of the first requirements for a street to be in the system 
is that it has to be meet the requirements for a national defense system road, what is that.  She 
stated that she went to the National Defense website and what they indicate is that Highway 2 
and the interstate are basically the only roadways that meet this criteria.  Johnson responded that 
basically only a US Highway, or Federal Highway, meet that designation, however with this new 
criteria they aren’t sure how they will determine this.  Haugen commented that there are some 
roadways that are designated as part of the Strategic Highway Defense Network that aren’t 
principle arterials, so in order to ensure that the defense network was elevated up to this level, 
they said that everything that is on the Defense is going to be on the Enhanced NHS System.   
 
Haugen stated that he thinks the first task we are trying to get accomplished is to make sure that 
all the roadways that meet the minimum are designated, and then as the rules and regulations 
come out as to how modifications should be explored, we will be working with both states 
through the MPO process to make those modifications in our urban area.  He added that a lot of 
this will depend on what it means to be on the NHS System versus what it doesn’t mean to be on 
the NHS System. 
 
Haugen referred to a slide, and commented that MNDOT did an analysis of their S.T.I.P. based 
on SAFETEA-LU funding programs, and their S.T.I.P. based on MAP-21 funding programs.  He 
pointed out that on the left are the MAP-21 funding programs, and that the NHPP is by far the 
significant funding program; and on the right is the S.T.I.P. based on how things we done during 
SAFETEA-LU, and one of the concerns MNDOT is expressing is that with the NHPP program 
they have identified that if you fall below targets it will impact funding, so they are 
contemplating programming more funds into projects that are on the Enhanced NHS System.  He 
asked if NDDOT has had similar discussions.  Johnson responded that he isn’t aware of any such 
discussions. 
 
Information only. 
 
MATTER OF MEMORANDUM OF UNDERSTANDING ON TRANSIT SERVICE 
REDUCTION AND FARE POLICY 
 
Kouba reported that, basically, FTA comes in and does an audit every three years for transit, and 
this past June they did their most recent one.  She stated that when looking over the MPO Public 
Participation Policy, which is used by Transit for any changes, they noticed there was no specific 
language regarding fare and services changes to Transit, so they requested that that be part of the 
written policy.  She said that in order to change it they came up with an addendum, basically, to 
the current MPO Public Participation Policy so that Transit can continue being in compliance 
with FTA regulations.   
 
Kouba stated that staff is asking that the addendum be adopted, approved and moved on to the 
MPO Executive Policy Board. 
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Haugen asked if this has already been acted on by each City.  Kouba responded that both cities 
have approved it.  Rood added that it won’t change what they are doing, it is just putting it in 
writing and formalizing it. 
 
MOVED BY BROOKS, SECONDED BY WILLIAMS, TO APPROVE FORWARDING A 
RECOMMENDATION TO THE MPO EXECUTIVE POLICY BOARD THAT THEY 
APPROVE AN ADDENDUM TO ADD FARE AND MAJOR SERVICE CHANGE 
LANGUAGE TO THE MEMORANDUM OF UNDERSTANDING AGREEMENT 
BETWEEN THE CITIES OF GRAND FORKS AND EAST GRAND FORKS AND THE 
MPO. 
 
MOTION CARRIED UNANIMOUSLY. 
 
MATTER OF STREET AND HIGHWAY PLAN UPDATE 
 
 a.    Traffic Signal Timing Plan Update 
 
Haugen pointed out that in the staff report he identified five things:  a)  New traffic signal time 
plans; b)  Proposed amendment to the scope of work; c)  “Final” draft goals, objectives, 
standards and performance targets; d)  “Final” issues map; and e)  July 26th public meeting 
summary.   
 
Haugen the signal timing plans will be implemented next week, so by the end of Saturday we 
will have tried and tested new plans in place so that our major corridors have updated 
coordination systems.  He said that they are only focusing on the a.m. and p.m. peak times, and 
Saturday and Sunday afternoons, so they aren’t getting into event timing or off-peak timing, or 
winter timing plans, just those three timing plans. 
 
