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Appendix Volumes IT1 and 11

Interview Exhibits From Recorded Interviews

Tab Transeript Exhibit Description of
Number Number Exhibit
- 34 1 - All interviews Witness Protocol for
Interviews
35 2 — Jerome Adams; Organization charts for
2 & 3 Richard Arnebeck; Minnesota Department of
2 — Dale Dombroske; Transportation, Mn/DOT
3 — Daniel Dorgan (vol 1); Metro District and Metro
2 — Beverly Farraher; Bridge
2 — Kevin Gray;
2 — Abigail McKenzic;
2 ~ Khani Sahebjam;
2 — Roger Schultz;
2 — Kevin Western;
2 — Robert Winter
36 3 — Jerome Adams 12/3/02 J. Adams email
regarding Rescheduled SP
2783-draft I-35W at
Mississippi Bridge
Replacement ‘
37 4 — Jerome Adams; 7/24/06 Mn/DOT minutes
15 — Gary Peterson regarding Br. 9340 TH 35W
over the Mississippi River
Investment Strategy
38 5 — Jerome Adams 1/22/07 J. Adams email
regarding SP 2783-116 TH
35W Br. 9340 Plating Project
Changes with attached URS
Bridge 9340 Study
39 6 — Jerome Adams 6/15/07 M/DOT Project
Management Schedules and
project documentation
40 4 - Richard Arnebeck; 7/19/07 memorandum

3 -~ Vance Desens;
4 — Kurt Fuhrman;
3 — Bill Nelson

regarding Guidelines for In- .
Depth Inspection of Fracture
Critical and other Non-
Redundant Bridges and for
Underwater Inspections with
attached 7/10/07 Quality
Assurance Plan, Bridge Office




Tab Transcript Exhibit Description of
Number Number Exhibit
41 5 —Richard Arnebeck; 7/20/05 memorandum
3 — Mark Pribula; regarding “Critical
3 — Khani Sahebjam Deficiencies” found during
bridge inspections
42 2 — Vance Desens; 9/23/02 memorandum
3 — Kurt Fuhrman; regarding Guidelines for In-
2 - Bill Nelson; Depth Inspection of Fracture
2 — Mark Pribula Critical Bridges and
Underwater Inspections with
attached 9/23/02 Quality
Assurance Plan
43 4 — Vance Desens Minnesota Department of
Transportation Bridge
Inspections Manual (Version
1.3 — November, 2006)
44 5 — Vance Desens; 10/18/93 Bridge Inspection
14 — Daniel Dorgan (vol 2); Report
5 — Todd Niemann;
4 — James Pierce
45 6 — Vance Desens 4/3/00 Bridge Inspection
Report
46 7 — Vance Desens 5/17/02 Bridge Inspection
Report _
47 8 — Vance Desens 6/13/03 Bridge Inspection
Report
48 9 — Vance Desens; 9/2001 Fracture Critical
% — Kurt Fuhrman; Bridge Inspection Report
5 — Mark Pribula
49 10 — Vance Desens; 6/2003 Fracture Critical
10 — Kurt Fuhrman; Bridge Inspection
6 — Todd Niemann
50 11 — Vance Desens; 6/2006 Fracture Critical
16 — Daniel Dorgan (vol 2); Bridge Inspection (In-Depth)
12 — Kurt Fuhrman,;
3 — James Pierce
51 12 — Vance Desens 5/2007 Fracture Critical
Bridge Inspection (Annual
Report) (Draft — cover and
signature pages only)
52 13 — Vance Desens 12/19/06 G. Peterson email
regarding Bridge #9340
53 3 — Dale Dombroske 6/2005 Fracture Critical
Bridge Inspection (Annual




Tab Transcript Exhibit Description of
Number Number Exhibit
Report)
54 2 — EBric Embacher; 6/6/07 Minutes of
2 — Barry Nelson Preconstruction Meeting,
Attendance Record and
Agenda, regarding 35W
: Bridge 9340
55 3 — Eric Embacher; 6/14/07 Construction Project
3 — Barry Nelson Schedule materials
56 4 — Eric Embacher; 7/31/07 Weekly Meeting
4 — Barry Nelson Attendance Sheet
57 5 — Eric Embacher; 9/7/06 E. Embacher
5 — Barry Nelson memorandum regarding I-35W
Bridge Rehabilitation and
Concrete Pavement
Rehabilitation
58 6 — Eric Embacher; 6/29/07 E. Embacher letter
6 — Barry Nelson regarding Shop Drawings
59 7 — Eric Embacher; Chart regarding Southeast
7 - Barry Nelson (Mendota Heights) Resident
Office — 2008
60 8 — Eric Embacher; Organization chart for
8 — Barry Nelson Mendota Resident Office
61 3 — Beverly Farraher; Organizational chart of
2 — Jack Pirkl Maintenance Operations
62 4 — Beverly Farraher; Organization charts of
3 — Jack Pirkl Maintenance Operations and
Metro Bridge
63 2 — Kurt Fuhrman 9/23/02 Quality Assurance
Plan, Office of Bridges and
Structures
64 5 — Kurt Fuhrman 1982 — 1985 Bridge Inspection
Report
65 6 — Kurt Fuhrman; 0/28 —29/94 Report of the
15 - Daniel Dorgan (vol 2) 1994 Annual Fracture Critical
Inspection for Bridge No. 9340
66 7 — Kurt Fuhrman 7/12/96 Bridge Inspection
Report
67 8 — Kurt Fuhrman 8/4/97 Bridge Inspection

Report




Tab Transcript Exhibit Description of
Number Number Exhibit
68 11 — Kurt Fuhrman; 6/9 — 13/2003 Fatigue
7 — Arlen Ottman,; Evaluation, Bridge 9340
1 — Daniel Dorgan (vol 2);
4 — Don Flemming;
4 ~ David Long;
4 — Brett McElwain;
4 —Ed Zhou
69 3 — Kevin Gray; Chart of Transportation
4 — Abigail McKenzie Funding Sources
70 3 — Abigail McKenzie Organization chart of
Planning, Modal and Data
Management Division, Office
of Investment Management
71 5 — Abigail McKenzie Chart of Mn/DOT’s Planning
& Programming Process
72 6 — Abigail McKenzie Mn/DOT Revenue Forecast:
2009 - 2028
73 4 — Kevin Gray FY 2006 HSOP — Bridge
74 5 —Kevin Gray; 4/17/06 Technical
3 —Roger Schultz Memorandum regarding
Bridge Preservation,
Improvement and Replacement
Guidelines for Fiscal Year
2006 through 2008
75 6 —Kevin Gray; 11/2/05 Transportation
5 — Robert McFarlin Program Committee (TPC)
Meeting Minutes with
attachments
76 7 — Kevin Gray 1/5/06 Transportation Program
Committee (TPC) Meeting
Minutes with attachments
77 8 — Kevin Gray; 1/5/06 List - Statewide Bridge
6 — Robert McFarlin Preservation Fund
78 9 — Kevin Gray Presentation: “Future Trends
in Condition and Investment
Needs”
79 10 — Kevin Gray; 2/27/06 Bridge Report for
7 — Robert McFarlin Commissioner’s Staff Meeting
80 11 — Kevin Gray; 5/4/83 Mn/DOT Policy
8 — Robert McFarlin Position Statement and
Guideline regarding Trunk

Highways Bonds, Criteria for
Issuance




Tab Transcript Exhibit Description of
Number Number Exhibit
81 12 — Kevin Gray; Mn/DOT Draft Policy Position
9 — Robert McFarlin Statement and Guideline
regarding Debt Management
82 13 — Kevin Gray; 7/06 Mn/DOT Draft Position
10 — Robert McFarlin Statement and Guideline
regarding Trunk Highway
Fund Balance
83 14 — Kevin Gray; 7/06 Mn/DOT Draft Policy
11 — Robert McFarlin Position Statement and
Guideline regarding Federal
Advance Construction
84 2 — Lowell Johnson Special Counsel’s Second
Request for Production of
Documents to the Minnesota
Department of Transportation,
Request 17
85 3 — Lowell Johnson 9/17/79 Bridge Rating and
Load Posting Report
86 4 — Lowell Johnson 12/14/95 Bridge Rating and
‘ Load Posting Report
87 5 — Lowell Johnson Input data from Bars report
88 6 — Lowell Johnson 8/17/97 Summary of Rating
Calculations — Structure
Member Inventory and/or
Operating Analysis for
Structure 9340
89 7 — Lowell Johnson 12/11/95 Summary of Rating
Calculations — Structure
Member Inventory and/or
Operating Analysis
90 8 — Lowell Johnson 10/17/02 L. Johnson email
regarding Br. 4654 Stillwater
91 9 — Lowell Johnson 8/16/05 L. Johnson email
regarding Br. 4654 Stillwater
92 2 — Paul Kivisto 5/4/01 D. Dorgan

memorandum regarding Metro
Region Fracture Critical
Bridge Repair
Recommendations with
attached 5/4/01 D. Dorgan
memorandum re; Br #9600
Repair of Water Leakage
Inside the Box Tie Girder




Tab Transcript Exhibit Description of
Number Number Exhibit
93 3 — Paul Kivisto; Organization charts of Bridge
2 — James Lilly; Office
2 —Todd Niemann;
2 — Gary Peterson;
3 — Kevin Western;
2 — Daniel Dorgan (vol 1)
94 4 — Paul Kivisto; 10/23/98 D. Flemming
2 — Todd Niemann memorandum regarding 9340
Cracks In Approach Span
Girders, North End of Bridge
Near Pier 9
95 5 — Paul Kivisto 11/23/98 Meeting Minutes
regarding Bridge #9340
96 6 — Paul Kivisto 11/28/01 S. Hunt email
regarding Discussion of
Possible Additional Fatigue
Investigation Work on Br.
9340
97 7 — Paul Kivisto 11/25/02 R. Cekalla
memorandum regarding
Rescheduled SP 2783 draft 1-
35W at Mississippi Bridge
Replacement
98 8 — Paul Kivisto 12/3/02 P. Kivisto
memorandum regarding Draft
RFI for Consultant Study on
Br. #9340
99 3 — James Lilly 2003 Graph: Age Profile by
Area of Structures, Trunk
Highways Only, Structures 10
Ft and Over
100 4 — James Lilly James A. Lilly, P. E. resume
101 2 — Robert McFarlin 2/28/2008 Organization chart ~
R. McFarlin Commissioner of
Transportation
102 3 — Robert McFarlin 8/1/06 Organization chart — C.
Molnau Commissioner of
Transportation
103 4 — Robert McFarlin 2/93 Organization chart — J.

Denn Commissioner of
Transportation




Tab Transcript Exhibit Description of
Number Number Exhibit
104 4 — Bill Nelson; 12/13/06 E. Zhou email
6 — Don Flemming; regarding Recommended
6 — David Long; Actions for Br. 9340
6 - Brett McElwain;
6 — Ed Zhou
105 3 — Todd Niemann; 12/1/97 G. Peterson
4 — Arlen Ottman; memorandum regarding
4 — Gary Peterson; Installation of Strain Gauges to
6 — Mark Pribula Measure Stress in Floorbeam
Connections
106 4 ~ Todd Niemann; 12/17/97 B. Miller
3 — Arlen Ottman; memorandum regarding
3 — Gary Peterson; Installation of Strain Gauges to
7 — Mark Pribula Measure Stress in Floorbeam
Connection

107 2 — Arlen Ottman A. Ottman relevant experience
summary

108 5 — Arlen Ottman 10/14/98 M. Pribula
memorandum regarding
Cracked Welds in Approach
Spans & Diaphragms at Pier
#9 :

109 6 — Arlen Ottman 11/5/98 P. Kivisto email
regarding Br 9340, TH 35W
over Mississippi, Short and
Long Range Plan

110 8 — Arlen Ottman 8/13/06 DLD — Comments on
Executive Summary — Bridge
9340 Study with attached 7/06
Draft Report Table of Contents
and 6/06 Executive Summary

111 5 — Gary Peterson; 5/2000 HNTB report —

2 — Daniel Dorgan (vol 2) Proposed tasks to evaluate and
increase the redundancy of
Mn/DOT Bridge No. 9340
112 6 — Gary Peterson; Handwritten note regarding
3 — Daniel Dorgan (vol 2) attached 9/5/00 S. Olson letter
' of transmittal and drawings
113 7 — Gary Peterson; List of Bridge 9340
4 ~ Daniel Dorgan (vol 2) Outstanding Issues
114 8 — Gary Peterson; 10/2001 HNTB Proposal for

5 — Daniel Dorgan (vol 2)

Structural Evaluation of
Bridge 9340




Tab Transcript Exhibit Description of
Number Number Exhibit
115 9 — Gary Peterson; 11/8/01 Handwritten notes
6 — Daniel Dorgan (vol 2)
116 10 — Gary Peterson 11/28/01 S. Hunt email
regarding Discussion of
Possible Additional Fatigue
Investigation Work on Br
9340, with handwritten notes
117 11 — Gary Peterson; 11/28/01 Discussion Points, I-
7 — Daniel Dorgan (vol 2) 35W over Mississippi River
Bridge (from R. Johnson)
118 8 — Daniel Dorgan (vol 2); 12/3/01 J. Fredrick email
regarding Br. 9340
35W/Mississippi River in
downtown Mpls.
119 12 — Gary Peterson; 12/14/01 Handwritten notes
9 — Daniel Dorgan (vol 2) from meeting at Waters Edge
120 10 — Daniel Dorgan (vol 2); 11/7/06 G. Peterson email
15 — Don Flemming regarding RFP for a
monitoring system, with
handwritten notes
121 11 — Dantel Dorgan (vol 2) 1/10/07 G. Peterson email
regarding Bridge 9340 plating
contract scope of work
122 12 — Daniel Dorgan (vol 2) 1/17/07 G. Peterson email
regarding 9340 plating scope,
with handwritten notes
123 13 — Daniel Dorgan (vol 2) Mn/DOT In-Depth Fracture

Critical Bridge Inspection,
Quality Assurance of
Inspections Performed by
Mu/DOT Districts, with
attached 7/30/02 D. Weiszhaar
‘Technical Memorandum
regarding Guidelines for In-
Depth Inspection of Fracture
Critical Bridges and
Underwater Inspections




Tab
Number

Transcript Exhibit
Number

Description of
Exhibit

124

13 — Gary Peterson

5/9 Office Information Memo
to Bob from S. Pierson, with
attached 4/18/05 D. Flemming
letter attaching 4/18/05 URS
Meeting Minutes for
Evaluation of Bridge 9340 —
Progress Meecting 4

125

14 — Gary Peterson

4/3/06 Mn/DOT Meeting
Minutes regarding Bridge
Preservation

Recommendations for Bridge
Number 9340

126

16 — Gary Peterson

11/1/06 Mn/DOT Minutes
regarding Br. 9340 TH 35W
over the Mississippi River
Investment Strategy

127

2 — James Pierce

6/15/06 Bridge Inspection
Report

128

2 — Scott Pierson

8/4/04 D. Flemming email
regarding attached meeting
Minutes of Evaluation of
Bridge 9340 — Progress
Meeting 1

129

3 — Scott Pierson

11/17/04 URS Meeting
Minutes of Evaluation of
Bridge 9340 — Progress
Meeting 2

130

4 — Scott Pierson

1/10/05 URS Meeting Minutes
of Evaluation of Bridge 9340 —
Progress Meeting 3

131

5 — Scott Pierson

2/7/05 E. Zhou email
regarding Request for
Information with attached S.
Pierson memorandum
regarding Request for
Information Verification with
Mn/DOT (revised 1/24/05)

