
PROCEEDINGS OF THE 
TECHNICAL ADVISORY COMMITTEE 

Wednesday, July 9th, 2014 
Grand Forks City Hall Conference Room A101 

 
CALL TO ORDER 
 
Earl Haugen, Chairman, called the July 9th, 2014, meeting of the MPO Technical Advisory 
Committee to order at 1:37 p.m. 
 
CALL OF ROLL 
 
On a Call of Roll the following members were present:  Mike Johnson, NDDOT/Local 
Government Division (via conference call); Les Noehre, NDDOT-Grand Forks District; Jane 
Williams, Grand Forks Engineering; Mike Yavarow, Grand Forks Engineering; Patrick Dame, 
Grand Forks Regional Airport Authority; Dale Bergman, Grand Forks Cities Area Transit; Ali 
Rood, Grand Forks Cities Area Transit; Nick West, Grand Forks County Engineer; and Ryan 
Brooks, Grand Forks Planning. 
 
Staff present were:  Earl Haugen, GF/EGF MPO Executive Director; Stephanie Erickson, 
GF/EGF MPO Planner; Teri Kouba, GF/EGF MPO Planner, and Peggy McNelis, GF/EGF MPO 
Office Manager. 
 
Guest(s) present were:  Al Grasser, Grand Forks City Engineer. 
 
DETERMINATION OF A QUORUM 
 
Haugen declared a quorum was present. 
 
MATTER OF APPROVAL OF THE JUNE 11TH, 2014, MINUTES OF THE TECHNICAL 
ADVISORY COMMITTEE 
 
MOVED BY BROOKS, SECONDED BY BERGMAN, TO APPROVE THE JUNE 11TH, 2014, 
MINUTES OF THE TECHNICAL ADVISORY COMMITTEE, AS SUBMITT1ED. 
 
MOTION CARRIED UNANIMOUSLY. 

 
MATTER OF UPDATE ON SORLIE/KENNEDY BRIDGE PROJECTS 
 
Haugen reported that there isn’t any information that he is aware of on the Sorlie Bridge Project 
to update the Technical Advisory Committee on at this time. 
 
Haugen referred to the staff report and pointed out that on the Kennedy Bridge, both DOTs are in 
agreement to move forward on a rehab project, and are pricing it out at $16,000,000 for the  
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Bridge; and $2,000,000 for approaches, and construction engineering is roughly 10% so the total 
cost that will be reflected in the Draft T.I.P. will be the $19,800,000 to be shared 50/50. 
 
Haugen pointed out that the staff report also lists the major tasks that they have identified as part 
of the rehab project. 
 
Haugen said that both States are now at the point where they have reached agreement on the next 
phase, and that is to issue a Request For Proposal from consultants to begin doing the project 
development stage.  He said that he isn’t sure when that proposal will be released.    
 
Haugen commented that they have officially removed replacement as an option being pursued, 
and the price in the T.I.P. has been lowered to reflect the rehab costs. 
 
Information only. 
   
MATTER OF PROPOSED AMENDMENT TO THE FY2014 ANNUAL ELEMENT IN 
THE 2014-2017 T.I.P. 
 
Haugen reported that the staff report lists two project amendments; however, the East Grand 
Forks project request has been pulled, so we will no longer be entertaining that request.   
 
Haugen said that the remaining request was from Grand Forks and affects two 2017 projects.  He 
stated that one is to more or less merge the federal funds into one project and keeping it in 2017, 
and that is the project on 17th and Columbia Road.  He added that the other project that had 
federal funds programmed in 2017 will now be zeroed out and moved to 2014, and done with 
100% local funds.   
 
Haugen opened the public hearing.  
 
There was no one present for discussion, and no written comments were received by today’s 
noon deadline. 
 
Haugen closed the public hearing. 
 
Williams referred to the staff report and pointed out that it does discuss switching the projects 
around; however, although she sees the Columbia Road and 17th Avenue Project, she doesn’t see 
what the other project is.  She said that she doesn’t know whether or not it should be listed for 
clarification, but it is the 32nd Avenue/34th Street Intersection project.   
 
MOVED BY WILLIAMS, SECONDED BY DAME, TO APPROVE FORWARDING A 
RECOMMENDATION TO THE MPO EXECUTIVE POLICY BOARD THAT THEY 
APPROVE THE PROPOSED AMENDMENT TO THE 2014 UNIFIED PLANNING WORK 
PROGRAM, AS SUBMITTED.  
 
