
 PROCEEDINGS OF THE 
TECHNICAL ADVISORY COMMITTEE 

Wednesday, March 13th, 2013 
Grand Forks City Hall Conference Room A101 

 
 

CALL TO ORDER 
 
Earl Haugen, Chairman, called the March 13th, 2013, meeting of the MPO Technical Advisory 
Committee to order at 1:34 p.m. 
 
CALL OF ROLL 
 
On a Call of Roll the following members were present:  Stacey Hanson, NDDOT/Local 
Government Division (via conference call); Nancy Ellis, East Grand Forks City Planning; Rich 
Romness, Grand Forks City Engineering; Lane Magnuson, Grand Forks County Planning; 
Dustin Lang, NDDOT- Grand Forks District; Ryan Brooks, Grand Forks Planning; Ali Rood, 
Grand Forks Area Cities Transit; Bobbi Retzlaff (proxy for Joe McKinnon), MNDOT-Central 
Office; and Dale Bergman, Grand Forks Cities Area Transit 
 
Guest(s) present were:  Nick West, KLJ and Josh Hinds, HDR. 
 
Staff present were:  Earl Haugen, GF/EGF MPO Executive Director; Teri Kouba, GF/EGF MPO 
Planner; Stephanie Erickson, GF/EGF MPO Planner; Mikel Smith, GF/EGF MPO Intern; and 
Peggy McNelis, GF/EGF MPO Office Manager. 
 
INTRODUCTIONS 
 
Haugen introduced Stephanie Erickson, GF/EGF MPO Planner; and Mikel Smith, MPO Intern, 
and asked that they say a little about themselves.  He then asked that the Committee members to 
introduce themselves as well. 
 
DETERMINATION OF A QUORUM 
 
Haugen declared a quorum was present. 
 
MATTER OF APPROVAL OF THE FEBRUARY 13, 2013,  MINUTES OF THE 
TECHNICAL ADVISORY COMMITTEE 
 
MOVED BY ELLIS, SECONDED BY BERGMAN, TO APPROVE THE FEBRUARY 13TH, 
2013, MINUTES OF THE TECHNICAL ADVISORY COMMITTEE, AS SUBMITTED. 
 
MOTION CARRIED UNANIMOUSLY.   
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MATTER OF UPDATE ON KENNEDY/SORLIE BRIDGE PROJECTS 
 
Kennedy 
 
Haugen reported that he included in the packet information that was part of a kick-off meeting 
between the consultants and those people identified as potential study advisory committee 
members.  He explained that this was an opportunity for the consultants to introduce themselves 
and to become a little more familiar with the local reaction to some of the information they had 
assembled, as well as with some of the historical properties in and around the bridge itself.  He 
added that there was also considerable discussion regarding the slippage issues with one of the 
piers. 
 
Haugen commented that one concern with the pier is just how much more adjusting can be done 
to it, and another is the fact that MnDOT staff feel it is starting to stretch their local capabilities 
of doing adjustments on that pier to ensure it remains in place.  He stated that because of these 
concerns, the first component of the study is to take a look at this pier and determine what issues 
really are relevant and what remedies, if any, can be done. 
 
Haugen stated that once that portion of the study is done they will then be able to begin the 
primary component of the study, and that is to determine whether or not the bridge can be 
rehabbed, or if it needs to be replaced. 
 
Haugen said that this is a twelve-month study, and the study schedule was included in the packet.  
He pointed out that the first proposed public meeting will be held in late June.  He added that 
prior to that their first tech memo will be completed and distributed by the end of this month, or 
early next month, and will address Pier 6. 
 
Haugen commented that there was confusion between the Kennedy Bridge Study and the Sorlie 
Bridge Study because a lot of the environmental agencies that are being contacted aren’t familiar 
with the Grand Forks/East Grand Forks, or even the North Dakota/Minnesota areas so when we 
are talking about two bridges that are fairly close in proximity, and they are being contacted 
about both of them, the potential for confusion becomes quite high.   
 
Haugen stated that there is also some confusion about the fact that the Sorlie Bridge, which is 
being led by North Dakota, is going into an Environmental Impact Statement phase, and whether 
or not the NEPA process has started, or if this study is pre-NEPA.  He said that some people feel 
that the NEPA process has started, while others are of the opinion that this is a pre-NEPA study 
that is looking at the basic alternatives to try to eliminate a lot of alternatives before entering the 
formal NEPA process.   
 