132

6 — Scott Pierson

4/4/05 URS Meeting Minutes
of Evaluation of Bridge 9340 —
Progress Meeting 4




Tab Transcript Exhibit Description of
Number Number Exhibit
133 7 — Scott Pierson 3/24/06 D. Flemming letter
regarding Preliminary
Recommendations for Bridge
9340
134 2 — Geoffrey Prelgo 8/16/06 Preliminary Meeting
Minutes — Staging of 35W
Rehab Project, Traffic Detours
and Timing Issues
135 3 — Geoffrey Prelgo 8/24/05 Meeting Minutes -
Staging of 35W Rehab Project,
Construction Issues,
Clarification of Job Scope and
Guard Rail
136 4 — Mark Pribula 9/26/01 Bridge Inspection
, Report
137 2 — Don Flemming; 3/28/03 URS Report — Fatigue
2 —David Long; Evaluation Bridge 9340, 35W
2 — Brett McElwain; “Over Mississippi River
2 —Ed Zhou
138 3 — Don Flemming; 5/21/03 E. Zhou fax regarding
3 — David Long; Inspection Check List for
3 — Brett McElwain; Bridge 9340 with attached
3 —Ed Zhou Inspection List for 6/9 — 13/03
and drawings
139 5 — Don Flemming; { 11/17/04 E. Zhou email
5 — David Long; regarding Final Minutes
5 — Brett McElwain;
5 — Ed Zhou
140 7 — Don Flemming; 12/18/06 E. Zhou email
7 — David Long; regarding Retrofit
7 — Brett McElwain; Recommendations
7 —Ed Zhou
141 8 — Don Flemming; 2/1/07 B. McElwain email
8 — David Long; regarding MnDOT Bridge
8 — Brett McElwain; 9340 Retrofit Design
8 —Ed Zhou
142 9 — Don Flemming; 7/19/07 D, Flemming email

9 — David Long;
9 — Brett McElwain;
9 - Ed Zhou

regarding 9340

10




Tab Transcript Exhibit Description of
Number Number Exhibit
143 10 — Don Flemming; 9/6/05 handwritten notes —
10 — David Long; Evaluation of I-35W Bridge,
10 — Brett McElwain; Notes from Meeting
10 — Ed Zhou
144 11 — Don Flemming; 6/23/06 B. McElwain email
11 ~ David Long; regarding Br. 9340 TH 35W
11 — Brett McElwain over the Mississippi River
investment strategy
145 12 — Don Flemming; 5/17/05 D. Long email
12 — David Long regarding Bridge 9340
146 13 — Don Flemming 11/30/98 E. Power letter
regarding working relationship
with HDR Engineering, Inc.,
and attaching report on
Allegheny River bridge
147 14 — Don Flemming 9/1/06 D. Flemming email
regarding Response to
MnDOT comments
148 16 — Don Flemming 2/27/06 E. Zhou email
regarding Bridge 9340

Preliminary Recommendation

GP:2370953 vl

11
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To: Distribution 57, 612, 618, 650 COURT

From: Richard A, Stehr
Division Director
Engineering Services

Subject: Bridge Preservation, Improvement and Replacement Guidelines for Fiscal Year 2006
threugh 2008 .

Expiration
This is a new Technical Memorandum and it will remain in effect until June 30, 2010, unless it is
stperseded before that date or suspended,

Implementation
The guidance and policy shall be effective on July 1, 2005.

Introduction : '
The attached Bridge Preservation, Improvement, and Replacement Guidelines (BPIR) replace the FY
2003 - 2004 guidelines.

Pumose

The Bridge Office has revised its Guidelines for Bridge Repair and Replacement to better describe when
design exceptions must be approved on bridge improvement projects; the specific minimum permit load
capacity for bridge improvement projects on interregional Corridors (IRCs) and interstate highways was
also revised; as was the bridge railing reconstruction policy (Appendix E). A new policy for repair and
extension of Type W box culverts (Appendix Jyhas also been added, as well as a revised policy for
Bridge Maintenance Painting of Steel Structures (Appendix H),

Guidelines
See attachment: Bridge Preservation, Improvement, and Replacement Guidelines (BPIR).

Gluestions: .

For information on the technical contents of this memorandum, please contact Gary Peterson, Assistant
State Bridge Engineer, Bridge Office, MS 610, (851) 747- 2107. Any questions regarding the publication
and distribution of this Technical Memorandum should be referred to Sophia Wickdund, Deslign Standards
Unit at 651-296-3190, or Michael Elle, Design Standards Englneer at 651-206-4859. All active
Memoranda and a list of historical Technical Memoranda can be viewed at

ht;tg:llmmrv.dot.state.mn.usﬁecsugn‘tmemolindex.html

Attachment: BPIR Guidalines (52 pages)

-END-
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INTRODUCTION

The Mn/DOT Bridge Office prepared these Bridge Preservation, Improvement, and
Replacement guidelines to replace the fiscal year 2003-2004 Bridge Preservation, Tmprovement
and Replacement Guidelines. They are infended as an md to District and Bridge Office
personnel when selecting candidate projects and identifying the specific preservation,
improvement, rehabilitation or replacement recommendations for an existing brdge. These
guidelines have been formulated to coincide with current Area Transportation Partnership (ATP)
progmmming procedures and Mn/DOT project development practices. Not all projects are part
of the ATP process, however, the criteria contained herein are independent of the process used
and funding category used. Districts are strongly encouraged to designate Federal Highway
Bridge Rehabilitation and Replacement Program (HBRRP) finding for bridge projects
developed in accordance with these guidelines (see definitions, below).

CHANGES MADE TO THIS EDITION
This edition of the gnidelines includes several changes from previous editions. The more

significant changes include:

. A revised section to describe when design exceptions must be approved on bridge
improvement projects; |

*  Arevised specific minimum permit load capacity for bridge improvement projects
on Interregional Corridors (IRCs) and interstate highways;,

. A revised bridge railing reconstruction policy (Appendix E).

° A new policy for repair and extension of Type W box culverts (Apperdix 1),

. A revised policy for Bridge Maintenance Painting of Steel Structures (Appendix
H)



DEFINITION OF TERMS

The following terms are used in these guidelines:

Highway Bridge Replacement and Rehabilitation Program (HBRRP): A federal

funding program available to fund the replacement or rehabilitation of bridges on any

public road. To be eligible, the bridge must be on a public road, more than 6100 mm (20
ft) long, have a sufficiency rating ofless than 50 for replacement or less than 80 for
rehabilitation, and be classified as Structurally Deficient or Functionally Obsolete.
Bridge preservation activities that are shown to be cost beneficial and extend the service
life of a bridge are also eligible but they do not have to be on the federal selection kst
(ie., they do not have to meet minimum sufficiency rating criteria) to qualify for funding.
HBRRP funding can also be used for qualifying bridge improvements as defined later in
these guidelines. Each state is apportioned funds annually for the BR program according
to federal formulas (see Appendix I for more information).

Design Exception: It is the general policy of the Department that every reasonable effort
will be made to mest design standards. The Design Exception process has been
developed to provide a critical review of elements for which normal standards cannot be
met. Design Exceptions are required for critical design elements that don’t meet the
Tequirements as indicated in Table G-1. They are used to justify design values that do not
" meet design standards. Design Exceptions should consider the effect of the design
deviation on the safety and operation of the structure and its compatibility with adjacent
sections of roadway. Since safety enhancement is an essential element of any project
design, exceptions should not be approved if it will reduce the relative safety of the
existing roadway or bridge. The cost of attaining full standards, as well as any other
future improvements, should be taken ito consideration |



Routine Bridge Maintenance - Routine bridge maintenance is maintenance that the

District Bridge Maintenance Staff performs and is considered to be good practice but
may be reactive, may have only a short-term impact by itself, or may need to be done
frequently or repeatedly to appreciably extend bridge service life. Routine maintenance
activities include bridge flushing, sweeping, debris removal, graffiti removal, and small
quantifies of spot painting or concrete and steel repairs. Routine bridge maintenance
work is not described in these guidelines and is not eligible for funding under Mn/DOT’s
Bridge Improvement or Bridge Replacement Programs or federal HBRRP funding.

Bridge Preservation - Bridge preservation is the fepair or protection against firture
deterioration of a structure or an element or nearby elements. It extends the service life
of a bridge without significantly increasing the load-carrying capacity or improving the
geometrics. Projects in this category need to meet the criteria lsted in section IV of these
guidelines, but do not have to meet all of the requirements of Table G-1. Examples of
bridge preservation projects include painting, bridge joint repair and replacement, bridge
deck overlays, repairs to bridge slope paving, efc. (See Section IV, part B) _
Cost-beneficial bridge preservation programs or activities can be approved for Bridge
Rehabilitation Funding under the Highway Bridge Rehabilitation and Replacement
Program (HBRRP). Candidates for Bridge Preservation do not have to be on the Federal
Selection list (i.e., meet the minimum sufficiency ratings) to qualify for HBRRP Federal
Funding,

Bridge Improvement - Bridge improvement is a set of activities that fixes the
deterioration found in a structure and improves the geometrics and load-carrying capacity
to at least the minimum criteria set in these guidelines, but may not provide improvement
that meets new construction standards. Some examples of bridge improvement projects
are reiling replacements and bridge deck replacements, which provide improved roadway
widths.



To be eligible for federal funding under HBRRP, a design exception must be épproved
for some elements of bridge Improvement projects that are not constructed to new
construction standards (see Section V, part C of this document). Bridge Enprovements
projects are eligible for funding under the HBRRP if they are on the Federal Selection list
(i-e., have a sufficiency rating below 80) and the improvement will remove the bridge
from the list (see Appendix I for further information),

Mn/DOT Bridge Improvement and Repair Program (BI) - The Bridge Improvement

and Repair Program focuses on the preservation and improvement of geometrics and
load-carrying capacifies of existing bridges.
Projects in this program are typically eligible for funding under the HBRRP.

Bridge Rehabilitation or Replacement - Bridge rehabilitation or replacement involves

reconstructing an existing structure to meet cument new construction standards or
removing a structure and building a completely new one in its place. Upon completion of
the work, the bridge is removed from the Federal HBRRP Bridge selection list.

Bridge rehabilitation or replacement projects are eligible for funding under the HBRRP if
they have a sufficiency rating of less than 80 or 50, respectively,

Mn/DOT _Bridge Replacement Program (BR) - The bridge replacement program
rehabilitates or replaces bridges that have been identified as inadequate and/or
substandard because of limited horizontal and vertical clearances, load restrictions, or
substantial deferioration. Typical projects comsist of construction of new bridges or
extensive reconstruction that requires superstructure and substructure modifications,
Projects in this program are typically eligible for bridge rehabilitation or bridge
replacement finding under the HBRRP if they meet the requirements listed in the
definition of HBRRP on page 2.
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SCOPE OF GUIDELINES
BRIDGES

The modifications and updates contained in these guidelines are based on the
continual accummlation of experience and data and the advent of new technology in
bridge protection and bridge improvement. These guidelines have also been expanded

~and revised to define bridge preservation projects and to include criteria for the Bridge

Replacement program. The “Policy for New Bridge Decks,” “Policy for Bridge Railing
on Bridge Construction and Reconstruction Projects,” “Policy on Retrofit or Replacement
of Fatigne Prone Components of Steel Bridges,” and the “Guidelines for Bridge Deck
Maintenance by Mn/DOT Forces™ are attached as appendices since criteria from these
policies/guidelines are also utilized in bridge improvement and replacement Projects,
“Bridge Maintenance Painting Guidelines™ are also included in the appendix because the
contract portion of this painting work is included in the BI Program,
CULVERTS

The repair or extension of culvert structures s exempt from these gmidelines,
except that special structural considerations for repair or extension of Type W concrete
box culverts are provided in Appendix J.

PROJECT SELECTION AND PRIORITIZATION
et 2 RDLLA TNV AND PRIORTTTZATION

Description of the Area Transportation Partnership (ATP) Process

The MnDOT Office of Investment Management (OIM) provides target funding
based on factors such as system size and cument and projected performance meeting
Preservation, Safety, and Mobility objectives.  Priority is given to meeting ATP
Preservation needs. For more information on the 2007-2009 STIP Process refer to the

Office of Investment Management Web page: hitp://'www.oim.dot.state mn.us/ }4



Packaging Projects

Occasionally, the work needed on an individual structure js nof sufficient to
justify a separate contract, To take advantage of economies of scale that are inherent in
large projects, “packaging” several bridges and including them with roadway work
should be considered to provide cost-effective projects. Where traffic is detoured from a
section of trunk highway, preservation work on other trunk highway bridges within the
detour limits may be desimable. The necessity for packaging work may result in the
increased priority of a particular bridge project that would otherwise not be considered.
Packaging of bridgework to provide efficient project administration should also be
considered in establishing priorities.
Project Planning and Design Activities

The preparation of final plans for bridge preservation, improvement, and
rehabilitation or replacement projects requires action by both the District and the Bridge
Office. A schedule for these activities is shown in Appendix C, Time frames for all
activities should be met to ensure that the final design plan is delivered on time.
Repair Classification

The types of repairs that may be recommended are divided into 3 broad
classifications as shown in the following table. Further detail regarding each repair
classification is provided in the following sections.

. Rehabilitation or
Preservation Improvement Replacement
e Improve geometrics & .
Description an&e}e{; g strength, but not necessarily Generaﬂjsrtl:nze:rgzw design
2 to new design standards
Paint, overlay, — Replace superstructure (beams
FExample | expansion joints Redeck, Widening and deck)
<30% of costof | 30% to 60% of the cost of a (;on;;dgr 2 nev;::n gge c:f;(i): t
Cost 2 tew bridge new bridge including approach w
>70% of new bridge




IV.  GUIDELINES FOR BRIDGE PRESERVATION

Bridge preservation is defined on page 3, and is recommended when specific bridge

element deterioration has occurred, and the structure must be repaired to slow or stop the

detericration rate and thus prolong the service life of the structure. The scope of work shonld

maintain the existing design featnres of the bridge. Typical bridge preservation work may

include;

bridge painting;

expansion joint repairfreplacement,

bridge deck overlays and re-overlays;

railing/barrier repair/replacement (some improvement in shoulder width is
permitted),

partial deck replacement (tnaintain current width); and

minor superstructure or substructure Tepair.

Bridge preservation projects are not required to bring a bridge up to all of the mimimum

criteria found under the Bridge Improvement Section of these guidelines (Table G-1), but they

must maintain the existing design features of the bridge. However, there are 2 exceptions to the

“no minimum” criteria;

1) Preservation projects must comply with the Mn/DOT policy on bridge railings as
described in Appendix E.
2) If an existing structure is not permit load restricted the resulting preservation

activities cannot result in a permit load restriction. If an existing structure is permit load

restricted, the resulting preservation activities cannot result in a more restrictive permit

load restriction.

A Condition Criteria for Bridge Preservation

Bridge preservation activities should be considered when the Bridge Management

System identifies bridge elements that have deteriorated to the extent that preservation-

activity benefits outweigh the repair cost and such repairs will prevent or delay further

7



deterioration of the element or neartby elements. (See Appendix G, “Guidelines for
Bridge Deck Maintenance by Mn/DOT Forces”) Element conditions at the following
levels could be candidates for preservation activities. (These conditions are gnidelines
only and actoal field conditions may warrant preservation projects at other levels of

deterioration);

Painted steel elements A total of more than 20% of element* in condition
3,4,and 5

Reinforced concrete elements A total of more than 10% of element* in condition
state 3 and 4

Timber elements A total of more than 10% of element* in condition
state 3 and 4

Deck and slab elements Element* in condition state 3, 4,0r5

Expansion joints More than 10% of element* in condition state 3

* Refers to PONTIS elements

B.

Bridge Preservation Activities
The following activities are considered coét-eﬂ'ective bridge preservation
activities that extend the usefil life ofa bridge:
1. Sealing or replacement ofleaking joints or elimination of deck joints {to minimize
the deterioration of superstructure and substructure elements beneath the joints),
2. Deck overlays consisting of proven effective systems, which significanfly
increase the service life of the deck by sealing the deck surface from aggressive
solutions and reducing the impact of aging and weathering;
Spot and zone painting of structural stee] (if unsound condition < 20%),
Painting of structural steel; |
Cathodic Protection (CP) Systems;
Electrochemical Chloride Extraction (ECE) Treatment;

IS o
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10.
11.

12.

13.

14.
15.