MOTION CARRIED UNANIMOUSLY. 
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MATTER OF DRAFT NORTH DAKOTA SIDE T.I.P.FOR FY2015-2018 
 
Haugen commented that, as everyone is aware we would typically be doing this in April, 
however there was a delay on the North Dakota Side.  He said, however, that the Minnesota Side 
Draft T.I.P. was approved in April, and we are now taking action on the North Dakota Draft 
T.I.P. 
 
Haugen stated that it is a rush job, to be honest, as we got the Draft Urban Program the day of the 
required public hearing notice deadline, so the good thing is it is a draft, it isn’t our final 
document, although we try to display as good of information as we can, he is fully aware that this 
draft perhaps has a lot of changes that will be made to it. 
 
Haugen referred to the document, and stated that there are two parts; one is the first section that 
lists projects that will be done in 2015-2018, and then there is a separate section that identifies 
the status of projects that were supposed to be done in 2014, so just be clear that we are dealing 
with future projects, but also updating the status of current projects. 
 
Haugen reported that on the transit ones we are basically doing 3% inflation for the operation 
side, and on the capital side we are identifying some potential applications for the different FTA 
programs, but as those applications are formally submitted, the T.I.P. would be amended to 
include what the awards, if any, are for the projects. 
 
Haugen stated that on the highway side there are a couple of things that he is aware of; the 
Columbia Road Phase 2 request is being fully funded.  He said that if you will recall, back when 
they first delayed this project they didn’t adjust for the year of expenditures, and they are now 
programming that additional adjustment in funding to make sure the project is at the traditional 
80/20 funding split.  He stated that the second thing is that they have also slipped another 
Columbia Road Project in here.  He explained that originally in 2017 Columbia Road south of 
40th Avenue to 47th Avenue was to be done, but it is now being programmed in 2018.  He stated 
that at the same time we are programming funds for the City’s request of 2018 for North 42nd 
Street.  He said that these are the major movements from the existing T.I.P. document.  He 
pointed out that the Sorlie Bridge Project is still showing up in 2017, with construction occurring 
in 2018.    
 
Haugen commented that when we merge these documents together, on the Kennedy Bridge 
Project you will see that on the Minnesota side a new project listing for preliminary engineering, 
and then on the Sorlie Bridge Project you will also see this same listing.  He said that they 
already accounted for some of that on the North Dakota side in past T.I.P.s so that is why there 
isn’t a mirror project for project in each State. 
 
Haugen stated that he knows that Mr. Noehre probably has several projects that aren’t identified 
in 2015 that we thought would be done in 2014, some interstate projects.   
 
Noehre referred to a list of projects and went over them briefly as follows: 
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2015 
 
Noehre reported that the Interstate Projects and Possible ITS Highway Advisory Radio – 
scratch those off for both the North Bound and South Bound and change the total cost for 
each to $1,555,000. 

 
Haugen commented that in the project status section we had these two interstate projects 
at roughly $750,000, but those are the two that aren’t being done now, correct.  Noehre 
responded that that is correct.  Haugen said, though, that back in December you had 
originally requested that they be funded in 2015, but they are now not being pursued at 
all.  Noehre responded that they are being done in 2015.  Haugen said, then, that the 
dollar amounts are changing and the project description is being changed.  Noehre 
responded that that was correct. 

 
 2016 
 

Noehre reported that the I-29 University Grade Separation painting should be moved 
from 2015 to 2016.  Haugen said that, again, this was originally a 2014 project that is 
now being moved to 2016.  Grasser asked if this was fiscal and construction year, or will 
there be a different year for construction.  Noehre responded that he doesn’t track fiscal 
so he can’t answer that.  Grasser asked if this document shows fiscal years.  Haugen 
responded that it does, and this project is showing up in 2016, that is when the dollars are 
programmed to be available.  Grasser commented that the reason he asked is because 
they are looking at doing some decking, perhaps, so they need to know this information.  
Noehre said that his own spreadsheet was getting him confused because he had a mix and 
match, and he decided that he wouldn’t put the fiscal years on, that he would only deal 
with construction year because that is what he has to worry about. 
 
Noehre pointed out that they removed replacement from the type of work on the Kennedy 
Bridge Project, and changed the dollar amounts, although he isn’t sure that he has the 
correct dollar amounts on the spreadsheet he sent to Mr. Haugen.  Haugen said that the 
T.I.P. should reflect the latest numbers that are in agreement between the two states. 
 