Romness asked what the consequences are of entering the formal NEPA process.  Haugen 
responded that it would probably entail spending more money to make sure that all agencies and 
all potential involvement takes place from the start.  He added that by starting the NEPA process 
you would fully engage all of the participation requirements right from the start, so you aren’t 
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precluding points of view that might cause alternatives to be further considered if they are 
involved right from the start.  Romness asked, however, if it isn’t still considered part of the 
planning process, or has it then gone into programming at that point.  Haugen responded that the 
project development phase is typically when we start the NEPA process, you move from 
programming to NEPA and project development.  He explained that there is a Federal 
Highway’s initiative of “every day counts”, and one of its strategies is to do planning and 
environmental linkage, or PEL.  He said that MAP-21 has initiated federal law that states that 
there should be more linking of the planning in environmental documents.  He added that the 
planning laws have always required that we contact our environmental agencies for their input, 
but typically they are too busy and don’t get really engaged in the planning process, so when we 
try to bring in all those planning findings into NEPA, and they haven’t been engaged prior to that 
they tend to want to go back, challenge, and redo all the work, but if you invoke the PEL they 
have to participate, or, if they didn’t participate in the planning, they have to accept that planning 
activity.   
 
Haugen reported that ND FHWA and NDDOT, through the “every day counts” initiative, 
worked out a programmatic agreement that would identify how we can take our corridor studies 
and merge them with some project development so we have a combined planning PCR 
document, where planning carries the front end of it, and at some point there is a transition to the 
back end of project development.  He stated that this was submitted to upper management, but he 
doesn’t believe that they have formally signed off on the draft agreement.  
 
Bergman asked if a consensus has been reached yet as to whether or not the NEPA process has 
begun yet.  Haugen responded that a decision has not been reached.  He added that the meeting 
was held a week ago, and he has not yet heard anything since between MnDOT, MN FHWA, 
and the consultant as to where they sit on it. 
 
Haugen reported that one thing they have discussed is that with both the Kennedy and the Sorlie 
Bridges having their studies occurring at the same time, but with the Kennedy trying to have a 
project programmed in 2016, and the Sorlie in 2018, by possibly delaying work on the Sorlie a 
bit the confusion level between the two might be lessened quite a bit. 
 
Sorlie 
 
Haugen reported that it is his understanding that Phase 1 was to try to help all the parties 
involved determine what the proper project development document, or NEPA document is to 
pursue.  He said that it has more or less been decided that it should be an EIS document, and KLJ 
is scoping that work and will present it to the DOT.  He asked if KLJ was still scoping and 
negotiating, or if that has all been concluded.  Josh Hinds, KLJ, responded that if their scope 
hasn’t already been submitted, it will be in the next couple of days, and they should have a 
completed contract within the next month so they can proceed with the next phase of the study. 
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Haugen commented that when we get to approval of the T.I.P., which is the next agenda item, 
you will see that we have some 2013 costs identified with these studies included, plus in 2016 we 
have something identified for the Kennedy Bridge. 
 
Information only. 
 
MATTER OF DRAFT FINAL NORTH DAKOTA 2013-2016 T.I.P. 
 
Haugen reported that several months ago we adopted a Minnesota side T.I.P. in its final form; 
but on the North Dakota side a final T.I.P. was delayed until today. 
 
Haugen stated that a public hearing notice was posted, so he would like to open the public 
hearing at this time.  There was no one present for discussion.  Haugen closed the public hearing.  
He commented that it was also advertised that the public could provide written comments until 
noon today, and none were received.   
 
Haugen reiterated that, again, this T.I.P. is only addressing projects on the North Dakota side.  
He pointed out that with the inclusion of the Kennedy Bridge project we have roughly a 
$67,000,000 four-year expenditure of transportation improvements, ranging from simple security 
for Cities Area Transit to $25,000,000 for potential replacement of the Kennedy Bridge.  He 
commented that the table also shows expenditure by year, from a low of $6,000,000 to a high of 
$36,000,000. 
 
Haugen referred to the individual listing of projects, and explained that they worked with the 
transit operator, and the State DOT to try to infuse, as best they could, the MAP-21 changes as 
well. 
 