Installations of scour countermeasures,

Removal of large debris from channels;

Retrofit of fracture-critical details;

Retrofit of fatigne-prone details;

Concrete deck repairs including those nsed in conjunction with the installation of
deck overlays, CP systems, or ECE treatment;

Substructure concrete repairs including those used in conjunction with installation
of CP systems or ECE treatment;

Other concrete repairs that are necessary to improve element condition and are
followed by the application of concrete sealants, coatings, and membranes for
surface protection of the concrete, or are efficiently done when packaged with
other preventative bridge maintenance activities;

Heat straightening of damaged load-carrying bridge members; and

Repairs to railings that extend element life and meet the railing policy presented
n Appendix E,

Cost Criteria for Bridge Preservation

A project meets the cost criteria for Bridge Preservation if the total cost of

preservation work is less than 30% of the cost of g new bridge. If the total cost of

preservation work is 30% or more of the cost of a new bridge, consideration should be

given to redefining the project as a Bridge Improvement to bring the bridge up to the
minimum criteria list in Table G-1. If the final decision is still to proceed with a bridge

preservation project, the Design Memorandum should reference information on the type

of bridge improvements considered, the cost of such improvements, and other pertinent

information supporting that decision, Bridge preservation projects are typically part of

~ Mn/DOT’s Bridge Improvement program.



Guidelines for Replacement of Inplace Deck Protective Systems

Low-slump concrete, latex concrete, latex mortar, and bituminous overlays with
membrane-protective systems have been installed on many bridges throughout the State.
The life of the low-slump concrete and latex concrete systems appears to be well over 20
years; however, the life of a bituminous overlay with a membrane or latex mortar system
is approximately 10 years. When District maintenance forces come to the point where
they can no longer maintain in-place deck protective systems eﬁ'ecﬁvely, they should
teplace them with low-slump or latex concrete overlays,

Districts should pay particular attention to monitoring the condition of inplace
concrete overlays on box girder bridges and other structures for which deck replacement
18 coét prohibitive or presents significant constructability problems. Structures of this type
should be monitored to determine the chlonide content at various depths of the overlay at
intervals not exceeding 10 years. As the chloride content at the base of the overlay begins
to approach half the corrosion threshold, testing should be done more frequently, The
bridge should be programmed for overlay replacement before the concrete at the level of
the top rebar reaches half of the corrosion threshold (half of the corrosion threshold i8
equal to approximately 0.075 percent water-soluble chloride ion or 1500 ppm. For acid-
soluble chloride ion half of threshold is approximatsly 0.0175 percent or 175 ppm. The
Mn/DOT lab generally runs acid-soluble chloride ion tests). For information on chloride
sampling methods contact the Bridge Office.

Guidelines for Bridge Deck Overlays

Decisions to overlay or re-overlay a bridge deck should consider life cycle costs
and benefits. A decision to remove and replace a bridge deck will generally extend the
“repair free” service life to the 75 year design life of a bridge. A decision to overlay a
bridge deck will generally extend the service life another 10-25 years, depending on the
prior condition of the deck. Placing bituminous overlays may help maintain rideability.

10



The priority guidelines in Appendix A do not apply to the replacement of in-place

protective systems.

i, Shert-Term Overlays

Where it is necessary to maintain rideability or minimize surface repairs,
short-term overlays are frequently used to extend the service life of bridge decks.
Usually short-term overlay preparation consists of scarifying 12 mm (1/2 in) fiom
the deck thickness, but does not require removal of deteriorated conerete.
Bituminous overlays of 50 to 100 mm (2 to 4 in) are expected to last a maximum
of 5 years. Concrete overlays of 75 mm (3 in) over deteriorated concrete (with
bituminous patches removed) may provide up to 10 years of service.

ii.  Long-Term (Protective) Overlays

In locations with high fraffic volumes and high de-icing-chemical usage,
special emphasis should be given to the programming of deck protective systems
for bridges that meet the criteriz shown below and are currenfly unprofected.
Grade-separstion bridges with no access to mainline roadways should not be
programmed for protective overlays unless high traffic volumes (ADT > 2,000),
frequent use of de-icing chemicals, or evidence of deck deterioration warrant
overlays. Consideration should also be given to the criteria listed i appendix D.
‘Where overlays are not warranted, but leakage through existing joints is damaging
the superstructure or substructure, waterproof joint installation should be
considered.

iii.  Priority Guidelines

Priority guidelines for deck repair by contract are provided in Appendix A.
They are based on the premise that concrete overlays are most economically
justified when:
» ovetlays or re-overlays are placed on basically intact decks as a protective

measure, or

11



* deck replacements are deferred until full deck removal and replacement is
warranted.

The following general categories and procedures have been established for

protective overlay projects. (See Appendix A for priority guidelines)

IT top rebar cover is less than 2 inches:

Category Deck Condition Procedure

L 0-10% unsound (slight Scarify, do spot removal and a 50-mm (2-in)
deterioration) - Pontis deck low-slump concrete overlay.
condition 2 or 3

L. 10-25% unsound (moderate Scarify, do spot removal and a 50-mm (2-in)
deterioration) - Pontis deck low-shump concrete overlay.
condition 4

1L 25-50% unsound (éevere 100% scarify 13-mm (0.5-in), (overlay with

deterioration) (only non-interstate 75-mm (3-in) low-slump concrete. Schedule
highways with less than 10,000  for deck removal after 10 years,

ADT and with the bottom of the '

slab sound)

IV, 40-+% unsound (critical Schedule new deck after usable life of inplace
deterioration) (25+% on interstate deck is expended. It may require a
or where 10,000 ADT or more)  bituminous overlay to maintain rideability.

If top rebar coveris 2 iﬁches or more or the structure has an inplace overlay:

For category I, do nothin_g. For category Il and III, consider a re-overlay. For category
IV, schedule new deck after usable life of inplace deck is expended, which may require a
bituminous overlay to maintain rideability,

V. GUIDELINES FOR BRIDGE IMPROVEMENT _

Bridge improvement is a set of activities that fixes the deterioration found in a structnre
and improves the geometrics and load-carrying capacity to at least the minimum criteria set in
these gnidelines, but may not provide improvement that meets new construction standards. When
determining whether or not to improve an existing bridge, the current geometrics of the structure,
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as well as the projected structural conditions must be considered. Specific features that mmst be
comsidered include the vertical clearance, lateral underclearance, load capacity, permit load
capacity, scour crificality, and the condition of the main structural elements. The criteria used
may vary depending on the classificationftype. of highway and the ADT on the structure, The
minimum criteria for the various features are shown i Table G-1 (column 4) for each type of
highway, If a structure meets the criteria listed, further improvement is optional, subject to the
design exception requirements discussed in Section C, “Design Exceptions for Bridge
Improvement Projects™, If a structure does not meet the minimum criteria listed, it should be
improved to meet or exceed minimum criteria or considered for more substantial work inclniding
rehabilitation or replacement. The minimum criteria used for bridge conditions are based on
element level inspection criteria. Typical bridge improvement work may include:

e full deck replacements;

* superstructure replacement;

» bridge widening;

¢ bridge mising; and

* renovations.

A Cendition and Cost Criteria for Bridge Improvements

Basic considerations for bridge improvement projects are:

1. Repairs to the existing structure will Tequire an expenditure of 30% - 60% of
the cost of a new structure: or

2. Load capacity has decreased due to deterioration or damage requiring
strengthening of members; or

3. Geometric improvements are needed to match the approach roadway width
or reduce accidents.

If any of these basic considerations are met, the bridge improvement criteria

should be applied to the project. Bridge improvement projects should bring a structnre
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up to the minimum criteria shown in column 4 of Table G-1, but they do not necessarily
have to meet standards for new bridges (column 5).

If'the total cost of a bridge improvement exceeds 60% of the cost of a new bridge,
rehabilitation or replacement should be considered to bring the bridge up to current
design standards. When deciding to do a bridge improvement that is in excess of 60% of
the cost of 4 new bridge, the Design Memorandum should reference information on the

type and cost of rehabilitation/replacement considered.

B, Geometrics and Load Capacity

At the time the scope of work is determined, improvement of substandard geometrics,
load capacity, and deficient components of the bridge should be considered. Widening of
structures should be considered to provide lane width of 3650 mm (12 ft). Consideration should
also be given to adding shoulders, adding sidewalks, and extending acceleration/deceleration
lanes, The improvement of load capacity must be considered for bridges with permit load
restrictions. For bridges that are located on Interregional Corridors (IRCs) or interstate routes,
the bridge improvement must result in a bridge that has no restrictions for overweight permit
standard classes up to 158,000 pounds GVW. For all other routes the load rating must be at least
HS 18 Inventory. |

Projects whose primary purpose is to improve traffic capacity (additional traffic lanes
including tum lanes) are included in the major construction (MC) progra and are not covered

by these gnidelines. Such project should meet the standards and requirements for new bridges.

C. Design Exceptions for Bridge Improvement Projects

A Design Exception must be submitted and approved for Bridge Improvement projects
that do not meet the criteria listed in the “Minimum Criteria For Bridge Improvements™ (colummn
4) of Table G-1, or that do not meet the criteria listed below for HBRRP funded projects.

The State Bridge Engineer must recommend each bridge related design exception for

approval. The mimimum values given in column 4 of Table G-1 meet Federal minimum design
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standards for bridges that will be left in place, and when followed will effectively remove
bridges from structurally deficient or fimetionally obsolete lists.

(See http://www.dot.sinte.mn.us/tecsupbwzfplu/dessband/bridgefh‘implm.doc for the design
exception worksheet and submittal format) Refer to Section 2-6 of the Mn/DOT Road Design

Marual for guidance on geometric design exceptions. See Appendix X for a blank Design
Exce-ption Form.

To be eligible for federal HBRRP funding, a Bridge Improvement project must meet the
construction  standards for a new ‘bridge, as listed in the “Mn/DOT New
Construction/Reconstruction Standards” (column 5) of Table G-1. As indicated in the table,
HBRRP funded projects require higher minimum standards for the following features:

s Pridge roadway width

¢ Bridge structural capacity
¢ DBridge lane width

+ Vertical clearance:

Approval of design exceptions for HBRRP funded Bridge Improvement projects that
meet the “Minimum Criteria for Bridge Improvements” (column 4) in Table G-1, but not the
“Mn/DOT New Construction/Reconstruction Standards” (column 5), should be routine as long as
highway safety is maintained or improved, and the bridge does not have an accident history that
relates directly to the critical design element,

1. Preparation and Submittal of Design Exceptions
e Design excepﬁons are usually submitted with the Design Memorandum or
other environmental documents,

Ttems requiring design exceptions should be noted with supporting rationale in
the Preliminary and Final Bridge Repair Recommendations issued by the Bridge
Office. If'the Design Exception is recommended for approval by the State Bridge
Engineer the Regional Bridge Construction Engineer from the Bridge Office will
substantially complete the request for design exception (see Appendix K for a

15



blank form) and will attach it to their Preliminary Repair Recommendations for
District approwval.

The District must complete the design exception form and address any
relevant accident history on the bridge and other bridge related safety concerns
before submitting it to the State Design Engineer for approval.

16
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Exclusion from the Minimum Criteria Listed In Table G-1
1. Exclusion Based on Bridge Length

Bridge Improvement projects for bridges that are less than 150 m (300 ft) in
length should meet the minimum requirements listed under “Minimum Critetia for
Bridge Improvement Projects” in Table G-1 upon completion of the work.

Generally, bridges less than 150 m (500 ft) long that do not meet the minimum-
width criteria should be programmed for minor widening to meet minimum-width
criteria.  If additional beams and substmctures are required o meet minimam-width
criteria, the bridge should be programmed for major widening to current width and load-
capacity standards. Also, when vehicles must substantially reduce speed due to narrow
bridge width in comparison to the approach roadway or substandard horizontal or vertical
bridge alignment, the bridge should be programmed for improvement to current width
standards.

The minimmum deck width values shown in Table G-1 are from 1220 to 2440 mm
(4 to 8 ft) wider than the minimum widths required to remove a structure from the
FHWA list of deficient bridges. For the purposes of these guidelines, the 150 m (500-ft)
Limit extends the use of wider and safer shoulder width to most overpass brndges and
stream crossings. For major structures or bridges over 150 m (560 ft) in length,
particularly where additional beams and substructures are required to meet the wider
shoulder width shown in Table G-1, the costs and benefits of wider shoulders should
Teceive more carefill consideration. Bridge Improvements on structures longer than 150
m (500 fi) that don’t meet the minimum deck width requirements of Table G-1 will
require approval of a Design Exception.
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2. Bridge Ornamental Traffic Railing and Curbs
For bridges with posted speed limits over 64 km/hr (40 mph) all fully
omamental traffic railings should be replaced or have other intermediate traffic
barriers meeting current standards placed between them and the traveled roadway.,

All bridge railings that have curbs wider than 230 mm (9 in) or do not meet the

AASHTO 4.48 KN (10-k) strength requirement must be replaced or modified in

accordance with the policy for railings on bridge projects if the posted speed limit

is over 64 km/hr (40 mph.) (See Appendix E).

F. Guidelines for Bridge Deck Improvements

Deck replacement projects, due to their cost, should be considered carefully to
ensure that completed structures do not result in the continuation of substandard o
conditions (below current Mn/DOT new construction standards) that will need to be
addressed during the extended life of the new deck Decks should be constructed n
accordance with the policy for new bridge decks in Appendix I and the policy for bridge
railing in Appendix E unless design-exception approval has been obiained.

Preparation of Project Memorandums and Study rReports that involve bridge deck
reconstruction should include a thorough documentation of future construction plans in
the vicinity of the bridge. The report should also discuss any remaming deficiencies in
load, safety, or geometrics, such as protective guardreil, bridge width, vertical, or
honizontal alignment, and pedestrian needs.

V1. GUIDELINES FOR REHABILITATION OR REPLACEMENT

The decision to replace or rehabilitate a bnllggmmmmwwever, if work is
extensive, cost studies should be made. The Bridge Office Regional Bridge Construction [
Engineers are available to assist District personnel in evaluating end conducting rehabilitation

£ ¥
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versus replacement studies. Factors other than those included in these guidelines may determine
whether studies are necessary and decisions concerning the need for studies must be based on
each individual situation.
A Guidelines for Bridge Rehabilitation
Bridge rehabilitation is typically undertaken when parts of a structure are in poor
condition, the geometrics or load capacity is inadequate, and the bridge can be widened
or improved at a reasonable cost. Rehabilitation should both lengthen the overall lifespan
of 2 bridge and correct deficiencies so that the exigting structure is reconstructed o meet
all current design criteria for new construction or reconstruction (see column 5 of Table
G-1).  When the rehabilitation has been completed, the portions of the superstructure
and/or substructure not reconstructed should be in good condition and expected to last as
long as the rehabilitated portion. Upon completion of the work, the bridge is removed
from the Federal HBRRP Bridge selection list,
B. Condition Criteria for Bridge Rehabilitation
The criteria used to select bridge rehabilitation projects include the condition and
geometrics of the structure. Specific criteria include:
¢ Poor deck condition (deck condition of 4 or 5 or imder deck smart flag rating 3, 4,
or 5) or;
* Geometrics or a load capacity needing improvement that can be improved by -
widening or other means at a reasonable cost, or;
*  Poor superstructure condition (20% or more of major superstructure elements arf;>
m the worst two condition states).
C. Cost Criteria for Bridge Rehabilitation Projects -
A cost_comparison of rehabllrtatton versus replacement shall be made if

rehabilitation i 1s a feasible altemative. The cost of rehabilitation, including approach

reconstruction, should be less than 70% of the cost of bridge replacement. If replacement
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is recommended for bridges with sufficiency ratings between 50 and 80, special FITWA
approval is necessary to obtain HBRRP bridge replacement finding, Requests for
funding should include a cost comparison of alternates, and other data supporting the
decision to replace.
Design Exceptions for Bridge Rehabilitation Projects

Bridge Rehabilitation projects must meet the critoria listed in column 5 of Table
G-1. The requirements for submitting requests for design exceptions for bridge
rehabilitation projects are similar to those for bridge improvement projects, except that
approval of design exceptions for bridge rehabilitation projects is not considered routine.

Guidelines for Bridge Replacement
The general criteria for developing a list of potential replacement candidates
inchide condition, cost, age, and geometrics. The specific criteria inchude:
L. The bridge requires continuous maintenance by Mn/DOT forces to remain in
service, and:
a. one or more main structural elements are in poor condition (20% or more
of an element in the worst two condition states), and
b. the cost to rehabilitate the bridge is 70% or more of the replacement cost;
or
c. the bridge is nearing the 70-year average life of a structure.
2. The bridge is load posted and cannot be repaired to remove the restriction at a
reasonable cost,
3. Horizontal or vertical clearances are substandard and have caused accidents snd
Ppose a potential safety problem. Rehabilitation ig impractical or exceeds 70% of
replacement cost.