2017/2018 
 
Noehre said that they changed the DeMers Avenue Rehab or Reconstruction costs to 
$4,100,000.00 as it is in the Draft ?? sheet they received.  Haugen commented that this is 
in the T.I.P. at $4,100,000.00 in 2017.  Noehre stated that construction will be in 2018. 

 
Haugen asked about any changes on the transit side.  Bergman reported that he had a 
conversation yesterday with the feds, and they gave him a bunch of numbers that were different 
than what they should have been so he isn’t sure where they got them.  He explained that they 
gave him $97,000.00 for two paratransit vans, and they just purchased one and only need 
$36,000.00, so he doesn’t know how they got that number.  He added that they also gave him 
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more money for the mobility manager position than what was requested, so, again, he has no 
idea where they are getting their numbers from.  Haugen said, though, that the sad thing is that 
the new route project is not just on hold, but probably dead.  Bergman responded that that is 
correct, as the monies awarded were not used by the February deadline, so they have been 
pulled. 
 
Noehre suggested that, going back to Mr. Grasser’s question about the difference between fiscal 
year and construction year, maybe you could put an asterisk by the dollar amounts if they are 
actually fiscal and not construction so we can actually tell the difference.  Haugen responded that 
where you will see if it is construction would be in the remarks box.  Noehre pointed out that if 
you look at the DeMers project, it shows 2017.  Haugen responded that there isn’t anything in 
the remarks box for the DeMers project, but if you look at the Sorlie Bridge project you see a lot 
of remarks, so that would be where he would place a remark that it was programmed in fiscal 
year 2017 with construction in 2018.  Brooks asked if something similar to this will now be 
placed in the remark box for the DeMers project.  Haugen responded it would.  Noehre said that 
he would still prefer to see an asterisk or something by the dollar amount, but maybe you can’t 
because your using spreadsheets.  Haugen said that he doesn’t understand what the difference is, 
as the remarks section is where you are able to further explain the differences between funding 
and construction.  Noehre commented that he understands that you need to keep track of where 
the dollars come from, and he isn’t suggesting we don’t track where that happens, but in the field 
they also have to manage the construction of it, and sometimes that won’t make a difference, and 
sometimes it will make an extraordinarily large difference, so to avoid confusion he is making 
this suggestion.  He added that they don’t want it cleverly hidden.  Haugen said that, hopefully in 
the remark section it isn’t hidden, that people see that there is a possibility of a remark about the 
project. 
 
Haugen asked if Mr. Johnson would explain the NDDOT process they came up with for the 
Urban Program, slipping of projects, etc. 
 
Johnson said that what happened was that when all of the cities got their stuff handed in, and 
they were able to sit down and put all of the lists together; the one thing they had to try to 
account for that was a little bit different this time was exactly what the Grand Forks area is 
dealing with, and East Grand Forks as well, and that is the Kennedy and Sorlie Bridges and the 
new definition of “Mega Bridges”, and trying to determine how those will be funded.  He 
explained that because of a new bridge in Minot, a new railroad structure in Devils Lake, and 
other such structures, the amount of money that was originally being programmed will change 
based on that new internal policy, and this shifted quite a few things around, and required they 
come up with a new Urban Program funding process.   
  
Haugen reported that the four year total for this T.I.P. will be $90,000,000.00 on the North 
Dakota side, of which a big chunk is for our two bridge projects, so it is a pretty hefty program. 
 
Williams referred to the tables, Project #26, and asked if it is the 17th and Columbia project.  
Haugen responded it is, and that he would make that change. 
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Haugen opened the public hearing. 
 
There was no one present for discussion, and no written comments were received by the noon 
deadline today. 
 
Haugen closed the public hearing. 
 
MOVED BY BROOKS, SECONDED BY WILLIAMS, TO APPROVE FORWARDING A 
RECOMMENDATION TO THE MPO EXECUTIVE POLICY BOARD THAT THEY 
APPROVE THE DRAFT NORTH DAKOTA SIDE T.I.P. FOR FY2015-2018, SUBJECT TO 
INCLUSION OF THE CHANGES AS NOTED ABOVE.  
 
MOTION CARRIED UNANIMOUSLY. 
 