Romness asked for a summarization of any changes that might be in this draft versus the first 
draft of the T.I.P.  Haugen responded that they adopted a draft back in July, and at that time they 
were informed of the most significant changes and that was the delay of a lot of the Grand Forks 
Urban Roads projects a year or two, that is when Phase 2 of Columbia Road got pushed out to 
2012.  He said that these things have all been carried through to this draft, none have been moved 
back to earlier year.  He added that there have been a couple of district projects that were added 
in from the earlier draft to this draft, most of which are district wide initiatives that, because they 
may involve some area within the MPO they are listed.  Romness asked if Gateway Drive was 
added back in.  Haugen responded that Gateway Drive, I-29 to 55th, is still included, and as far as 
he knows it was never changed.  He said, however, that he knows that South Washington was 
moved to 2014.  Romness commented that it is his understanding that the Gateway Drive project 
might be moved. 
 
Haugen stated that there were some minor cost changes, but other than those few projects that we 
already amended in during the interim of 2012 to this final 2013 document, no major changes 
were made.   
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MOVED BY BROOKS, SECONDED BY BERGMAN, TO APPROVE FORWARDING A 
RECOMMENDATION TO THE MPO EXECUTIVE POLICY BOARD THAT THEY 
APPROVE THE FINAL 2013-2016 NORTH DAKOTA SIDE T.I.P. CONTINGENT ON 
STATE AND FEDERAL REVIEW AND COMMENTS. 
 
MOTION CARRIED UNANIMOUSLY.  
 
MATTER OF DRAFT SCOPE OF WORK FOR THE TRAFFIC COUNT PROGRAM 
 
Haugen reported that currently we use count boards and employ temporary personnel to sit at 
intersections for twelve hours and manually compute what each individual vehicle is doing at 
that intersection, however, with the recent installation by the City of Grand Forks at some of 
their signal projects that were just completed, we have quite a bit of extensive video detection 
coverage now, so we are going to engage A.T.A.C. to assist us in trying to develop a program in 
which we can use the video detection capabilities to conduct those counts for us. 
 
Haugen referred to the Scope-of-Work, included in the packet, and stated that it has identified 
this as Phase 1.  He explained that this is essentially the beginning phase that allows A.T.A.C. to 
come in and do an inventory of all the equipment, and assess its abilities, and then to allow them 
to plan how to determine how we can engage them in the fashion we desire.  He said that once 
this Phase 1 inventory is completed, then we will go to Phase 2 whereby we will do pilot 
implementations and try to work out the kinks, and compare the data with the manual counts we 
are doing to ensure we are getting reasonable results, so there will be a second Scope-of-Work 
for Phase 2 that you will be looking at. 
 
Haugen commented that this is in our work program, with the initial contract amount just over 
$3,200.00.  He stated that they did have Grand Forks Engineering staff review this and provide 
comments, and are recommending this body approve the Final Draft Scope-of-Work. 
 
MOVED BY BERGMAN, SECONDED BY BROOKS, TO APPROVE FORWARDING A 
RECOMMENDATION TO THE MPO EXECUTIVE POLICY BOARD THAT THEY 
APPROVE THE FINAL DRAFT SCOPE-OF-WORK FROM A.T.A.C. TO COPLETE A 
TRAFFIC COUNT PROGRAM STUDY. 
 
MOTION CARRIED UNANIMOUSLY.  
 
MATTER OF 2013 FLOOD OUTLOOK 
 
Haugen reported that every March, since we completed the Bridge Closure Traffic Management 
Plan, we have highlighted the latest information available on the potential for flooding in the 
area.  He stated that this is information that was released last Thursday, and it was based on 
conditions as of March 4th. 
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Haugen referred to the staff report, and pointed out that if you look at the last line you will see 
that it shows the basic information for just Grand Forks.  He explained that “CS” is the current 
statistical chance of the river reaching those different flood stages, and “HS” is the historical 
statistical chance of the conditions, so you can see that a minor flood, which may start to impact 
closure of some of our river crossings, is currently shown to be in the 50/50 percent range of 
occurrence.  He stated that the best news is that there is a slight chance that we will reach a major 
flood stage. 
 
Haugen commented that there is a weekly chance probability, and it indicates that it won’t be an 
early flood if it does occur, but will most likely be a late April event.  Romness asked how that 
will affect our traffic counts, aren’t we doing them in April.  Haugen responded that we aren’t 
really doing many counts, and A.T.A.C. will get us primed and ready to do the count 
comparisons in the fall, so this shouldn’t really affect us.  Romness asked if North Dakota wasn’t 
doing some counts.  Haugen responded they are doing a couple of counts.  Romness asked if this 
would be occurring right about the time we are talking major flooding it there is any.  Haugen 
responded that it could potentially be an issue for them, however, as you get away from the River 
you start to not have the impact of bridge closure. 
 
Haugen stated that the other part of this item is to ensure that the distribution of contacts is up-to-
date.  He said that they are in the process of checking the information and once completed an up-
to-date list will be distributed. 
 