4, Roadway realignment requires a new location for the structure.
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‘When a structure is replaced, it shall be designed to meet the criteria for new bridges set
forth in the Mw/DOT LRFD Bridge Design Marual.
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APPENDIX A

These guidelines are modified for bridges where the deck is a portion of the main structural
support member. (Some examples are concrete box-girder, concrete slab-span, and concrete
deck-girder bridges). Since decks on these structures cannot be removed without supporting the
structure on falsework, the amount of unsound concrete shonld be changed to 20 to 60% in
Category 3, and full deck removal should not be considered in Category 4 until more than 60%
of the deck surface is unsound. Every effort should be made to repair these bridge decks before
deterioration requires full removal of the deck. Within any category in this table, these structures
should receive priority over other bridges.

Category I and II decks with bituminous overlays (without membranes) should receive concrete
overlays in accordance with the guidelines. Category I1I and TV decks with bituminous overlays
should be scheduled for deck replacement at the end of their useful lives.

*Category 11 decks should be overlaid only if a thorough evaluation indicates that minimal
unsound concrete extends below the top of rebars. If extensive areas of unsound concrete exist
below the top of rebars, paich and repair and maintain the deck in accordance with the guidelines
until the end of'its useful life.

**When the useful service life of the deck has ended, a bituminous overlay may be required to
maintain rideability.
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APPENDIX B

APPRAISAL RATINGS FOR MINIMUM VERTICAL UNDERCLEARANCE -

1. For values between those listed in the table; use the lower rating code,
2. The functional classification of the underpassing route shall be used in the evaluation. Ifan

"under" record is not coded, the underpassing route shall be considered a major or minor
collector or local road.
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: UNDER BRIDGE
Rating by comparison of minimum vertical underclearance UNDER the bridge deck and
functional classification. '
MINIMUM VERTICAL CLEARANCE |
UNDER. FUNCTIONAL CLASSIFICATION
CLEARANCE oTHER ] MAJOR AND
APPRAISAIL, [INTERSTATES PRINCIPAL MINOR RAILROAD
RATING AND OTHER AND MINOR COLLECTORS UNDER
FREEWAYS ARTERIALS AND LOCAL
ROUTES
9 > 5180mm > 35030 mm >35030 mm > 7010 mm
(>17.0 ft) (>16.5 ft) (>16.5ft) (>»23.0 ft)
8 5180 mm 5030 mm 5030 mm 7010 mm
(17.01¢) (16.5 ft) (16.5 ft) (23.0 1)
7 5105 mm 4725 mm 4725 mm 6705 mm
(16.75 ft) (15.5 ft) (15.5t) (22.0 ft)
6 5030 mm 4420 mm 4420 mm 6400 mm
(16.5 fi) (14.5 1) (14.5ft) (21.0 1)
s 4800 mm 4345 mm 4345 mm 6400 mm
(15,75 ft) (14.25 ft) (14.25 ft) (21.0 ft)
4 4570 mm 4270 mm 4270 mm 6100 mm
(15.0ft) (14.0 £) (14.0 ft) (20.0 ft)
3 [Vertical underclearance is loss than the value in rating code 4 AND requires
CORRECTIVE ACTION.
Vertical underclearance is less than the value in rating code 4 AND requires
2 REPLACEMENT.
0 Structure is CLOSED.
NOTES:




APPENDIX B

APPRAISAL RATINGS FOR MINIMUM LATERAL UNDERC ELARANCE -~ UNDER
BRIDGE

Rating by comparison of minimum laters! underclearance RIGHT AND LEFT and functional
dlassification of the underpassing route.

MINIMUM LATERAL UNDERCLERANCE
_ FUNCTIONAL CLASSIFICATION
UNDER -ONE-WAY TRAFFIC TWO-WAY TRAFFIC
CLEARANCE INTERSTATES, FREEWAYS, PRINCIPAL OTHER MAJOR AND RAILROAD
APPRAISAL, ARTERIALS MINOR
RATING PRINCIPAL | rimcrors | UNDER
MAINLINE RAMPS AND MINOR
ARTERIALS AND LOCAL
LEFT RIGHT LEFT RIGHT ROUTES
o 9945 mm | > 9145 mm | > 1220mm | >3050 mm > 9145 mm > 3660 mm > 6100 mm
(= i‘l?ﬂ ft) (> 30.0 ft) (> 4.0 ft) {> 10.0 1t} (> 30.0 It) {= 12,0 1t {>20.0 &)
3 9145 mm 9145 mm 1220 & 3050 mm 9145 mm 3660 mm 6100 mm
{30.0 £t) (30.0 it) (4.0 mm) (10.0 It) (36.0 ft) (12.0 f) (200 R)
= 5490 mm 6400 mm 915 mm 2745 mm 6400 mm 3350 mm 5180 mm
(18.0 1t) {210 1) (3.0 i) (9.0 1) (218 ft) {11.0 It) {17.0 ft)
6 1830 mm 3660 mm 610 mm 2440 mm 3660 mm 3050 mm 4270 mm
(6.0 1t) {12.0 &) (2.0 &) (8.0 &) (12.0 1) {10.0 l't! 14.0 it
5 1525 mm 3350 mm 610 mm 1830 mm 3050 mm 2440 mm 3350 mm
(5.0 fi) {110 & (2.0 ft) (6.0 K {10.0 ft) (8.0 1t) (110 &
4 1220 mm 3050 mm 610 mm 1220 mm 2440 mm 1830 mm 2590 mm
(4.0 ) {10.0 fit) (2.0 &) (4.9 i) (8.0 fi) (6.0 It) (8.5 ft)
3 Lateral underclearance is less then the value in rating code 4 AND requires CORRECTIVE ACTION,
2 Hl.atera! underclearance is less than the value in rating code 4 AND requires REPLACEMENT.
0 Strocture is CLOSED.
NOTES:

1. For values between those listed in the table, use the lower rating code.

2. When acceleration or deceleration lanes or tamps are provided under two-way traffic, use the value from the
RIGHT RAMP column to determine the code.

3. The functional classificiation of the underpassing route shall be used in the evaluation. Ifan UNDER record is
note coded, the inderpassing route shall be considered a major or minor collector or local route.




APPENDIX B’

APPRAISAL RATINGS FOR WATERWAY ADEQUACY

Bridge deck and roadway approaches are above
floodwater elevations (high water). Chance of
overtopping is remote,

Bridge deck is above the roadway approuches. There
is aremote chance of avertopping the roadway
approaches. There is greater than 915 mm (3 It) of
freeboard,

Bridge deck is above the roadway approaches. There
is nslight chance of overtopping the roadway
approaches. There is 610 to 915 mm (2 to 3 &) of
freeboard.

Bridge deck is ahove the roadway approaches, There
is aslight chance of overtopping the roadway
approaches with insignificant traffic delays. There is
300 to 610 mm (1 to 2 f) of frechoard.

Bridge deck is above the roadway approaches, There
is occasional overtopping of the roadway approaches
with significant traffic delays. There is G to 300 mm (@
to 1 ft) of freeboard.

There is occasional overtopping of the bridge deck and
roadway approaches with significant traffic delays.

There is frequent overtopping of bridge deck and
roadwar roaches with significant traffic delays.

There is ocasional or frequent overtopping of bridge
deck and roadway appmaches with severe traffic
delays.

Bri%g is closed,

NOTES:

Freeboard is based on the distance from the low member elevation at the bottom of the superstructure to

the water surface of the 50-year frequency design storm.

See FHWA publication "Recording and coding

Guide for the Structure Inventory and Appraisal of the
Nations Bridges" Report No. FHWA PD-96-001
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APPENDIX C

Ententionally left Blank
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APPENDIX D

POLICY FOR NEW BRIDGE DECKS

New bridge decks will be designed to standards that insure a reasonably long maintenance-free
Lfe. The requirements for new bridge decks have been grouped into two categories witha
protective system designed to be cost effective for the anticipated exposure to de-icing chemicals

in each of these categories.

Category

All bridges carrying interstate traffic. All interstate
highway bridges at an interchange with access to
the interstate. All bridges carrying trunk highway
traffic in major metropolitan areas and
municipalities with populations of 5,000 or greater.
All bridges on highways with 20-year projected
ADT greater than 2000,

Bridges not meeting the above criteria.
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Protective System

Epoxy-coated reinforcing bars in both top and
bottom mats with special concrete overlay (provide
75 mm (3 in) of total concrete cover).
Consideration shall also be given to the use of full
depth low permeability concrete mixes.

Epoxy-coated reinforcement bars with 75 mm 3
In) of structural concrete cover (no special concrete
overlay)

Consideration shall also be given to the use of full
depth low permeability concrete mixes.



APPENDIX E

*POLICY FOR BRIDGE RAILINGS ON BRIDGE CONSTRUCTION AND
RECONSTRUCTION PROJECTS (1-02)

The current Mn/DOT Policy for bridge railings on bridge construction and reconstruction
contracts is as follows:

1) New Railings
a. NCHRP Report 350 crash-tested traffic railing types will be used on new bridges,
new sections of bridge widening, deck replacements and railing replacement
projects in accordance with Section 13 of the AM¥DOT LRFD Bridge Design
Manual.

2) In-Place Railings
3. When any work is scheduled for a bridge not meeting the 4.45 kN (10-kip) design
load requirements (1964 and later AASHTO Standard Specification), these
railings will be modified (see attached examples) or replaced with railings
meeting the crash-tested shape and strength requirements for new bridges.

b. On bridges that have railings meeting the 4.45 kKN {10-kip) design load, and
where only minor structural work is scheduled, such as bridge deck overlays and
bridge deck joint repair, the existing bridge railing will be replaced or modified
when the existing railing is in poor structural condition; or site specific and railing
performance data (j.c. accident data or curb projection > 9") indicate the need for
railing revision. The end post and the approach guardrail fransition will be
upgraded as necessary to meet NCHRP Report 230 Tequirements.

¢. This policy is generally not applicable to through-truss-type bridges and other
structures that would require extensive reconstruction or reduced roadway width
or load capacity to comply with these criteria. However, modification of railings
on through-truss bridges that are susceptible to collapse if a critical member is
severely damaged should be considered on a case by case basis. This policy is
also not applicable to bridges with design speeds of 64 km/hr (40 mph) or less,
except that bridge railings that are in poor structural condition shall be
strengthened or replaced to meet new design requirements.

*Note: This policy was reviewed afler issuance in 1990 of FHWA requirements for use of

NCHRP 350 crash-tested railing. Revisions made to this policy substantially comply with the
Tequirements,
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APPENDIX F

MN/DOT POLICY ON RETROFIT OR REPLACEMENT OF
FATIGUE-PRONE COMPONENTS OF STEEL BRIDGES

Non-Redundant Members
This policy applies only when all of the following listed conditions apply:

(1)  The member is structural steel and is a primary load-carrying member,

(2)  The member is composed of welded plates or has welded attachments,
categorized as fatigue category D, E, or E? according to the AASHTO Bridge
Design Code, or has welded attachments for floor beams or diaphragms which are
not securely attached to both flanges.

(3)  Heavy commercial average annual daily traffic (HCADT) is greater than or equal
to 200 (ADT greater than or equal to 2000) or fatigue cracking is present in
structural welds. ‘

(4)  Planned scope of work is classified as “improvement” or “rehabilitation” as
defined in current Bridge Improvement and Replacement Guidelines.

Retrofitting in negative moment areas (Area “A™) or replacements of non-redundant members
shall be provided in bridge improvement or rehabilitation projects for members meeting the
above criteria. The State Bridge Engineer shall approve any exceptions to this policy.

Rednndant Members '

Retrofitting or replacing redundant members is not required except when a fatigue-life analysis
shows that the remaining life is significantly less than the expected service life of the bridge. If
the remaining life is less than expected service lifs, the policy for retrofitting or replacing non-
redundant members shall apply.
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APPENDIX G
GUIDELINES FOR BRIDGE DECK MAINTENANCE BY MN/DOT FORCES

The guidelines for bridge deck maintenance by Mn/DOT forces are designed to extend the
service life of inplace bridge decks that are not programmed for contract repairs. Bituminous
overlays should not be placed on decks in Category A or B unless complete deck replacement is
necessary due to failure to meet minimum width or load capacity requirements for concrete
overlay. Maintenance repair shotld cortinte until the total nsable life of the deck is expended
and removal and replacement is warranted, as defined under the Bridge Improvement Guidelines.

Traffic Category Deck Condition Procedure

Flace low-slump or 50 mm (2 In) maximupm
slump concrete patches. *Apply approved

b 0, )

10,000 ADT A 0% to 25% Unsound sealer to curbs, sidewalks, and concrete

railings.

>10,000 ADT B |25%t040% Unsound | M-ouniain rideability with concrete or
bituminous patches.

Greater than 40% Schedule deck replacement and maintain
>20,0 p .
20,000 ADT ¢ Unsound rideability with bituminons mats.

Place low-slump or 50 mm (2 In) maximum
slump concrete patches. *Apply approved

< ° o

10,000 ADT A 0% to 40% Unsound sealer to curbs, sidewalks, and concrete

railings.

< 10,000 ADT B |40%1060% Unsound | ie.ain tideability with concrete or
bituminous paiches.

Greater than 60% Schedule deck replacement and maintain
<
10,000 ADT C Unsound rideability with bituminous mats.

* Hand spray applications. Use sealer when patching is being done.
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BRIDGE MAINTENANCE PAINTING GUIDELINES
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INTRODUCTION

The corrosion of structural steel bridge members has been an ongoing concern to bridge and
maintenance personnel. Not only does this corrosion mar the appearance of bridges, it can also
seriously impair the structoral capacity of the entire structure. The most widely used and most
econemical method to provide corrosion protection to steel bridge members is painting.

In the past, decisions regarding bridge maintenance painting methods, materials, priorities and
needs have been based on individual opinions and have varied greatly statewide. These
guidelines have been developed to (1) assist in the uniform and rational scheduling of paint
projects; and (2) make available the latest technical procedures for maintenance painting, The
primary consideration has been placed on the protection of the structural members with
aesthetics complimenting this goal.

These gnidelines for bridge maintenance painting have been prepared by the Bridge Office in
cooperation with the Mn/DOT Bridge Maintenance Supervisor’s Committee.

SCOPE OF BRIDGE MAINTENANCE PAINTING
Work covered by these guidelines includes contract bridge painting and painting by bridge

maintenance forces. It is the intent of these guidelines to define the roles and responsibilities and
to establish a closer complementary relationship between these two functions,
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Preventative Maintenance Painting

Paint systems generally begin to fail fizst under expansion joints where steel is exposed to
chlorides, frequent wet and dry cycles, and high humidity. Painted steel located away from
joints, over roadways and streams, tends to fail and to comrode more slowly. A program of
preventive maintenance including spot painting is usefil to achieve the firil design life of the
paint system over the entire steel superstructure,

Preventive maintenance painting is typically done by Mn/DOT forces, but can be done by
contract and generally involves preventative maintenance to repair small areas of paint failure to
prolong the service life of the steel superstructure, it includes spot and touch-up painting of
hinges, beam ends, bearings, fascia beams, and other critical or severely exposed areas of
structural members. '

Recent practice has indicated that Mn/DOT forces generally only work on non-lead based paint -
systems.

Contract Maintenance Painting

Contract bridge maintenance painting generally involves the complete or partial painting of
bridges that cannot be reasonably or economically performed by Mn/DOT maintenance forces
due to such factors as bridge size, complexity, location (height of structural steel, traffic
considerations, especially stringent pollution Tequirements, etc.), hazardous paint removal and
severity of paint deterioration.

After a paint system has reached the point of general failure, decisions to completely or partially
repaint the bridge should be made after considering the life cycle costs and benefits, Maintaiming
the paint condition under joints and repainting visible fascia beam surfaces to improve aesthetics
should be considered for bridges exhibiting little or no section 16ss and are estimated to be within
30 years of the end of their useful service lifs, or that have been fabricated with Mn/DOT 3309
weathering steel.

Minor or spot touch-up painting will be included under contract work only when it is performed
in conjunction with other improvements (deck Tepair, overlay, etc.) on the same structure, or if
the need for spot painting is judged to be critical and the work is beyond the capabilities of
Mn/DOT maintenance forces.