Haugen stated that while he did joke about this being a Draft FY2015-2018 T.I.P., and there 
possibly not being any highway trust funds available by FY2015, we are hoping that Congress 
does take action.  He said that the latest news he saw today was that they may extend the 
program out to the end of June or May, and infusing it with $10 billion dollars; $8 billion for the 
highway side and $2 billion for the transit side.  He explained that the bulk of the money would 
come from something to do with relaxing pensions and transferring things from underground 
storage tanks fund, so it appears they are no longer looking at stopping Saturday postal service or 
increasing the gas tax or going after off-shore corporate income, but that changes almost hourly. 
 
MATTER OF UPDATE ON SCHOOL SAFETY STUDIES 
 
Haugen reported that we have identified in our work program that we would be doing some 
school safety studies.   
 
Erickson referred to a power point presentation (a copy of which is included in the file and 
available upon request), and went over it briefly. 
 
Presentation ensued. 
 
Erickson stated that Grand Forks and East Grand Forks have seen an increase in safety concerns 
around their schools, so the MPO contacted ATAC and had them conduct pedestrian safety and 
traffic evaluations to get recommendations for improvements.  She said that their main objectives 
were to evaluate pedestrian safety, traffic issues, and to ensure that the latest recommended 
guidelines and manuals are being followed so that we can get some short, medium and long term 
improvements from them. 
 
Erickson commented that she is currently gathering input from the stakeholders on the studies 
that were previously done at each of the schools to determine what was done, what wasn’t done, 
what they still want to see done, what they don’t want to see done, etc.  She added that they are 
also looking at their Safe Routes To School Maps and updating them as well.   
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Erickson gave some examples of things that have been done, are in the process of being done, 
and that haven’t yet been done at the various schools. 
 
Haugen reported that instead of taking on a new project, since we have looked at all the schools 
we can, we decided we should review all the past studies and update them to reflect what has 
been completed, what hasn’t, and if it hasn’t been completed determine if it should still be a 
recommendation. 
 
Brooks asked if when the studies were sent out, since he knows that Mike Steffens is new with 
the school, were the appropriate studies sent to him.  Erickson responded that she sent it to the 
school so he should have received it.  Haugen commented that right now this is really just an 
internal review between the MPO and City Staff.  He said that it hasn’t been sent out to the 
school district, but the intent is that when school starts they will meet with the principals and the 
PTOs and go over them for their input before we finalize the new reports.    
 
Discussion on some of the issues that are still a concern, as well as what has been done, at the 
various schools ensued. 
 
Haugen commented that, as you will notice they did recommend, and they worked with the 
school district at the time, to construct a new parking lot to help ease some of the concerns, 
however it isn’t completed.  He stated that part of what Ms. Erickson will do will be to hold 
public meetings at Century, and the other schools as well, to get input on what has been done, 
what wasn’t done, and what should be done at each of the schools so you will have the 
opportunity to give your input at that time. 
 
Information only. 
 
MATTER OF UPDATE ON EJ REVIEW 
 
Kouba referred to a power point presentation (a copy of which is included in the file and 
available upon request), and went over it briefly. 
 
Presentation ensued. 
 
Kouba reported that, basically this is a project that was brought forward through our process with 
our Long Range Transportation Plan, so they are going through and separating out, basically, the 
minority populations and then low income populations with our projects.   
 
Kouba stated that the first step is to make sure we have the correct areas that we are looking at so 
in April they went to training on the fundamentals of environmental justice, and then through 
May and June they went through all the information that is available, and there is quite a bit of 
information that the Census puts out for various topics, and now through July and August will 
get a draft completed and then, hopefully everything will be running smoothly.  She said that by 
the end of October they should have the projects that are in the Long Range Transportation Plan 
looked at in comparison to where our new environmental justice areas are. 
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Kouba reported that overall changes between the two manuals are; in the current manual there 
were two different geographic areas – census block groups and census blocks – for different 
areas and the new manual will just look at straight census block groups.  She stated that this 
provides a smoother comparison all around. 
 
Kouba said that individual projects within the MPO Study Area will need to be looked at for 
environmental justice on an individual basis. 
 
Kouba commented that there aren’t too many major changes in the minority populations, just in 
how we are looking at them.  She explained that they are using the most current available from 
the American Community Survey (ACS), the 2008-2012 document, and we are, again, looking at 
three times the population, or around 20%, and because the current manual was looking at 
blocks, we are looking at block groups so it changes a little bit.  She stated that with the new 
manual East Grand Forks won’t have any areas, and Grand Forks will only have three areas, 
whereas they had several small areas in the previous manual. 
 