Information only. 
 
MATTER OF MAP-21 IMPLEMENTATION 
 
Haugen reported that last month we spent a lot of time on MnDOT’s guidance for the next 
T.I.P./S.T.I.P. cycle, and how they are holding pretty well on the current T.I.P. that was adopted 
last fall, and then also the changes that will start in 2017 as we start to draft the next 
T.I.P./S.T.I.P.   
 
Haugen said that we are now spending a little time on the North Dakota implementation of 
MAP-21.  He pointed out that included in the packet was a document that North Dakota called 
“Issues and Concerns White Paper”.  He explained that part of what is being laid out here is, with 
the continued resolutions that happened primarily between SAFETEA-LU expiration and MAP-
21 becoming law, North Dakota was having a hard time having their planning dollars match up 
well with what they are actually able to spend on the programming side, and in the end there was 
an accounting balance for the Urban Program that was quite substantial.  He added that they 
were hoping that when the new authorized bill came through that there would be enough money 
to make that account balance full, but the reality is that this is just paper money so North Dakota 
was indicating that the needed to do an adjustment to their Urban Program, and part of that 
included they look at how MAP-21 consolidated many of the different programs that they 
traditionally using to pay for the Urban Road Program, so they identified a way, which is 
highlighted in Option 2, to actually more-or-less maintain the funding they had traditionally been 
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providing the counties and cities, with the slight difference of an increase in the city account will 
increase a bit at the expense of the county program.   
 
Haugen reported that another part of the accounting issue is, planning wise they use 
apportionments for the most part, although they are now trying to the process with the actual 
obligational limits.  He explained that Congress gives you, say $100.00, but they tell you you are 
only authorized to spend $90.00 of it, so if you start thinking you have $100.00, but when you 
get to $90.00 your told you can’t spend any more, it tends to create some heartache.   
 
Haugen referred to a spreadsheet, included in the packet, explaining that it is the work of the 
DOT and the thirteen, now twelve urban areas in North Dakota, and went over it briefly.  He 
commented that in the end this means that instead of starting out in 2013 $3,700,000 in the hole, 
we are starting out $3,000,000 to the good, so when we go back to the T.I.P. document we just 
approved, we now have funds in our account balance that allow us to do the projects that are 
identified in 2013 and carry it forward into 2014, 2015, and 2016 as well.   
 
Haugen asked Stacey Hanson, NDDOT, if they would be providing the other part of the 
spreadsheet soon.  Hanson responded that they would, however they haven’t completed it yet.   
 
Haugen commented that the other information in the “White Paper” is a little bit of discussion on 
how North Dakota was going to implement the new Transportation Alternatives program.  He 
said that one of the first decisions they had to make was whether the Recreational Trails program 
would remain, and you can see that they made a decision for this current fiscal year that it would, 
so they had to separate $1,000,000 of the $4,000,000 to make sure it was viable.  He added that 
the remaining $3,200,000 is distributed 50% statewide by population and the other 50% is 
available anywhere in the State.  He pointed out that it shows that they are potentially 
transferring that 50% of the TA program into the STP program, or are taking it from the 
Alternative Transportation and putting it traditionally into Street and Highway Transportation.  
He added that, based on the fact that they have not solicited for the $1,600,000 yet, it is most 
likely that they have made the decision to transfer those monies to STP.    
 
Haugen stated that this focuses on the street side of North Dakota, and there is a conference call 
scheduled for next Monday between the transit operators and the NDDOT and Federal Highway, 
which is our lead federal agency, and FTA Denver, to start discussion on how MAP-21 is 
affecting the transit side of revenues, and programming and planning. 
 
 
Haugen reported that another bit of information is that the NWATP in Minnesota is meeting 
tomorrow and will be making the final decisions on what the amount of flexed highway dollars 
to transit will be, and where it will come from. 
 
Information only.  
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MATTER OF LONG RANGE TRANSPORTATION PLAN UPDATE 
 
Haugen reported that Teri Kouba, Planner, is going to walk us through work that our Intern, 
Amber Boll, has been working on, which is basically looking at our on-street, or when we do 
those turning movement counts we also count the bike/ped activity that is taking place.  He 
explained that they have asked Amber to compare those activities with the off-street trail usage 
study that was done a few years back, and that is the information we are covering today. 
 

a. Bike-Ped 
 
Kouba stated that, basically, what Amber had started out doing was looking at the elements and 
then looking at what we’ve put into our Bike and Pedestrian Plan to let everybody know what 
has already been done and what we will be adding to it, which will be looking at what all non-
motorized modes are doing, they’re not just out on the trails, they are also out on the streets. 
 