Confract bridge maintenance painting is within the scope of, and included in, the Bridge ~.
Improvement Program.

Bridge maintenance painting by Mo/DOT forces may be included in the Road Repair
Maintenance Preservation Program if funds are available,
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GUIDELINES FOR BRIDGE MAINTENANCE PAINTING

The guidelines for brid
integrity of steel bridg

ge maintenance painting are based primarily on preserving the structoral
es in the most cost effective and practical manner possible.

APPLICATION AREA: Seven feet (7" either side of a bridge expansion joint or within the

splash zone of truss through members.

®  See the Structure Inventory Report to identify the in-place paint system or contact the

Regional Bridge Engineer.
¢  The coating systems recommended below are based on an in-place specification 2478 zinc

pimme coat, epoxy mid coat and urethane to
systems contact the Bridge Structural M

systems,

e "PDS" denotes Manufacturers Product Data Sheet(s).

p coat system. Ifspot painting other paint
etals Engineer for recommendations of compatible

Paint Condition

o Unsound)

Procedures
(See additional notes at the end of the tables)

Priority

Contract

Mn/DOT

1% to 5%

Clean and prepare the affected areas per SSPC-SP 3
Power Tool Cleaning, All affected areas shall be
prepared by feathering the edges and surrounding
coatings to clean, sound material to eliminate lifting
and delamination of the existing coatings prior to
paint application. Place the following specified
system(s) on all prepared surfaces: ‘

For non-visible areas, apply one coat of
MACROPOXY 646 [Immersion grade] FAST
CURE EPOXY high solids, high build, fast drying,
polyamide epoxy intermediate coating.

For Visible areas (fascia girders), apply one coat
of MACROPOXY 646 [Immersion grade] FAST
CURE EPOXY high solids, high build, fast drying,
polyamide epoxy intermediate coat, then one coat of
ACROLON 218 HS polyester modified, aliphatic,
acrylic polynrethane top coat,

All materials to be applied in accordance with the
mfg. PDS and application guide for those materials.

*1

6% to 20%

Clean affected area(s) with a soluble salt removal
solution [Chlor-rid or equal] following mip.
guidelines.

Clean and prepare the affected areas by abrasive
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blast cleaning per SSPC-SP 6 Commercial blast
cleaning or SSPC-SP 3 Power Tool Cleaning. All
affected areas shall be prepared by feathering the
edges and surrounding coatings to clean, sound
material to eliminate Lifiing and delamination of the
existing coatings prior to paint application.

Apply the following specified system(s) to all
prepared surfaces:

For non-visible areas, apply one coat of
MACROPOXY 646[Immersion grade] FAST
CURE EPOXY high solids, high build, fast drying,
polyamide epoxy intermediate coating.

For Visible areas (fascia girders), apply one coat
of MACROPOXY 646{Immersion grade] FAST
CURE EPOXY high solids, high build, fast drying,
polyamide epoxy intermediate coat, then one coat of
ACROLON 218 HS polyester modified, aliphatic,
acrylic polyurethane top coat.

All materials to be applied in accordance with the
mfg. PDS and application guide for those materials.

21% to 40%

Clean affected area(s) with a soluble salt removal
solution [Chlor-rid or equal] following mf.
guidelines.

Clean and prepare the affected areas by abrasive
blast cleaning per SSPC-10 Near White Blast.

All affected areas shall be prepared by feathering
the edge(s) and surrounding coatings to clean,
sound material to eliminate lifting and/or
defamination of the existing coatings prior to paint
application. Apply the following specified
Mn/DOT 2478 system(s) to all prepared surfaces:
Apply one coat of a two-component, polyamide -
©pOXy, zinc-tich primer coating, one coat of a rust
inhibitive high build catalyzed polyamide epoxy
primer intermediate coating and one coat of a high
solid polyester modified, aliphatic, acrylic
polyurethane top coat.

All materials to be applied in accordance with the
mfg. “PDS” and application guide for those
materials.
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More than 40% Clean affected area(s) with a soluble salt removal 1 4
solution [Chlor-rid or equal ] following mf. :
guidelines.

Remove all in place existing paint, rust and
contaminants a minimum of 10° either direction of
the affected area(s) by abrasive blast clean per
SSPC-10 Near White Blast.

Repaint all prepared sucfaces with the following
specified M/DOT 2478 system(s).

Apply one coat of a two-component, polyamide
8POXY, zinc-rich primer coat, one coat of a rust
inhibitive high build catalyzed polyamide epoxy
primer intermediate coafing and one coat ofa High
solid polyester modified, aliphatic, acrylic
polyurethane top coat.

All materials to be applied in accordance with the
mig. “PDS” and Application guide for those
materials

* Because of environmental concems, paint systems on bridges over wild or scenic rivers and
streams should be maintained with a compatible system in a condition such that paint
deterioration is limited to less than 5% of the painted area (Mn/DOT forces Priority 1) whenever
possible. Common truss-type bridges at these locations that have paint system deterioration
above 5% should be painted by Mn/DOT forces (Prority 2 or 3) if the expected service lifs of
the structure warrants.

APPLICATION ARFA: Between Maintained Bridge Expansion Joint Areas (All areas not

covered in the previous table).

®  See the Structure Inventory Report to identify the in-place paint system or contact the Regional
Bridge Engineer.

®  The coating systems recommended below are based on an in-place specification 2478 zinc
prime coat, epoxy mid coat and urethane top coat system. If spot painting other paint systems
corntact the Bridge Structural Metals Engineer for recommendations of compatible systems.
®___"FDS" denotes Mamufacturers Product Data Sheet(s).

Priority
Paint Condition Procedures Contract Mn/DOT
|(See additional notes at the end of the tables)
(% Unsound)
1% to 5% NO REPAIR IS REQUIRED N/A  *N/A
6% to 20% Repairs are necessary only for aesthetic reasons, 3 *HN/A
Limit repairs to painting of fascias and bottom
flanges.




21% to 40%

Repairs in this category will apply only to the exterior
surfaces of fascia girders, and all surfaces of the
bottom flanges of interior girders including 3” of the
bottom portion of the web. Clean affected area(s)
with a soluble salt removal solution. [Chlor-rid or
equal] following mfg. guidelines,

cleaning per SSPC-10 Near White Blast. All affected
areas shall be prepared by feathering the edge(s) and
surrounding coatings to clean, sound materal to
eliminate lifting and/or delamination of the existing
coatings prior to paint application. Apply the
following specified M/DOT 2478 system {s) to all
prepared surfaces:

|Apply one coat of 2 two-component, polyamide

Lﬁ;ﬂz , zinc-rich primer coating, one coat of a rost
inhibitive high build catalyzed polyamide epoxy
primer intermediate coating and one coat of a high
,soiid polyester modified, aliphatic, actylic
polyurethane top coat,

All materials to be applied in accordance with the
mfg. “PDS” and application guide for those materials.

Clean and prepare the affocted areas by abrasive blast]

*AN/A

More than 40%

Clean affected area(s) with a soluble salt retnoval
solution [Chlor-rid or equal] following mfg.
idelines. Remove all in place existing paint, rust

and contaminants. Abrasive blast clean specified
area(g) per SSPC-10 Near White Blast.
Repaint all prepared surfaces with the following
spectfied Mn/DOT 2478 system(s):

pply one coat of a two-component, polyamide
epoXy, zinc-rich primer coat, one coat of a rust
inhibitive high build catalyzed polyamide €poxy
primer intermediate coating and one coat of a High
psolid polyester modified, aliphatic, acrylic
polyurethane top coat. All materials to be applied in
accordance with the mfy, “PDS” and Application
giide for those materials.

** Denotes No Mn/DOT forces or equipment to be
used for Aesthetic damage repairs

*EN/A
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Notes Related to the abave Tables:

Feathering / Cleaning Procedure:

STEP I- Clean damaged areas, which are to receive coating materials and which exhibit
visible oil, grease or other soluble contaminants by methods described in SSPC-SP 1
“Methods of Solvent Cleaning”, Section 4.

If necessary, after performing Solvent Cleaning, visible contaminants are still present; clean
area again until the surface is free of visible soluble confaminants.

STEP 2 - Remove any loosely adhered coating materials (at or near the damaged area) by
scraping and brushing the surfaces and by methods described within SSPC-SP 2 “Hand Tool
Cleaning™ Sections 4 and 5. If necessary, afler performing Hand Tool Cleaning, visible
contaminants are still present, perform STEP 1 again to any affocted areas until the surface is
free of visible soluble contaminants.

STEP 3 - Feather out (blend) the damaged area using methods described in SSPC SP-3 Section
3 creating a smooth transition to the existing and surrounding coating materials. NOTE: Welds
shall be cleaned in the same manner but should be cleaned and feathered to the surrounding
existing coating materials a minimumn of 2” off either side of the centerline of the weld joint
(fiurther if damage is extensive). Feather out (blend) any edges and other areas of the
surrounding coatings which exhibit lifting and/or defamination.

STEP 4 - Clean areas to receive coating materials, by methods described within SSPC.SP 3
Power Tool Cleaning; Section 5. This would consist of the use of rotary power tool(s) to
remove stratified rust scale, weld slag, and the use of power wire-brushing or other power
rotary tools to remove loose mill scale and non-adhering rust, deleterions materialy or
contaminants. Do not burnish the surface. :

This step should be used to remove any leftover heavy and/or loose materials on the surface,
which were not removed by the previously performed Hand Tool cleaning method. Excessive
power tool cleaning could result in 2 bumishing of the surface, which is not recommended.

Paint Condition

Potential paint projects can be initially identified when either the total percentage of failed paint
area, as shown at the top of the inspection form, or when the Pontis lements in condition 3,4,
and 5 total 20% of the total superstructure area or of the fota] length of element.

A follow-up visit to the bridge should be made to estimate the percent paint failure located
within 7 feet on each side of expansion joints, For the purposes of assessing the condition near
the joints, the paint conditions listed in the table are generally based on the surface area of the
most corroded beam under the joint, and not the average of all beams under the joint.

A separate estimate should also be made of paint failure on the remaining beam area. The paint

conditions listed in the table are generally based on the percentage of paint faiture on the fascia
beam, or the area within the salt spray zone (i.e. within 5 feet of the deck surface) of through
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truss type bridges. The percentages should be computed based on the limits of areas of
deteriorated paint and comosion that must be removed to apply a subsequent paint system, For
the purposes of making this estimate, deteriorated paint that must be removed is defined as paint
that shows blistering, film embrittelment, looge paint or extensive staining.

Procedures

The procedures described above have been developed to reflect current technology in the field of
bridge painting. The procedures are designed to provide the maximam degree of protection
possible for the money expended for each category of paint system deterioration.

Moisture cured Zinc-Epoxy-Urethane paint systems may be specified for use on overpass beam
type bridges to reduce curing times between paint coats.

When recoating or spot painting systems other than zinc-epoxy-urethane, contact the Structural
Metals Engineer for recommended procedures or compatible systems.

Priorities

The above priorities were established to better coordinate the bridge maintenance painting
operations performed by contract and Mn/DOT maimtenance forces, taking into consideration, the
relative capabilities of each function. The preventative maintenance work performed by
Mn/DOT forces minimizes the number of steel bridges that are advancing to a degree of paint
system deterioration where the more extensive contract work is required.

Regardiess of the above priorities, contract painting should not be performed on structures with a
short service life expectancy or on any struchure that is programmed for replacement in the near

futare. In addition, maintenance painting by Mn/DOT forces should be limited to only the critical
structure areas of these structures.

‘When the total removal of the in-place paint system is the recommended procedures for beam
span bridges and modern trusses, a Mn/DOT 2478 zinc-rich primer, epoxy intermediate and
urethane finish coat paint system should be used. Seven standard colors for the urethane top
coats for this system have been developed in conjunction with the Mn/DOT site and
Development Section. These standard colors are as follows:

1. Light Blue (Fed. Std. No. 25526)

2. Dark Blue (Fed. Std. No. 15080)

3. Brown (Fed. Std. No. 10075)

4. Charcoal Grey (Fed. Std. No. 26008)
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5. Black (Fed. Std. No. 27038)

6. Light Green (Fed. Std. No, 24325)

7. Dark Green (Fed. Std. No. 24227)
Standard samples of these colors are available on request from the Mn/DOT Materials Office.
Other colors for the urethane finish coats may be formmuilated for special conditions or
considerations. However, due fo the problems of reproducing the same paint shades for later

touch-up mamtenance painting, the use of nonstandard colors should be discouraged. Standard
colors can be reproduced using color chips on file in the Mn/DOT Materials Office.
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APPENDIX I
FUNDING ELIGIBILITY

Many different funding sources exist including federal funds, state fands, and local funds.
Bridge projects may qualify for all or some of these finds depending on the type of highway
they serve. Bridges also qualify for different funding depending upon the extent of work done to
them.

Federal funds for bridge replacement and bridge improvement (repair) projects are available
from a vatiety of federal program categories. Within Minnesota, bridge construction projects are
commonly considered either Bridge Replacement (BR) projects or Bridge Improvement (BI)
projects. The Area Transportation Partnership (ATP) prioritizes program categories to find
bridge projects that are included in the final State Transportation Improvement Program (STIP).
The federal program categories that are available are lsted below,

Highway Bridge Replacement and Rehabilitation Program (HBRRP)

The HBRRP is the federal funding program available to fund the replacement or rehabilitation of
bridges on any public road. Itis commonly known as the BR program. To be eligible, the
bridge must be on a public road, more than 6100 mm (20 ft) long, have a sufficiency rating less
than 50 percent for replacement or less than 80 for rehabilitation, and be classified as Structurally
Deficient or Functionally Obsolete. Bridge preservation activities that can be shown to be cost
beneficial and extend the service life of a bridge are also eligible but they do not have to be on
the federal selection list (i.e., they do not have to meet minimum sufficiency rating criteria) to
qualify for finding. Each state is apportioned funds annually for the BR program according to
federal formulas.

Discretionary Bridge Program

Inclided in the HBRRP is the Discretionary Bridge Program. The Discretionary Bridge Program
is an anmal program administered by the Washington Office of FHWA where states can submit
bridge projects if the bridge costis over $10,000,000. Projects must meet the eligibility
requirements of the IIBRRP. The projects must be ready for letting in the upcoming federal
fiscal year; therefore, projects should be in the STIP with the plans nearing completion.

Surface Transportation Program (STF)

Bridge replacement, rehabilitation, and new bridges can be funded with STP funds. Bridge
projects using STP funds are not restricted to federal-aid roads but may be on any public road.
Inplace bridges being replaced or repaired do not have to meet the sufficiency rating or other
restrictions of the HBRRP.

National Highway System (NHS) and Interstate Maintenance (IM)

Bridge projects can be fanded with NHS funds for projects on the National Highway System.
Inplace bridges being replaced or repaired do not have to meet the sufficiency rating or other
testrictions of the HBRRP. Bridges on the interstate system, which are part of the National
Highway System, are also eligible for IM funding,
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APPENDIX J
REPAIR OR EXTENSION OF TYPE W CONCRETE BOX CULVERTS

History

Box culverts designated in the bridge inventory with the prefix “W” (i.e. W10x10) were designed
according to standard plan sheets that were developed from 1928 through 1939. The culverts
were designed with a single layer of reinforcement in each of the sides with no moment
reinforcement effective through the corners. The Type W culvert standards were replaced
beginning in 1940 by Type C standards which, like current standards, include a top and bottom
layer of reinforcement in each wall and moment reinforcement throngh the corners. Itis unclear
as to what standard was used prior to 1928,

Rating Analysig

Since Type W culverts are already 65 or more years old, analysis is necessary before making
recommendations to repair or extend them. A new load rating should be determined for the
current fill height. Use a 3000 psi concrete strength and 30,000 psi yield for reinforcement. The
10 foot culverts were designed for fills from 0°-10°, 10° ~ 20°, and 20°-35". The 12 foot culverts
started at 0°-8” fills. Since original plans or design data may not have been preserved for many
of these culverts, when referencing the design standards designers should assume that fill hag
increased over time (perhaps 2 feet minimum). For example, if the inventory indicates 11 foet of
fill over a Type W culvert, unless more information is avsilable the 0-10' gtandard should be
assumed.