Haugen stated that one of the things that they discovered, as they were going through the plans, 
was that there were significant differences with the traffic counts that were done in 2012 than 
those done in 2009.  He referred to a slide illustrating the counts from 2006, 2009 and 2012, and 
went over the differences briefly. 
 
Haugen reported that the end result is that with the new timing plans, the side streets along our 
arterials should have a shorter wait time than they currently have as the amount of volume on the 
major streets is less, therefore we don’t need as much green time on those major streets. 
 
Lang asked why the counts were done at different times of year.  Haugen responded that it was 
due to the availability of staff and flood issues, with flood issues being the major reason. 
 
Brooks asked if there was any way there could just be some spot counts done at some of these 
locations.  Williams responded that she is doing that.  She said that she started doing it last week 
at Columbia and 11th, and plans on doing 13th and Washington and Columbia and Gateway as 
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well.  Brooks said that he wouldn’t think there would be a lot of difference between spring and 
fall counts at these locations, but maybe he is wrong.  Haugen commented that they had an intern 
a few years ago do a comparison of spring, summer and fall counts at many of these locations, 
and between spring and fall there wasn’t much of a change, however, in the summer, as you got 
closer to the campus area there was a significant drop in traffic.    He added that our current 
intern is taking counts from additional years at these locations and doing an analysis on those 
differences as well. 
 
 b.    Proposed Scope Amendment 
 
Haugen reported that there is a proposed amendment to the Long Range Transportation contract 
with SRF.  He stated that this amendment is being proposed because of some potential 
significant land use changes in the southwest part of Grand Forks.  He said that the current Land 
Use Plan doesn’t anticipate the potential of an interchange in the vicinity of 47th Avenue South, 
as well as the potential commercial development that may be attracted by that interchange.  He 
added that there has not been a formal submittal for this development so the City has not started 
the process of changing their Land Use Plan to include it, but there are expectations that there 
will be changes. 
 
Haugen commented that we are in a timeline with our Street and Highway Plan where we need 
to do some traffic volume forecasting now instead of later based on what might be a future land 
use, so what this amendment is trying to do is to say that we have a current land use plan, we will 
do traffic forecasts based on what is in that plan, but then we will also do a second scenario with 
the potential development included to see how it changes traffic patterns, and if by January the 
City of Grand Forks formally changes their land use plan, then we already have a head start on 
those changes in our transportation plan, thus we won’t have to play catch-up and redo our plan. 
 
Haugen reported that another thing that is being introduced is to create an interim traffic forecast 
as well.  He stated that currently our scope of work is to only do a 2040 forecast, this amendment 
would create a 2025 forecast as well to give us an idea of where we are at mid-point, and how 
much roadways can handle development forecasts up to 2025 versus what they can handle to 
2040.  He said that this may help up identify when capacity needs are really necessary, and if 
they are needed earlier in the planning process we hope that the 2025 forecasts will show us that, 
or vice-versa. 
 
Haugen stated that the total cost of the scope on the SRF end is around $13,000, and then ATAC 
will need to do a couple of model runs at a cost not to exceed $5,000.  He said that staff will be 
requesting approval of this amendment at the MPO Executive Policy Board meeting next week. 
 
 c.     Issues Map 
 
Haugen reminded the committee that back in July we talked about what the issues are, and a map 
was presented for feedback.  He said that they received feedback from not only this committee, 
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but from attendees at the July 26th public open house as well, and he would not like to go over 
the updated map at this time. 
Haugen referred to the Issues Map and went over it briefly.  He stated that one of the major 
changes is that they are identifying the full extent of the potential truck reliever route, or south 
by-pass; and they also addressed some of the changes that may be occurring in the southwest part 
of Grand Forks.  He said that they also identified what is called the “Bakken Initiative” on the 
west side of Grand Forks where they are looking at creating some industrial/warehouse type 
developments that might service the Bakken area out west.  Brooks added that there is also the 
Wal-Mart change there as well. 
 