Kouba reported that the biggest change was with the low income poverty maps.  She said that 
once again they are looking at the new 2008-2012 manual, and there is a difference in how this 
came about, what was what, and the current manual we used 2.3 persons per household average 
from the census, from the 2010 census, and then of course the Health and Human Services 
Guidelines for poverty; and this time we are using what the census has calculated.  She stated 
that the threshold for what they consider poverty is slightly higher amounts of money in 
comparison to HHS, but with our federal partners they say, as long as those people who would 
be included in those HHS poverty guidelines are included in what you use then they are okay 
with what we are doing. 
 
Kouba stated that, as you can see, they have higher guidelines, of course in the other manual, 
and, although it is hard to see in the lower right hand corner, but how they calculate it and get a 
ratio is basically how much the household makes, so if you have three people making money in 
the household, but there is a total of five people in the household, they divide that whole 
household income by what the threshold is and then that is the ratio for everybody in the 
household including the children.  She said that they then use that ratio, the ratio that they used, 
the limit was 1.84, which means, basically, that will gather the people who are in poverty, but 
also those who are, a lot of the federal income level, on the federal aid programs.   
 
Kouba referred to a map, and commented that with those changes, you should see on the left side 
of the map there is a yellow area, that was pretty much the area we looked at as our poverty/low 
income area; this time it is the areas shown in red.  She pointed out that there are red areas on the 
Grand Forks side, but there isn’t anything on the East Grand Forks side, but, once again we had a 
50% cutoff, so 50% and higher was considered a significant area; whereas the last time it was, 
and the lefthand map there are three, four different areas that they were looking at, the yellow 
area was the over three times area, and then they looked at above two times, and below two 
times, and basically it was three times the total average population. 
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Kouba stated that we have the draft, and once we get the draft put together we will bring it 
forward to you for public information, as well as public comments, as well as our human services 
comments, and then Technical Advisory Committee and Executive Policy Board approval, and 
once those happen and we have our document we will look through our Long Range 
Transportation Plan projects to verify that they are still within the guidelines. 
 
Rood asked if those areas are considered minority and low income, or one or the other.  Kouba 
responded that each one is a separate map, one is minority and one is low income.  She said that 
they will do the projects with each map.  
 
West asked if the whole point of going through this exercise is to make sure that whatever 
projects a community is doing is to determine if it is impacting those areas more than any other 
area.  Kouba responded that that would be correct.  She explained that in the past, nationwide, in 
the past there have been projects that have basically decimated communities where the majority 
of the population are minorities, or the population is low income.  Williams said that it wasn’t a 
result of who the people were, it was a result of what the property values were.   
 
Haugen commented that in the past we used that connector that it had to have both minority 
concentrations and poverty, and essentially this yellow area is the only area that we identified 
that we had concentrations of both and therefore had to really look at any projects implemented 
near that location; but now with the new maps you will notice we have more territory, so our 
projects in the Long Range Transportation Plan will go through this analysis to determine if there 
is a protected population affected, and if there is we need to determine if it is adversely affected, 
and if we find it is then we have to discuss what can be done to mitigate it. 
 
Haugen said that their understanding, from going through the training and other resources of 
developing this, is that all the projects that you guys do when you do your environmental 
documentation, an EJ analysis should be part of that documentation, so it is almost as if you’re 
looking at this in terms of historic properties, are there endangered species, are there endangered 
populations in your project that you, then, also have to address whether it is adversely impacted 
or not, and if so how you’re mitigating for that population. 
 
Williams asked Mr. Johnson if this is considered part of their environmental analysis, do they 
need environmental commitments on each of their projects.  Johnson responded that as part of 
your NEPA process you have to identify if there are any EJ impacts.  Williams asked if they 
want those listed on the environmental impact, that one sheet that they have to include that says 
how they are addressing this.  Johnson responded that if you are doing a documented CAD-X 
there is an environmental check-list, and you would just follow the information that is on that 
check-list.  He added that if it is a state document the environmental work is really, for lack of a 
better word, scaled down to the point where you don’t have to go into that much detail.  He said 
that if you are aware of instances where, even if you’re doing just the check-list, you know what 
it is going to affect, you can identify it.   
 