Kouba commented that they took their turning movement counts and they went through, and we 
have all these areas around our cities that we take all these turning movement counts at, but we 
are also collecting bike and pedestrian information.  She stated that bikes are mostly on the 
streets, pedestrians are all on the sidewalks, but as we see there is definitely areas where there are 
more bikes, there’s more peds, and where we really get into the nitty-gritty of the comparisons is 
when you start looking at what numbers are the bikes going to be there at the signal, where are 
most of our bikes moving from or moving around in, and we can see it is in the downtown, we 
can see it is definitely in the University area. 
 
Kouba reported that most of our major areas are focused between DeMers and Gateway Drive.  
She said that it can lead us to a lot of wondering what times of days so we look at the times of 
days as well, and it is pretty even throughout the day but we do see a spike in the evenings, of 
course, with more recreational usage happening, moving from certain areas to where the trails 
are located.  She stated, however, that once again the University area is pretty much steady all 
day long, all morning long.  She added that they see a very similar accounting in pedestrians as 
well, once again we are still looking at the downtown, we’re still looking at the University, 
anything between Gateway and DeMers, and we are seeing very similar timeframes that people 
are out and about walking as well.  She said that they do see a slight spike in the late evenings 
where we assume there is more of a recreational use going on. 
 
Kouba stated that they then took the counts and they kind of looked at what they did with our 
trail usage, and they found that they are pretty even; the usage for trails and the usage on-street is 
even, and that will allow us to focus in on being able to connect the two so that we don’t have a 
focus on one or the other, we are going to have to focus on both, especially where are trails are 
and where our bike routes are as we do need to make more connections so that they are safer, and 
that will be a recommendation in the upcoming Bike and Ped Plan. 
 
Rood asked if the counts were taken last summer.  Kouba responded that they were taken last 
summer.  She stated that they did do some comparisons between 2009 and 2012 on-street as 
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well, but they are seeing an increase of usage.  Rood asked, beside there being more usage in the 
evenings did you see any relationship between like the peak vehicle travel times.  Kouba 
responded that that was the trend, it is harder to see as it just depends upon the area, like Central 
High School is a good example in that you can kind of see in that area right there, you see the 
morning spike, you see the afternoon spike, and those are your highest accountings, kids getting 
to and from school, and then, of course the evening one is a lot less, but just a few more blocks 
and you see that there is kind of a mid-morning and afternoon timeframe is pretty equal to your 
evening timeframe as well.   
 
Romness asked how many times we have counted bike and ped.  Kouba responded that any time 
we do a turning movement count we will do them as well.  Romness asked if there has been 
steady growth.  Kouba responded that from what they can compare, because they haven’t done 
every intersection every time, so we can only compare certain ones.  She stated that 2009 and 
2012 are good examples of comparisons because they have many of the same intersections that 
were counted so there is a decent comparison.  She added that they hope that with the traffic 
study, and what we are going to be doing with A.T.A.C., we will be able to do this yearly and 
definitely see trends.   
 
Discussion on how various conditions/situations affect the counts ensued. 
 
Haugen stated that this is the genesis of the MnDOT study, that they are trying to bring it up to a 
similar level of sophistication as with the factoring of two counts and turning movement counts 
are where you have your day of the week factors, your monthly factors, etc., and that is just 
lacking as a sophisticated program nationally, and MnDOT is taking a lead on trying to bring it 
up to a higher level. 
 
Ellis commented that MnDOT is even doing modeling dependent upon the size of the city, so 
what they see in Fertile is going to be different than what we see in East Grand Forks, which will 
be different than what they see in St. Louis Park.  She said that they are trying to figure out some 
sort of a statistical way that you can kind of figure it out, you can’t model for the Cities and then 
take that model and use it for East Grand Forks. 
 