Recommended Improvement or Replacement
Type W culverts with newly calculated operating ratings < HS 20 should not be extended.

Repairs or modifications to Type W culverts with newly calculated operating ratings greater than
- HS 20 should be scoped to raise the NBI condition evaluation for the culvert to at least 7
(satisfactory).

Culverts with newly calculated operating ratings < HS 20 and with an NBI condition evaluation
of 5 or less should not be repaired except as needed to prevent collapse,
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APPENDIX K

For Bridge Improvernent Projects, two separate sets of standards epply, as noted in the in the table above:
= MniDOT Standard for New Construction / Reconstruction

*  Minlmum Value, FY 2006-2008 Bridge Freservation, Improverent shd Replacement Guidelinas, Minimum Criteria
for Bridge Improvements, Tzhie G- 1

Design Exception Justification - MDOT Standard for New Construction { Reconstruction

Cn Brldge Improvarnent projects, where any of the Inventory feature values listed in the Design Standards table ere less than the
Mn/DCT Standard for New Construction fReconstruction, a dasign exception is required. Please justify the design exceptions {if
any) noted in the Design Standarcs table below. Refer to section 2-6.01.01 of the MnDOT Road Design Manuat for addiional
guidance on Geometric Deslgn Exceptions.

Design Exception Justification - Minimum Value FY 2006-2008 Bridge Preservatfon, Imbrovement and Reniacement
Suidsiines, Minimum Criteria for Bridge Improvements, Table G-1

Jabre G-1
On Bridge improvernent projects, where any of the Inventory faature values listed in the Design Standards teble aro loss than the
Minimurm Value, FY 2006-2008 Bridge Prasarva vement and Replacereant Guidedines, Minimum Criteria for Bridge

Improvements, Table G-1, a design exception is required, The criteria in Table C-1 13 lower than the New Construction /
Reconstruction standard, If the criteria in Table G-1 cannot be met, see Bridge Preservation, improvement and Repiacement
Guielines, part V (Guidelines for Bridge Improvemant}, sedtion D.

Design Exception recommended for approval by:

State Bridge Engineer Date

Interstate!STRAHNET system
(} This project does not involve work on the Interstate/STRAHNET system,
{ ) This project invoives work on the Interstato/STRAHNET system.

{1 At the completion of this project, all bridges will rmest the 4.9 m {16 foct) standerd for verticai
deargnice over interstate highways,
{1} At the completion of this project the vertical clearance of the bridge will remain unchenged. The scope of work

involves limited repalr of the bridge or roadway pavemert, The praject scope does not provide the opportunity
to alter the vertical clearance situation. FHWA will be requested to coordinate with the Department of Defense -
MTMCTEA at least three months before letting.

Traffic Handiing During Construction (explain how traffic will be handied during construction; atach detour mep if appicable)

Bleyde and Pedestrian Considerations

(Check all that apply)

- 1. Select one of the following {a or b} if bicycles and pedestrians wil not b allowed of this roadway.
{ )& crossing of this roadway by bicyclos ang pedestiians { } will be ( ) has boen evaluated in the development of thig
project
{ } b. accommodetion for crossing of bicycles and pedestrians has been evaluated end found to be not required for this
project {see H i ians Gildance — Threshold Criteda).

2.{ }Bicycles and pedestrians are not prohlblted from this roacdway, and accommodation of bicycles and podesirians { Jwillbe{ )
has been evaluatad.,

3. }Existing access for bicycles or pedestrians will be sliminated by this profect {an alternative routo for bicycles and pedashians
must be provided).

4.1 1(a). 2 or 3 is checked, list the loca units of govemment that { )wiil be( )have been contactsd for information to coordinate
this project with existing and proposed bikeways:

5.{ }Prefiminary layouts andfor draft layouts { Jwitibe { ) have been provided to the Sicycle and Pedestrian Section of the Transit
Office for advisory comment in accordance with the HPDP project review guidelines {see HPDP Hikeways and Pedestrians

Guidance — Threshold Criteria),

Layout Status:
{ ) A geometric layout is not required for this project,
{ YALevel_ (1,2 3) Geometric Layout {and profile) { Ywillbe { ) has been preparsd for this project.
The layout has recaived MIVDOT [ ) staff revisw and concumance { ) staff approval (approved _f_ /).

( ¥Municipal approvat is required. Municipal eporoval recsived on A
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- Obligation Authority Direction

o I Y
Transportation Program Committee (TPC) B : A ':é:l 1Y
. - + e N x

Meeting Minutes
November 2, 2005

Attendees:  Doug Differt, Julie Skallman, Bob Winter, Marthund Nookala, Dick Stehr, Randy
: Halvorson, Kevin Gray, Al Schenkelberg, Bob Hofstad, Linda Zemotel, Shawan
Charnbers, Lucy Kender, Sue Thompson, Pat Hughes, Duane Leurquin, Bd
- 1dzorek, Bob McFarlin, Scott Peterson, Betsy Parker, Brad Larsen, Brian Gage,
Dan Dorgan, Val Svensson -

Federal Program and Programming Decisions

aridout; Formula Obligation Authcrit Assumptions
Bob Hotstad spoke of the information and guidance received since the passage of SAFETEA-

1U.. Higher forrmula apportionment level$ received in FFY 06 and forecast for the remainder of

the bill allows us to reduce obligation level assumption from 95% to 90% without significant
impact to earlier formula OA forecast. Of particular note, both Formula and HPP obligation
authority (OA) werc received at an 85% level for FFY 2005.

Julie Skaliman_ﬁrasenled a letter-received from the-Association of Minnesota Courties (AMC) in
which they question the reduced level of funding they will receive for local HPP projects. TEA-
2T with its RABA adjustments resulted in an OA of approximately 91%. MnDOT made whole

: - the difference for TEA-21 HPP’'s but due to the increase in number and value of HPP's in

SAFETEA-LU, it is recommended that MnDOT cap its commilment, for these projects at the -
actual FFY 2006 OA once teceived. For budgeting purpose 85% OA should be nsed until the
final numbers are known. '

Action; Apprbved the use of 90% OA. for Federal Formula Punds and 85% OA for HPP. A

letter describing past and fuiure commitmen! inc luding the Interim BEarmark Guidance will be

sent 10 AMC. OIM will draft the response for the Commissioner’s signature.

Legislative Advisory Commission (Handout: LAC FHPP Request)

‘Duane Leurquin presented a forecast of financial requirements estimated by the Districts as a

zesult of receipt of nedrly $500M HPP.  The Operations budget needs to be increased by $3.5M
in SFY 2006 and $5.0M in SFY 2007 to allow staff lime o be charged 10 HPP dollars. In
addition, the SRC Budget for SFY 2006 and 2007 wete under requestex by $38M and $3IM for

" HPP projects, respectively.

Action: Approved tho request with a change to the Operations Litle. The title should read

 Pragram Delivery to accurately reflect the request being made.
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Earmarked Projeets (Handouts: Detail of SAFETEA-LLU HPP Funds for any Project that
Involves a Trunk 1iighway, SAFETEA-LU Highway Earmark Funding) '

Druane Leurquin presented data on the 47 projects {66 numbers issued, but some projects have
multiple earmarks). Brad Larsen presented guidance on the funding of these projects. Brad
would like to send out the guidance by November 4, 2005, The gidance will need 1o be updated
as new dala is received from FHWA.,

Action: Requested the matrix provide additional comments on how much fuanding is required
during the time frarne identified. Approved guidance to be sent out reflecting changes to funding
levels. - :

- Special Programs (Handout; Select Special Programs in SAFETEA-1.U)
Linda Zemotel addresscd the new special programs authotized in SAFETEA-LU. There is still a
queslion on the amount of match required for the Goordinated Border Infrastructure fonds.
Questions on these programs should be addressed to Linda and she will continue to work with

. FHWA 1o obtain additional guidance. It is recommended that TPC select projects for the special

. programs. : -

Action: Affimed TPC will select projects for the two SAFETEA-LU Special Programs:
Coordinated Border Infrastructure and Highways for LIFE. :

Ten Year Highway Work Plan Schedule

Al Schenkelberg proposed the Ten Yoar Work Plan be forgone this year; howeve, it should
remain on schedule for next year (Sept/Oct 2006). This still requires the Districts to cater into
PPMS. the leiting dates and estimates for MC, RC and BR projects identified in the First planting
period of the District Long Range Plan (thru 2014). -

Action; Approved request as prescated.

' Tar.get Formula

Federal Fund Distribation (Handouts; TPC Target Discussion Qutline, Stakcholder Comments
on the Target Formula Re-evaluation, Federal Target Formula Scenanos, Draft Statewide Bridee
Preservation Program FY 2009-FY 2018, Draft Statewide Cormidor Fund) i

Ed Idzorek provided backgrourid on the Technical Work Team's process for recommendation of
changes to the existing Federal Funds distributed. This was presented in three parts: the Federal

- Target Formula, the Statewide Bridge Preservation Fund, and the Statewide Corridor Fund.,

Federal Target Formula

_ Ed summarized the stakeholder comments on the five Federal formula scenarios forwarded by
the Technical Work Team to TPC for their consideration. He also described the :
recommendation for the base formula distribution of $345 million, the approximate $45 million.
adjustment to the base for preservation inflation (varies depending on specific formula), and the
‘hold harmless adjustinent {only applies to one ATP under one scenario). '
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TPC discusscd the merits of the five scenarios and recommended adoption of Scénario EI-B with
the lollowing revision: the Congested VMT factor will be revised to usc year 2014 forecasted
data. Note that Lhis will adjust the percentages from thase presented. Additional discussion
points which impacied the recommendation were: 1) the selected formula i consistent with the
Performance Based planning concept that has now been incorporated into the State and District

" Long Range plans; 2) the performance based approach has been explained to the legislature in

- the 2004 and 2005 sessions and was well received. Last session we testified in both the House
and Senate that it will take an additional $1 biltion per year to achieve our performance based

- targets in the next 20 years, The discussion focused on how to raise the additional funds; and 3)
the process for selecting a new formula was open, lengthy and thorovgh. ' S

Action: Scenario EJ-B will be advanced for usc beginning in SFY 2009 with the Congested
VMT [actor revised 1o a Forecast Congested VMT for the year 2014 with network changes
through 2009. ' ' '

Statewide Bridge Preservation Fund

- Bd presented the generally suppottive stakeholder comments on the Statewide Bridge
Preservation Fund, The fund is intended to addzess the large bridge preservation projects that the
ATPs have found difficult to fund. The Statcwide Bridge Prescrvation Fund will sover 50% of

' the project cost, with the ATP responsible for the remaining 50%. Dan Dorgan and Val
Svensson provided a draft list of bridges for the period SFY 2009 through SFY 2018. The Office
of Bridges and the District have jointly agreed o the must replace date and the project cost. The
total cost of the bridges in the draft list was approximately $380 million. The Statewidé Bridge -
Preservation Fund will be capitalized with $40 million annually. The Jist will be revisited -
annually with TPC approval required. '

Action: A Statewide Bridge Preservation Fund program will be effective immediately 0 fund |
projects beginning in SEY 2009, and covening projects for len years,

Statewide Corridor Fund " '
Ed presented the stakeholder comments on the proposed Statewide Corridor Fund. The fund is
intended to address large mobility and safety projects. The Statewide Corridor Fund will cover
50% of the project cost, with the ATP responsible for the remaining 50%. The TPC
subcommuttee will be responsible for project selection. The funds available to capitalize this
program will depend on the federal fund balance remaining after the base target and Statewide
‘Bridge Preservation Fund takedowns, : '

The proposal for a Statewide Corridor Fund will be refined and discussed with the Districts over
the next month. A detailed proposal will be presented to TPC on December 8, 2005.

“Action: The concept of a Statewide Cotridor Fund for mobility and safety beginning in
SFY 2009 is approved. - : '
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State Trunk Highway Construction Fund Distribution (Hundout; State Targel Formula

Scenarios)

Ed Idzorek staled that the current Target Formula is used for both Federal and State Funds, TPC
recommended conlinuing that approach with the new formula. TPC recommended that the
scenario factors for State funds should contain Trork Highway data only, to the extent feasible.
After discussing the purpose of the Transit factor in the scenarios TPC recommended that its-5%
weight be transferred 10 Future Congested VMT. Under Scenario EJ-B, and assuming a State

- Fund level of $275 million, an additional $9.6M is néeded to hold all Districts to at least their

+ current State Trunk Highway Construction Fund level. TPC recommended that no District shall
receive less thue their current Stale Fund level. E

Action: Scenario £J-B, with the udjuslﬁwnhs recommended by TPC, is approved for use
beginning in SFY 2000, :

ATP Process Recommendation (STIP Guidance) (Handouts: Direction for STIP Guidange)

Bob Hofstad provided preliminary guidance topics with a brief description of the Department’s
direction: - The draft guidance will be sent out by the end of November and finalized in Janu
2006. : '

- The next Transportation Program Cornmmitiee mef:ting. is scheduled for Thuarsday, December 8,
12003, 1:00 to 3:30 p.m.. ' : ' :
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- TPC Target Discussion Outline
ATP Federal Fund Distribution

Backorqund

Process .
Technical Work Team
Performance Based
l. Preservation
2. Sifely
3. Mobility

" Dederal Target Formula Selection

Key ATP/District comments

Base § for formula distribution ($345m)

Presecvation inflation adjustinent (-$45m)

Hold harmiess (~0.5m) (Federal funds only)

Recommended scenario

lmplement for FY2009

Congested VMT year

Update frequency - popuiate formula with new data in 2000 for FY 2014

Siatewide Bridpe Presérvation Fund

Key ATP/Distrct comunents

Definition of bridge preservation

Ten year program {FY 2009 — FY 2018}

0% Stalewide Bridge Preservation Fund f 50% ATP cost share

Statewide share capped when project ficst caters STIP

Local share eligible (no Local bridges curtently identified)

Identified about $830 million totat

Statewide sharc ~ $40 million per year for ten years
"Bridge Office and District agrec to “Must replace™ daie

TPC concurence on projects

Annual eview

Statewide Corridor Tund

Key ATP/MDistrict comments
Definition
Solicitation in Fall 2005 I'or FY 2009 and FY 2010 candidates
Annual § in progiam (-$45m depending on apportionment level ind obligation
- authority. If more or less adjustment made in Statewide Corridor Fund)
0% Statewide Bridge Prescrvation Fund / 50% ATP cost share :

o Statewide cost share capped when first caters STIP

A Local share cligible’
" TPC sclects projects
Bicnniad réview

Offtce of nvestment Management lafl ‘ {1402705



. State Trunk Highway Construction Fund Distribution

Trunk Highway Target Fonnula Selection
Key ATP/District comments
Same factors as Federal formula (TH data only, except Population)
Move Transit share to Congested VMT
Basc § for formula distibution ($275m) -
Hold harmless ($6m to $11m to make up shoruall only)
. Implement in FY2009 ' '

- ATP Pn_)cess Recommendaﬁans_

Issues
Key ATP/District comments

STIP Guidance

QOffice of Investment Manegement Zof 2
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DRAFT Statewide Corridor Fund

- Introduction/Background .

" "The Statewide Corridor Fund (SCF) is established beginning in FY 2009, 1o aid Districts and
Arca Transportation Partneeships (ATPs) in completing major lransporiation corridor prbjects of
statewide significance. Whilc important to the enlire transportation system, these cortidor
prajects have been difficult for individisl Districts/ ATPs, given their scale, total cost and multi-
Jurisdictional smpact '

The SCF will use the Federal dollars remaining after distribution of the targeted federal funds fo
the Districts/ ATPs (~3$390 million per year) and capitalization of the Statewide Bridge
Preservation [und' with $40 million per year. Depending an apportionment and obligation
authority tevels, it is forecast that between $45 million and $75 million per year will be available -
in FY 2009 and FY 2040.

Eligibility — Statewide Significance
* IRC Corridots - Projects of Statewide Significance. .
o IRC Corridor projects to address cursent or projecied mobitity or safety
performance problems. T
o May involve investments on parallel supporting fedeval-aid eligible routes.
* Regional Trade Center - Projects of Statewide Siguificance .
o Projects on the freeway system, within the Twin Citics Mctro area to address
current or projected congestion performance probleins.
- -0 Projects within Regional Trade Centers, Levels 1-2, to address corrent or.
projected mobility problems (map attached). '
© May involve investments on parallcl supporting leieral-aid efigible routes.
* New Major Bridges of Statewide Significance
o New bridges o address mobility performance problems on IRCs or the Metto.
Dristrict freeway system. : )
o May involve investments on parallel supportting federal-aid eligible routes.