Williams asked if, because this is part of the Long Range Transportation Plan, does it have to go 
to City Council or Service Safety or Planning and Zoning, or any of those.  Haugen responded 
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that they will be going through them with the integration of the safety plans, and so as part of 
that process they will also address this EJ Analysis section in the Long Range Transportation 
Plan at the same time, so the short answer is yes.  Williams asked if there were dates available 
for those yet, do you have council dates or anything.  Haugen responded that they don’t have any 
dates yet.  Williams asked if they could get them.  Haugen responded that they should look for 
this going to those various bodies in November or December. 
 
Rood asked if these maps were on the website yet.  Kouba responded that the new maps are not 
on there yet.  She said that the maps for the current EJ are within the EJ manual that is online.   
 
Bergman asked if this is going to be affected by that stuff going on on 42nd now.  Haugen 
responded that they haven’t gotten guidance as to how frequently we need to update these maps.  
He explained that the American Community Survey is an ongoing survey, there is new 
information rolling out in one year, three year, five year averages every year.  He said that at 
some point, at least every five years we will be reviewing that data so five years from now with 
the American Community Survey it should be reflecting, then what is going on out on 42nd Street 
with the growth and stuff, whether it should be more often or not, he can see the FTA looking at 
a three year cycle pretty easily.  Rood commented that even since 2012 the increases in the 
refugee population would be impacting this.  Brooks stated that it hard to say what that growth 
will do too.  Haugen responded that, again, they are using the five year so any one year change is 
smoothed out by four years of unchanged, so it has to accumulate in order to have it be reflected 
in the five year data.   
 
Information only. 
 
OTHER BUSINESS 
 
 Highway #2 Access Management Plan Study 
 
Haugen stated that just prior to the July 4th Holiday the MPO had agreed to hire KLJ.  He said 
that they did work the NDDOT to first get our work program amended, that was approved, then 
we had to submit our selection process to them for their review and approval, that was done, so 
as of July 2nd KLJ is under contract to do the U.S. #2 Access Management Plan. 
 
Haugen commented that this week KLJ is collecting some data, we are distributing the data that 
we collected to them and they are out doing some additional turning movement counts at those 
additional intersections.  He said that they are trying a new schedule.  He pointed out that there 
was a steering committee that was identified in the RFP, and we now have the membership 
formed, and are trying to identify a first meeting date for that group by the end of July.   
 
Information only. 
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 Possible Additional Studies 
 
Williams said that she understands that there is going to be a review of our classification system 
that is coming up.  She added that she also heard that there might be a land use study coming up, 
and they are looking for some dates and milestones so that they can schedule review time and 
make sure that they have what they are discussing.  She asked if the classification study is in the 
work plan.  Haugen responded that is isn’t because the indication was, and he believes that North 
Dakota’s thought process was that Federal Highway’s Guidelines wouldn’t really cause changes, 
but then Minnesota decided, and he did send out an e-mail about this, that the new Federal 
Highway Guidelines offers an opportunity to make substantial changes to the functional class on 
the Minnesota side, so we have been given guidance on the Minnesota side, and timelines.  He 
stated that the last time they talked with North Dakota they were drafting something, but he can’t 
give a timeline until they give us a timeline as well. 
 
Johnson stated that he doesn’t have anything new to share other than the fact that now that they 
know MnDOT’s position after our mid-year discussion, it is going to cause more discussion on 
their end as to how they are going to deal with this. 
 
Haugen commented that the biggest headache, probably on the Minnesota side that they are 
causing us to do, is Federal Highway now wants collectors separated between minor and major 
collectors for the urban area.  He said that in the past they have not had to make that distinction, 
what is a major collector versus what is a minor collector, and the differences are very subtle. 
 
Haugen reported that in terms of dates for Land Use, there is nothing in our current work 
program on this, but they are in discussions with both the Cities of Grand Forks and East Grand 
Forks to start considering 2015 work activities, which includes land use planning, but, again, he 
doesn’t have any dates to give you today.  Williams said that if they could just get a list of the 
current work plan with the milestones of what is expected that would be helpful. 
 
Information only. 
 
ADJOURNMENT 
 
MOVED BY BROOKS, SECONDED BY BERGMAN, TO ADJOURN THE JUNE 11TH, 
2014, MEETING OF THE TECHNICAL ADVISORY COMMITTEE AT 2:36 P.M. 
 
MOTION CARRIED UNANIMOUSLY. 
 
Respectfully submitted by, 
 
Peggy McNelis,  
Office Manager 
 
 