Williams referred to the map, and stated that she has a question on change number 2.   She said 
that she was not involved in the original discussion on the north by-pass.  Haugen responded that 
that is a Legacy project from 1965.  He explained that up until 2000 it was an official project, 
and the MPO Long Range Transportation Plan showed a north by-pass identifying 27th Avenue 
North to 23rd Street N.W. in East Grand Forks as being the corridor for the north by-pass route.  
He said that this project was dropped in favor of the southern route, however there is still some 
interest in still trying to generate a northern route, so our current Long Range Transportation 
Plan asks that the need for a north by-pass be studied.   
 

d.    Draft Goals, Objectives, Standards & Performance Targets 
 
Haugen reminded the committee that this item was discussed at the last Technical Advisory 
Committee meeting, with a lot of emphasis on the performance targets, and since then discussion 
was held with SRF to use a different method of approaching this.   
 
Haugen said that they do know that MAP-21 is going to cause us to have to develop performance 
targets, and that in the timeline that MAP-21 lays out we first have to have US-DOT targets 
identified, then the States can react to those targets, and then the MPO will react to what those 
other parties have done. 
 
Haugen stated that we have identified, although they aren’t labeled as performance targets in our 
current Long Range Transportation Plan, there are several targets we are already following and 
maintaining, so we thought that in this draft of the document we would focus on a few of them 
rather than all of those in the earlier draft so we narrowed the scope considerably. 
 
Haugen referred to a slide presentation and explained that it goes over the goals and targets we 
are going to try to identify, and discusses how we will monitor them. 
 
Presentation ensued. 
 
COMMENTS: 
 

Williams referred to the first bullet under Environmental/Energy/QOL, and stated that we 
are not a regulatory commission, we are a regulatory agency so we have no way 
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controlling vehicles, we have no way of reducing emissions, we can time our signals to 
help encourage that, but we can’t make people change their vehicles or drive less miles.  
She asked if this could be re-worded to encourage the public to reduce their emissions 
through whatever means they can, and maybe do educational programs or something like 
that, because we just can’t do this as we are not a regulatory body.  Haugen responded 
that the target isn’t identifying how it is done, it is identifying what it is we are trying to 
achieve.  He suggested we think about this the same way as our safety target toward zero 
death, we aren’t ever going to achieve zero deaths in our transportation system, but 
toward zero death is the target that is out there so reducing our greenhouse gas emission 
is a target we need to try to strive for, but it is also a target we can measure ourselves 
against to determine how well we can accomplish it.  Williams said that she agrees with 
exactly what your saying, that we are going to attempt to strive, but that isn’t what that 
says.  Ellis commented, however, that if we don’t meet it, we say we didn’t meet it.  
Williams argued that it says that by 2040 reduce.  Ellis agreed, adding that we need to try 
to do that, but that will be a federal performance target that will be passed down to us.   

 
Williams reiterated that we have to “try” to do it, exactly right, but that says that we are 
absolutely going to do it.  Ellis responded that if we put “try” in there, that isn’t a solid 
target.  Haugen said, again, that we are going to reduce to zero deaths too, is what our 
safety target states.  Brooks commented that the performance targets don’t necessarily 
say that we have to do it.  He asked what happens if we don’t reach a target.  Haugen 
responded that nothing happens.  Williams stated that nothing happens right now, but 
they can always pass something that says that if you don’t reach your performance 
targets, you get a 5% reduction in your funding.  Brooks said that we would then change 
our performance targets.  Williams said that it would be too late then, you can’t go back 
and retrofit it.  She stated that all she is saying is that all this needs to do is say that we 
will work towards doing this, or we will encourage, or we will…, we don’t want to box 
ourselves in at the very beginning of having it absolute, we will make something happen, 
unless we have control over it.  She commented that if we say we will buy hybrid bus, 
and we have someone here that says that we want one and we’ll get the funding for it, 
then we’ll make it happen, but if we can’t make it happen then we shouldn’t be saying 
things like that because there are environmental groups that will take you to court on it, 
saying that we promised. 

 
Johnson commented that as far as the performance measures and targets are concerned, it 
doesn’t actually have to be developed and finalized until Federal Highway has finalized 
theirs, and the DOT has finalized theirs, then the MPO can finalize theirs, so he thinks 
there is room for you to modify your targets as they become clearer. 