Haugen stated that, corresponding with the increase in transit use, typically a transit user is a 
pedestrian or bicyclist at the start or end of their journey, so that trend will also support and 
suggest that there is more bike/ped activities taking place. 
 

b. Performance Measures 
 
Haugen commented that a few months ago we went through some fun discussion on performance 
measures, goals and objectives that were focused on the street and highway side.  He said that 
the document that is before you today is trying to take that work and incorporate into it the other 
modes; bike, ped and transit, and come up with a ?? to our goals, the performance targets and 
monitoring activities that may be appropriate for us to consider. 
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Haugen said that we started out with this document with the knowledge that MAP-21 is requiring 
us to do performance measures.  He added that MAP-21 has a timeline in place that states that 
the MPOs can wait a few years before they actually have to formally adopt and/or identify 
performance measures, however we were encouraged prior to the passage of MAP-21 to do so, 
and were expected to come up with performance measures when we adopt this transportation 
plan this spring, so we have tried to take this approach on the street and highway side to focus in 
on just a vital few performance targets instead of trying to identify many and all, so that is what 
the document before you includes.   
 
Haugen reported that during a brief conversation with Bobbi prior to this meeting, and with 
MnDOT being leaders in performance management, and with the drafting of these measures, 
they are going to request a meeting to help us get the proper syntax and nomenclatures.  He said 
that they feel some of our targets are more strategies than targets, so we will be led by the 
performance management gurus to determine how to have a better document.  He added that 
their thinking on this is that we have eight goals, but that perhaps we don’t need to have 
performance measures for each of those goals.   
 
Haugen asked that everyone please look at your individual interests, and once we have the 
meeting with MnDOT they will send out our improved work, but if you could provide some 
guidance that would be helpful as well. 
 

c. 2025 and 2040 Loaded Networks 
 
Haugen reported that last month he did a presentation on where the Cities of Grand Forks and 
East Grand Forks plan to grow in the years 2025 and 2040, and with that information they were 
able to load up their travel demand model.   
 
Haugen stated that he would like to briefly go over the information included in the agenda 
packet, but will also augment it with some GIS work as well. 
 
Haugen explained that one of the first things they do at a planning level is to compare what the 
future forecasts volumes are to the capacity identified.  He said that the street network we have in 
2025 consists of what is out there today, with what is in our T.I.P. that will be done in the next 
four years, and then when we have areas in the middle of a section where it is raw agricultural 
land, in order for us to assume there is going to be a couple hundred housing units constructed, 
there needs to be a collector type street system in place, which is traditionally done through local 
funding, so we include those collector type street networks where we have development 
occurring in section area land, so they aren’t trying to create a street network that is 
implementing new river crossings, new interchanges yet, we are just looking at the base network 
plus the existing and committed improvements we know will be there.   
 
Haugen referred to a slide presentation, and went over the information briefly.   
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Haugen summarized by stating that this shows that if we do nothing we will have a lot of 
congested areas the public will be telling us we need to do something with.  He said that the next 
step is, and this is why we have asked for a special meeting next Tuesday, to start identifying 
what projects we want to consider to be addressed, not only for the issues popping up in the 
future, but also for the existing concerns as well. 
 
Haugen stated that we will model the alternatives to see how they benefit, to what degree they 
benefit, and then we will start identifying what the costs will be.  He said that we know what our 
total bank account is, we have that number from last month, so we can start adding up projects to 
the point where we are fiscally constrained, and that will become our recommended network, and 
those other projects we would like to have done, but don’t have the funding to do, we will set 
aside as illustrative projects.   
 
Information only. 
 
OTHER BUSINESS 
 
 1. Special Meeting 
 
Haugen reminded everyone that a special meeting has been scheduled for Tuesday, March 19th, 
at 1:30 here in Conference Room A101 to further discuss the Long Range Transportation Plan 
Update.  
 

2. Solicitation For North Dakota MAP 5310 Urban Area Elderly And Disabled 
Person Mobility Grant 

   
 3. RFPs 
 
Haugen stated that there are currently two RFPs out, the Freight/Rail Access and the Right-of-
Way Imaging projects.  He said that interest has been expressed on both, and they are both due at 
the end of the month. 
 
 4. Congressional Update 
 
Haugen reported that the House passed a proposed full 2013 budget with a slight decrease in 
transportation from MAP-21 levels, however the Senate is passing the full MAP-21 funding for 
transportation.  He stated that at the end of the month Congress needs to do something otherwise 
there is no money, and sequestration will look like a small thing. 
 
 5. Bus Fare Increase 
 
Rood reported that the new City bus fares will go into effect April 1st.   
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ADJOURNMENT 
 
MOVED BY BROOKS, SECONDED BY ELLIS, TO ADJOURN THE MARCH 13TH, 2013, 
MEETING OF THE TECHNICAL ADVISORY COMMITTEE MEETING AT 2:52 P.M. 
 
MOTION CARRIED UNANIMOUSLY. 
 
Respectfully submitted by, 
 
Peggy McNelis,  
Office Manager 
 
 
 