- Additional Eligibility Requirementis : :
L. Projects must be included in a Distuict Long Range Plan, a MPO Long Range Plan, or

Local Transportation Plan. Mna/DOT projects musi be in the first planning period of the
fiscally constrained District Long Range Plan, 2009-2014. :

*  Projects must bave totat efigible project costs greater than 50% of an ATP's annual
Targeted Federal Funds.

- * A “New Major Bridge” project is a bridge on new alignment that adds {anes, with

existing bridge left in service. Project Cost, including bridge approaches, greater than
5% of an ATP's annual Targeted Federal Funds. ' ;

* Drojects must have a financial plan demonstrating that District/ATF shate of funds is
available and that priority preservation investments are maintained.

Funding Definitions and Limitations :
- ¢ The SCF will participaic in an amount up ro 50% of the project cost.
* [or Design-Bid-Build projects, project cost includes construction cost, meluding local
share and bridge approaches, but excludes design, right-of -way and constuction
incentives. -

' Swiewide Cortidor Fund ‘ ! S Draft 1028005



* Local share of selected projects is eligible for SCI luidia g and can be included in the

project cost estimate. ’ : :
e Hecanse the SCF is capilatized with Federal (unds the ATP share must include the entize

State/l ocal match., - S '

* the SCF share (up to 50% of project cost) will be calculated after application of any

© Pederal High Pdonity Projeci funds, -

¢ The cost estimate used to cap SCF participation will be the “year of construction” project
cost, when the project is submitted for application. Cost increases, overruns, and
construction incentives will be covered by project proposer (Local jutisdiction or

.- Mo/DOT District). . : ‘

* “Year of construction” costs will be determined using OIM's construction inflation

forecast.

Selicitation . S .
SCF projects will be solicited for inclusion in the FY2009 and FY2010 years of the STIP
cureently under development. Project applications must be approved by the ATP. The next
SCF solicitation is anticipated in 2007 for FY2011 and FY2012. :

"Fhe first solicitation timeline lollows: _

*  Dee 2005 / Jan, 2006 - During ATI? development ATPs dentify SCF candjdale projects
for FY 2009 and FY 2010. '

Feb 1, 2006 - Nominations submitted to Office of Investment Management.

Mar 1, 2006 - OIM provides technical ranking and financial analysis.

Mar 15, 2006 - Selection Commitiee picks projecis. ATPs notilied of nutcome.

Apal 2006 - ATPs include selected FY 2009 and FY 2010 projects w their FY 2007 10

FY 2010 ATIP. '

+ ¢ 0 .»

Prelimipary Ranking Criteria .
* Severity of mobility performance problem, using measures in Long Range District Plans.
) (Current performance deficit ranked higher than projected deficit); and

* Scverity of safety perfoymance problem, using measures in Long Range District Plans,
(Current performunce deficit ranked higher than projected deficit); and
Benefit-cost ratio, total net benefit; and .
Project development status (c.g.status of ca vironmental review, design, municipal
consent, and ROW acquisition) -

. ¥inancial Consideratious for Project Selection

=  Istact/A'TP {unding above 50% share;

*  Distict/A'TP payback,ie. use of SF {or financing ooly;
*  Multiple Districts/ATPs providing {inancial support;

»  Funds available relative to cost of proposed project.

Selection Committee -
Trangportation Program Subcommittee of the Transportation Program Committee (TPC)
. consisting of the Division Ditectors for: Finance and Admunistiation; Programn Management;
State-Aid for Local Transportation; and District Operations.

Sttewidde Corridor Furnd ' 2 ) . Draft lv28/05



Stakeholder Comments on the Target Formula Re-evaluation

Wri!teh comments were received from Ma/DOT Districts andfor ATPs in D1, D3 (two sets)
D6 {three sets), D7, DB {two sets), and the Metro TAB. Written comments were also
received from the Coaliion of Greater Minnesota Gilies.

T

Federal Target Formula

Formula should ensure Tunding reflects statowide periormance goals and pricfities {D1, D3
D6, Metro TAB) : : : '
* Preservation, salety, and mobility are the right factors (D1, D3)
' o Should fund them in that order of priority (D6) _
* These formutas do NOT do reflect statewide performance goalsfpriorities (Metro
TAB) : ' ~ .
o 83% of unmet needs are in Metro (Metro TAB)

Efiminate the formula completely, pay for preservation off the fop and then distribute
remaining funds slate-wide based on perfosmance noeds, {Metro TAB)

Do not cut percentage of funding for Greater MN (CGMC)

If funding is not at the 95% level, fully fund the formula, then bridges, with remaining funds
going into major mobility (D6} : '

Formula should semainr in-place for fife.of the transportation bill — not updated every yeat.

{D8) : _ A

-~ For the next transporation bill, evaluate whelher to update data or make wholesale
changes (D8) E '

Which Scenario?
* EJ-Band E-C are similar and best refiect preservation performance in District plans
(D1) '
*  Prefer EJ-B (D6) : :
o Performance basis matches depariment direction, district plans (D1, D6}
o. No nsed to trans#tion 1o performance-based formula, 20-year bridge and
pavement needs factor-levels fluctuations over time, ete. {DB)
* " Any of the D scenarios (E-D, EJ-D, or J-D) because they blend size and
performance {D8) Co .
o Bridge and mability funds help D3 and Metro so this ensures balance (D8)
= E-Dis worst, as weighl is too low for preservation needs and oo high for HCVMT
(D1) o
None of these are truly performance-based or meet Metio's needs {Matro TAB)
» None meet D3's unconstrained needs (D3) .

Formula faclors: _ - ‘

* Use of sysiem performance in formula is good (D3, 07, Metro TAB)

o BUT pavement management system is still too loose, so combine with
system size for now (D7)

* Need to be forward-looking {D3)
o Use future congested VMT for 2014 (D3)
o. Use 2030 population forecast (D3) '
© Project design looks oul 20 years (D3)

Stakeholder Commenty _ ‘ : ‘ ~ 1072805



Bus factor should use forecasted needs and be welghted by classification {D3)
Use maost recent crash data (D3)
Update fommula annually if new data is available {D3)

» &

Formuia should fufly fund preservation
» Increase the amount distribuled by formula (decrease funds for mokility) (D1)
: o Question the assumption thal statewide preservation goals can be met with
proposed target formula funding. (D1)

- » _Give D6 an additional $5m per year for preservation {from mobility or BAP/SAPP) |

(DB) |
Inflation: $45m is too low (D) _

Increase in base will help off-set inflation (D7)

Weight on preservalion should be 60% (D7) _

System size needs 1o be a major component because preservation needs exist
- regardless of VMT (D7) S

¢ Make sure these funds are actually spent for preservalion {Melro TAB)

» 8 4 @

- Not enough money for Level 1 and 2 Regional Trade Centers needs (DB)

Ensure a minimum retum on revenue generated (D3)
» Done for federal bills (D3)
* Ensure relurn of 90% (D3) . ,
» Consider this factor when programming statewide funds for bridges and mobility
(D3 -

*- Melro raises more than 50% of revenué, so more revenue should be spent in Metro

{Metro TAB}

Statewide Bridge Preservation Fund

Support the concept (D1, D6, D7, Metro TAB)
-» Fund on a sliding scale for some large projects that need more funds {D&)
» Emphasize actual bridge needs and appropriate amount of approach work (D7)

Do notdo ihis, instead distribute as much money as possible directly to the ATPs, (CGMC)

- Statewide Corridor Fund

. Support this concept {D1, D7, Melro TAB)
* Some benefit to doing this, but: {D6) : : o
o Underperforming speed is inadequate for priorilizing/selecting routes {(D6)
o . Also use safely, regional connections, ADT, HCADT, and logical termini as
‘criteria for rural projects (D6) .
o This is already factored into the distribution (D6)
» Need more information on the selection criteria (D8)

Needs more local input in ils deveiﬂpment: Have a lask force address this (DB)

Do not do this, instead distribute as much money as possrxﬁle directly to the ATPs. (CGMC)

Seateholder Comments ' : 28505

-t



_Bize of fund: : . :
.+ Will the size of this fund increase if additional funding becomes availabie? {Metror
TAB) X
» Capfund at $75 m with increases above ihat distributed to the ATPs by formula
{D8) :

Sefection Criteria: S )
.= Difficult to compare urban and rura) projects (D6) . -
_+ Right-of-way should not be eligible — only projects ready for immediate construction
(D8} : A
- = Cost criterta of 50% or more.of ATPs targeted foderal funding is appropriate (D)
« 50% cap is appropriate (DB) . o
* ionly IRC and 0-2 RTCs are eligible, local projects can’t compete. (D8}

Project selection should be one year priot to development of the ATP's ATIP (D8)
Projects should be salicited every year or two (D8) )

Expand financing options ta help right size projects and better leverage available doilars
0¥} ' :

. State Road Construction Funding Formula (State TH)

" Use old formula urdil funds are available to hold districts hanmless (D1, D3, D7, D8)
» Establish policy so new formula will be used when adequate funds are avaflable
{D8)

Start in '09, this gives districts ime to make the transition (D6)
* i new funds are available before that, using the new funds to start the fornwda -
sooner (DG)
= | TH data is used, could start transition in 2007 (D6)

Do NOT distribute by formula — distribute based on pérfo:mance need (Metro TAB)
" Factors Used: :

» Use only TH factors for congested VMT {D6)
~ » Remove bus factor since these funds can't be spent on buses (D3)

Other Comments and Suggestions

Federal Fund.Expenditures: _ .
* Provide public and legislature with an annual report on all federal fund expenditures
by ATP (D8) ‘

. 8TIP guidance:
* Don't mandate ATP membership based on population (D8)

Stekehalder Comments ' o IO/2805
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Transportation Program Couunittee (TPC)
) . Meeting Minutes

January 5, 20 <

,Mt%‘ /rwfﬁsz?u
Auendees: . Abby McKenzie, Rick Amebeck, Bob McFarkin, Dick Stehr, Bab Ho ad,
Sue Thompson, Brad Larsen, Robin Schroeder, Lucy Kender, Tim Henkel, Pat Hughes,
Dan Dorgan, Ld Idzorek, Auron Tag, Khani Sahebjam, Kevin Gray, Bob Winter,

Linda Zemotel, Charlie Kettering, Duane Leurquin, Doug Differt, Julie Skallman

Redistribution of BAP Funds (Handout: BAP Expenditures, BAP and SAPP Reductions. AP
and SAPP Redistributions -

Using the BAP Expenditures report Bob Hofstad explained that for the years 2005 theaugh 2008
additionral SAFETEA-LU funds are needed to compensale for the difference between the district

. BAP and SAPP reductions and total funding needs. Beginning in 2009 through 2017, BAP and

SAPP reductions exceed BAP and SAPP funding needs. The second handout shows the
reductions by district and year. The third handout shows the recommended redistribation by

. year for each district. In years 2009 and 2010, the target formula is used (this is what was sent in

the November funding memo). For years 2011 through 2017, the redistibution is based on eacht
district's proportion based on the level of pojects advanced. Each district will receive 76% of
their reduction during the 2009-17 period. The redistribution occurs aver the same time frame
for all districts. _ '

Action: Redisixibution is approved as presented.

Federal Ob!iggtjon Authority (Formula Funds and SAFBTEA:-LU Eanmarks
Brad Larsen stated the exact figure for Formula Obiigation Authority percentage for 2006 is still

" unknown. According to the Transporiation Weekly a reduction of 1% across the hoard occurred

and the FHWA Notice may be rovised downward by approximately $17M downward. Al final
apportionment notices are not published, and it is believed that we will receive i amount '
slightly less than 85%. Adding August redistribution to this should increase our amount to
approximately 87%. Brad stated that if the 1% reduction ocours, FHWA would need to redo

~ notices atready published. , '

~ Rohin Schiroeder (FHHWA) stated he thought we would have received this information by now,

The Washington PC staff is very busy working throngh this.

Brad addressed Eatmarks and the levels to be used in writing AC agreements for logal peojects,
It is rccommended that a level of 85% of 20% annually for the years 2007-09 be used and
wodified upward if the level exceeds 85% while using this amount as a minimum level.

- Action: Approved Earmarks to use 85% (ﬁf annual 20%) for 2007-09 and will adjusi upwarq if

the actyal obligation authority js greater.



. Metro Shortfall - Update and Strategies (Handout: Mctro District State Road Construction

- Program)
Tim Henkel reminded the group that at the December meeling it was recommended that a
meeting be held with Mot Council ex plaini ng the need for TABR’s support of MnDOT s |
comumitment to fund both the Wakota Bridge and Crosstown projects. The outcome is that TAB
appeans willing o help since MnDOT is making every effort to maintain the curent STIP project
schedules before imchuling new projects. A meeting will occur later this month.

Tim presented information on cach line itcm in the handout stressing that Metro will not be able
to meet the 2014 tacget for pavement preservation umder this scehario.

Action: Approved keeping Wakota and Crosslown projects on schedule and to obtain TAB's
commitment. -

Target Formula - Updated Data and Variables
Ed ldzorek stated the final numbers wete to be presented but final pavement data wilt not be
available for a couple of days. o

Action: Approved the recommendation to have final nunbers emsiled 1o TPC members the
week of January 9” for final approval. :

‘Statewide Bridge Preservation Fund (Handowut; Proposed Modification of Statcwide Bridge
Preservation Fund) o
Ed Idzorek explained that through modification of this fund, ATP’s will bc accountabie for
approaches and the statewide bridge fund will pay 100% of the bridge costs. All bridges will see
adecreasg in the District/ ATP cost share over the original funding method except {or the
Dresbach Bridge. Dick Stehr expressed concern about Dyeshach. TPC will review the Dresbach
bridge cost share, once a final design is developed. T : -

Dan Dorgan spoke stating that undgij the proposed change, the bridge fund might pay a high
share of the total bridge cost, up 1 80% of costs in some cases. This might be a higher statewide
fund participation that originalty conceived, : . ~ '

-Action: Approved the proposed modification to the Stalewide Bridge Preservation Fund,

Statewide Corridor Fund (Hanilout: Proposed Modification of Statewide Conidor Fund)

Ed Idzorck proposed this fund be modified based on District comments and feedback, The
madificalion would allow any project ia the 2009-2030 fiscally coustrained plan Lo compete as°
Jong as the performance deficit is in the 2009-14 timeframe. It was also recommended the
solicitaion cover two additional-years, {proposed from SFY 2009-2012).

Action: Approved ihe modification as proposed. Solicitation to Districts/ ATR's will proceed.



Transportation Revelving f.0an Fund (TRLF) Solicitation Proposal (Ilandout: 'TRLF - TPC
Proposal) : : :

The TRLF has four accounts: Ilighway, ilighway non-restricted, Transit and Trunk Highway:
Brad Larsen explained that the Highway account requires loans to comply with Federal Title 23
and Federal Project Development requirements, as this is “first generation” funding. The
Highway non-restricted accouint requires compliance with Federal Title 23 but does not reqie
" Jvans Lo comply with the Federal Project Development requirements.

Brad explained that the approximately $4.5 million (as of 6/30/06) in the Trunk Highway
account obtain legislative authority to transter these funds to the TH fund. The cusrent language
-allows a transfer of up to $15 million per year from the TH fund to the TRLEF TH account. This
amendment would atlow flexibility of the funds by allowing the funds to be used i the TH fund,
Spending authority would also nced to be requested when the funds would be used.

TRLP loans to locals from the non-restrictive highway account can he le veraged whereas TH
loans cannot be leveraged and for this reason it is not recommended to lerminate the TRLF.

Action: Approved proceeding with solicitation for highway non-restrictive and Transit
accounts. Approved the recommendation to request legislative authority to change the language
allowing TRLF TH account to bie transferred (o TH Fund and to learn of options available to
change the terms on the current MrDOT TRLF loan for TH 212. : .