 
Haugen stated that he just wanted to highlight how they approached what they understood to be 
the comments and suggestions received after reviewing the first draft.  He said that they had a lot 
of performance measures in that first draft, and they tried to focus on things that have been 
traditionally done in the past, and that have already been identified as performance measures, 
although not labeled as such, but mostly to narrow them down to the most important ones.   
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Haugen reported that as MAP-21 information was received they made some revisions to reflect 
the new information, including trying to identify how our goals are meeting the identified MAP-
21 national goals.   
 
Williams asked if there is a timeline on this.  Haugen responded that there is because when they 
come up with a plan they want to try to use these targets as a measuring stick to what projects 
ultimately are being recommended in the plan.  He said that they don’t want to come up with 
projects and then evaluate them based on a different set of goals.  Williams stated that she 
doesn’t think the goals will change, nor does she think there will be any comments on them 
either. 
 
Haugen reported that in the classic planning process one of the first things you do is identify 
what your objectives are your trying achieve, and the performance that are laid out, and then as 
you evaluate alternatives you refer back to what those goals and objectives were to accomplish 
so that when you come with a recommended plan you followed the process from cradle to grave 
as to goals and objectives, and the plan fits.  He added that there is an opportunity at the end to 
re-evaluate to see if what you started out with is still appropriate, or if adjustments are needed. 
 
Williams asked when they wanted comments submitted.  Haugen responded that comments 
should be submitted a week from Friday.   
 
Haugen commented that, assuming the MPO Executive Policy Board approves the amendment to 
the SRF contract, meetings will be scheduled with local staff to allocate out the growth areas, the 
type of growth in those areas, and identify what we think will be the street and highway network 
in place.  He explained that in the past they have followed a kind of routine accommodation of 
growth so a lot of the collectors have been identified as future streets that will be in place just 
because development is expected to go there, so they will need collector streets at those 
locations, so that when we start identifying deficiencies in 2025, and in 2040, we will already be 
accounting for those streets that have to be in place for the growth to occur, so we will hopefully 
identify true deficiencies instead of phantom deficiencies, so we will be working with local staff 
to help us identify what those networks will be. 
 
Williams said that Mr. Haugen had presented an item to the UND Traffic Safety Group, and she 
thought it was going to be presented at this meeting as well.  Haugen responded that there were 
people missing from that committee, and they were given until yesterday to provide comment 
and feedback on the document, so he was unable to present it at this meeting.  He added that he 
felt that before the Technical Advisory Committee reviewed that document they should get 
comments from the committee it is coming from first so they can be appropriated into a 
document.  
 
Information only. 
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OTHER BUSINESS 
 
 1. October 22nd MnSHIP Meeting 
 
Haugen reported that he just wanted to highlight Minnesota’s Statewide Highway Investment 
Plan process.  He stated that a meeting on this will be held on October 22nd  in Bemidji.   
 
McKinnon commented that there will be the usual presentation by their central office planning 
staff, but they will also be breaking out into small groups to talk about different investment 
approach ideas.  He explained that they will be talking mainly about three of them:  1) their 
current one, which is a balanced approach; 2) one that would swing more towards preservation; 
and 3) one that would swing more towards regional and community priorities.  He stated that in 
December MNDOT top staff will choose an investment direction to go with in their 20-year plan, 
so this will be an interactive type of workshop. 
 
Haugen pointed out that he did include a link to this interactive on-line tool, that sort of 
highlights those three approaches.  He pulled up the website and navigated through it briefly. 
 
Information only.  
   
ADJOURNMENT 
 
MOVED BY BERGMAN, SECONDED BY LANG, TO ADJOURN THE OCTOBER 10TH, 
2012, MEETING OF THE TECHNICAL ADVISORY COMMITTEE AT 2:54 P.M. 
 
MOTION CARRIED  UNANIMOUSLY. 
 
Respectfully submitted by, 
 
Peggy McNelis,  
Office Manager 
 

 

 

 

 

 

 