Information ltems _
Abby McKenzie stated the annual BAP Report will be presented at the Cormumissioner’s Janvary
9™ meeting and invites TPC members that would not normally be present to attend.

Bob Winter extended thanks to Pat Hughes for his work and congratulated him on his upcorﬁing
retirement. .

Next TPC meeting is February 22, 20006, 9:00-1 | .30 am., Room 461. | —l



Proposed Modification of _
Statewide Corridor Fund

"The Statewide Corridor Pand (SCF) is intended 1o demss large mobility and safety projects
. with project costs (excluding right-of-way and design} greater than 50% of an ATPs annual
targeted Federal funds. The SCF will fund up o 30% of the project cost,

- As ortiginally proposed SCF projects had to come from a District Lon g Range Plan (DLRP), a

- MPO Long Range Plan, or a Local Transportation Plan. The DLRP projects were limited to
the 2009-2014 fiscally constrained plan. We proposs to modify this so that » project may come
from anywhere in the 2009-2030 fiscally constrained plan as long as the performance deficit is
in the 2009-2014 timcframe. ' :

The first solicitation for the SCF was proposed ta cover FYs 2009 and 2010, Based on
comments scecived we propose to expand the period covered (o FY 2009 through 2012. This.
should atlow Metro District to advance 2 major project. From an overall progeam standpoint
~ this will make balancing the available Federal obligation authority between the Statcwide
Bridge Preservation Fund and the SCF tasier. '

Comuments Received on Statewide Corridor Fund

D7
1. System continuity vitally important.
2. Ciiteria don't recognize prior investments in a cotridor. .
3. Performance daia does not reflect value that an improved freight corridor provides.
4. SCF doesn’t count safety improvements in intersections or on segments that are not on
“top" safety lists. : : B .
3. Cost-effectiveness should include cconomics of scale, fewer construction stages, inflation
 savings and earlier traveler bencfit. :

TAB - .

1. SCF as currently defined (11/18/05) is unacceptable.

2. Metro would only capture $30m of SCF funds through 2014. . :

3. SCF should be modified to allow morc Metro projects ko compete possibly by extending
timelrane, ' . '

‘Meiro . .

L. Modify or delay implementation of SCF to allow majur projects that meet the criteria, but
. are underfunded in the cugrent STIP to qualify. ' -

Office of Investment Managemens : T TPC GLASAS



Statewide Bridge Preservation and Corridor Funds A vailable
(Obligation Authorily i millions of $)

2009 ] 2000 [ 2001 [ 2012 Total

.1 Federal Funds _
affer Formula 80 80 80 0 _ 320
Distribution (1) ;

Statewide Bridge -
Preservation 4 6 29 45 84
Fund 2) .

Available for _ ' _
Statewide . 76 ‘ 74 51 35 N 236
{ Corridor Fund i : : '

-Statewide Corridor Fund Ptﬁposal

" Extend solicitation to 2012, dﬂﬂ(,dl{: $ on a one-time basis towards Metro 2009 and 2010
- deficit; advancc a major Metro project im 201 1 or 2012

2009 2010 . 2011 2012 Tolal
-Available for . e .

{ Statewide 76 74 51 .35 236
Corridor Fund N e : ‘
Metro District 45-60 . | 0-10 50-75 95 - 145
Max available for ' , B :

%Qr@'ie"w 3i-16 74-64 | 36- 1% 141 -91

Pros/Cons: - Addresses Metro 2009 and 2010 shortfalis.
' " - Allows advancing new Metro projéct(s).
- Allows Greater MN projects in 2009 & 2010,

Notes: (1) After ~ $390m in Federal Funds distributed 1o ATPs by Eormu!a (redw:ed itlower -
Obligation Authoriry)
- {2} Assumcs 100% funding of bridge proger under St-fucw:dc Bridge Preservation Fund

Office of Investment Management L ' TPC 01205/06



Proposed Modification of L
Statewide Bridge Preservation Fund

The SBPF 15 intended to addsess large bridge preservation projects.(project cost greater than
50% of an ATPs annual targeted Federal funds). The project eost includes the bridge proper
and the approaches necessary Lo connect the new bridge back into the roadway.

As originally proposed the SBPF would fund 50% of the project cost. We propose to modify
this to fund 100% of the bridge cost, with the ATP being responsible for the approach cost.

The benefit of this change is that it simplifies the funding determination for Offices of Bridge
and [nvestsuent Management, and avoids sny proteacted discussion with these Offices

- regarding the necessary approach. However, the bridge cost/approach cost share of these
projects varies widely. In some cascs the bridge cost ropreseats on the order of 80% of the
project cost, and in others as little as 30%. : ‘

Tn addition any‘ Local share of the approach work remaias the responsibility of the ATP.
However, a Local bridge project that mects the cost threshold and the prescrvation |
requiretacits of the SBPF would still be eligible. _ : : -

Comments Received on Proposed Modification

" D2, D3, Metro, Bridge Office:
1. Support change to 100% Bridge funding.
2. Approaches and non-bridge custs should be District responsibility.

b4 :
1. liund should cover up o 1009 of Bridge cosi 1o retain flexibility.
2. - Projects should be able to cornpete in both SBPF and SCF.

De S

1. Highway Project Development Process outcome is right design for bridge and approaches.
2. Difficult to break out bridge cost in Design-Build projects. . :
3. 100% Biulge hinding will requite $60m more than 50% Project funding,

4. 50% Project results in tighter range of ATP participation in major bridge projects,

D3 : ' - : S
I. Concemed that Technical Work Team agreed to 50% Project funding, not 100% Bridge
_ lunding. ’ ‘ :
-2 Added cost to cover 100% Bridge funding may reduce overall mumber of bridges the fund
can cover, or requite increase in § dedicated to this program. S ‘

Office of Investment Management . o L TIC 010506
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Statewide Bridge Preservation Fund

Scope

The process described herein applies to Major Bridge Preservation projects. These
bridges are structurally deficient. Functional obsolescence alone does not quahfy.

Definitions;

* Major Bridge is a bridge with Project Cost greater than 50% of an ATP’s annual
Targeted Federal Funds,

» Project Costincludes bridge and approaches. Excludes design and right-of-way.

Funding

» Statewide Bridge Preservation Fund (SBPF) participation will be 100% ofthe
bridge cost estimate. The SBPF participation level will be fixed when the project
first enters the STIP. Cost overruns are the responsibility of the project proposer
(Local jurisdiction or Mn/DOT District).

» The SBPF will be capitalized by taking $40 million offthe top of Federal formula
funds.

Eligibility

Any Trunk Highway or Local Major Bridge Preservation projectincludedin a
District Long Range Plan, a MPO Long Range Plan, or a Local Transportation Plan.

Solicitation

¢ Candidate list from Mn/DOT Office of Bridges for FY 2009 through FY 2018.

* Mw/DOT Office of Bridges identifies bridges and works with Districts/ATPs to
agree on appropriate project timing.

e List will be updated annually for cost and construction year.

-

Selection Criteria .

s

* Funds available (ATP and Statewide Bridge Preservation Fund).
* Structural condition (Must replace date fiom Office of Bridges).
o Deliverability.

Selection Committee

Mn/DOT Office of Bridges to identifies eligible bridges. The majority of these
structures are expected to be Mn/DOT bridges. TPC will approve the SBPF program.

Statewide Bridge Preservation Fund { 04/05/06
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Mn/DOT POLICY
POSITION STATEMENT

Date: May 4, 1983

Reference: Highways No. 83-1
, Trunk Highways Bonds
Cnteria for Issuance

Position Statement:

The decision to sell Trunk Highway Bonds will be made only after conducting an analysis of a
10 year revenue and expenditure forecast which can demonsirate that, for the first six years of
the 10 year period, debt costs for both existing and proposed bonds will not exceed 25% of
estimated available capital funds for any one of the 6 years. Further, the proceeds from Tnmk
Highway Bonds will be used solely for long term capital investment purposes which have an
expected useful life greater than the 20 year term of bonds.

Background:

In November, 1982 the electorate approved an amendment to the Minnesota Constitution
relating to bonding for trunk highways. Approval of the constitutional question:

“shall the Minnesota Constitution be amended to remove resirictions on the interest rate
for and the amonnt of trunk highway bonds? Yes.... No...”

removed the long standing 5% interest limitation and $150 million debt ceiling on Trunk
Highway Bonds.

Since approval of the constitntional amendment removed externally imposed interest and ceiling
limitations, it would seem prudent that Mn/DOT address the question of self imposed limitations
at least on the issue of the total amount of Trunk Highway debt to be outstanding at any time.

The issue of interest rates is out of the hands of Mn/DOT since the Department of Finance makes
the decision to sell or not sell bonds at a given interest rate and this is not known uniil bids on a
specific bond offering are opened.

$35186.doc Page 10of 2




The following debt management policy guideline describes the pul]ﬁoées for which Mn/DOT
would request the actual sale of bonds and the criteria which would be used in making the
financial management decision to request such a gale.

R. P. Braun, Commissioner

Any questlons regarding this position statement should be directed to:
Edwin I1. Cohoon, Director, Office of Financial Management, Room 408 Transportation
Building. Telephone: (612)296-7942. : ' '
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Mn/DOT POLICY
GUIDELINE

Date: May 4, 1983

Reference: Highways No. §3-1-G-1
Trunk Highway Bonds
Criteria Purposes
Guideline:

FINANCIAL MANAGEMENT CRITERIA FOR BOND SALE DECISIONS

The decision to request a Trank Highway Bond sale by the Department of Finance for a given
dollar value of bonds at a given time will be made in accordance with the following criteria:

TEN YEAR TIME HORIZON

An analysis of revermes and expenditures for the "Trunk Highway Fund will be made for
ten fiscal years following the year in which the bond sale takes place to determine the
current and projected debt service with respect to total revenues, total expenditures, and

total available capital funds.
25% Rule ®

Bonds MAY be sold if the total debt service projected for existing outstanding bonds and
for the bond sale under consideration will not exceed twenfy-five percent (25%) of
available capital funds for any one of the next six future fiscal years. {Capital fonds are
defined as total state revenncs less current operating expenses.)

Six years has been chosen for a time horizon becanse Mn/DOT has traditionally prepared six year
reverme and expenditure plans, six year highway capital improvement proposals, and since 1980,
six year capital building plans. A ten year time horizon, with bond sale decision based on the
25% rule applied to the first six years, will provide up to ten years advance warning of a potential
debt service/capital funds crunch. During this ten year advance warning period steps can be
taken to inform the governor, the legislature and other decision makers of the potential problem.
Several legislative sessions will then be available to reach resolution of the problem.

PURPOSES FOR TRUNK HIGHWAY BONDING

Bonding with pay back from the Trunk Highway Fund will be restricted to long term capital
investment purposes such as:

$5187.doc Page 1 of 2




major river crossings

other key bridges

interstate completion

major construction and reconstruction

buildings
Each of these purposes includes capital improvements which have an expected useful life greater
them the 20 year term of Trunk Highway Bonds. Purposes other than these are of course within
the authority of the legislature to specify, however, to the extent that Mn/DOT determines the
purposes for which Trunk Highway Bonds will be sold, the proceeds will be applied to projects
which fall within categories of capital improvements similar to the above.
Position Statement Reference;

Issued under Mn/DOT Policy Position Statement Highways No. 83-1.

Background:

Refer to the above referenced position policy statement.

R. J. McDonald, Deputy Commissioner

Any questions regarding this position statement should be directed to:
Edwin H. Cohoon, Director, Office of Financial Management, Room 408 Transportation
Building. Telephone (612) 297-7942. '

$5187.dec Page 2 of 2
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Mn/DOT POLICY
POSITION STATEMENT

DATE:

Reference: Financial Administration

No,
W?Management

e
N o
SR

Position Statement:

o >
% Ry

In order to maximize the benefits of fransportation ‘m};j‘“ﬁﬁements\

sources through measured use of debt financingMWDOT issues

project construction costs when prescribed cc;\rg'ﬁé s are met.
e

trunk highway bonds and borrowing fro : \, . 11
Fund (TRLF). This policy dgg%t cover Usg

or advances from local govémig) v}‘g@ Those
o T,
other policies. Y mﬁfm ‘
Background:
Use of debt financi g

o
P

5
'ﬂ{co nstru ctﬁggf transportation improvement projects
3 ‘ar Mesoost 4t scope of construction projects
continuestostirow relativistB ive availabil nds. Cther financing approaches
provic@gﬁﬁﬁ% Lifitigato usasiinds more effectively while completing projects sooner
and fgkiitg advantage:s econgties of size than would otherwise be possible.
A primdtypart of the an@m:”\gwoﬁ(%ﬁhe department is to undertake construction
projects th: ;g,{g,leplace deteilgrated portions or expand the capacity of the highway
system,. As"a’: g@\? e use of debt financing is not sustainable on an on going
EL; ghincreases financial risk to department operations because it

, amount of which is subject to more uncertainty, to current

on a pay-as-you-g

£ Lo
- gt o
operations. o

Two sources of debt financing are covered by this policy, trunk highway bonds and
TRLF loans.

State law stipulates that all bonds issued to finance improvements to the trunk highway
systernt are trunk highway bonds. These bonds are sold by the Department of Finance
(DOF) and must be repaid with revenues from the trunk highway fund, which includes
ferderal aid highway funds. The legistature must authorize these bonds before they can
be issued. Bonds are sold as required to pay construction costs when they become
due, '




o

Bonds are typically repaid over 20 years with equal payments to principal plus interest
on the outstanding balance. Only costs incurred for the completion of a capital
improvemment project on the trunk highway system are eligible for TH bonds. In addition,
only projects with a minimum useful life equal to or greater than the repayment term are
eligible for financing with bond proceeds.

Long-term debt financing has also been provided by the Mn/DOT Transportation
Revolving Loan Fund (TRLF) program. The TRLF is a financing:program administered
jointly by Mn/DOT and the Public Facllities Autherity (PFA) in theDepartment of Trade
and Economic Development. This program was initiated pthiiseed funding from the
Federal Highway Administration and general fund appropiativhs
Legislature. Applications for loans are accepted periodiés
criteria defined in rule by a technical evaluation cop

in Minnesota can apply for a loan if the project i fee :
in Titles 23 or 49 of the United States Code. s

Mn/BOT appproves and certifies appiications"'}" e T@ Hottation Subcon‘ﬁ‘ﬁittee ofthe
PFA. The subcommittee approves the applicati iforiancing and completes the loan
agreements with the borrowing entiigs, When pos§

Ile, the PFA issues bonds to
finance projects, increasing the amgiiftiffunds avaﬂ’ﬁﬁ]%qfor loans. Interest rates on
loans are determined by applying disgour ({0

¢ 0:bond markgkindex base interest rates
and repayment terms vary. With the &% in gg%g

A

& sthto repay bond holders,
a: ‘!_ to be used for future

RSO
N

debt service payments wers are:
loans,

Mn/DOT can andéﬁﬁ

Has received |
allow the PFA to séil:h

RLF. However, current law does not
yorids fo '

e o
Mn/DOIESPrNG
BT N, R
Soe N N

AT e
In addjtion to the feder%%gd POE kequirements that limit use of debt financing, use of
debt fitdhking at MnIDO% guided by the following principles:

% V“*"Ri&

N o
> %&2 of delj%ﬁ\\%ncing will be centrally managed on a statewide basis (
Y, ?.),,3:._3\;\
> Altheiigfiii€e of debt financing will create fluctuations in annual

transportation budget levels, financial management will strive 1o keep
annual construction program funding levels as stable as possible.

> Use of debt financing will be based on sound financial management
practices including cash flow projections and appropriate record keeping
and reporting.

» Debt financing will be used to accelerate, expand, and package needed
transportation projects, to facilitate the use of innovative project delivery
techniques such as Design/Build and to construct buildings necessary to
support efficient departiment operations.



> Mn/DOT will maintain its historic investment priorities, giving primacy to
preservation. Use of debt financing will not supplant these priorities.

> Debt financing wilt only be used for projects that promise benefits to the
public of a magnitude that clearly justifies the additional expense of debt
financing,

b Debt financing will only be used as part of a financing plan for construction
of projects where benefits exceed the costs, inclt i interest costs.
Benefits of using Debt Financing preion
] Debt financing enables completion of projecisieanier than tfiger the traditional
pay-as-you-go approach, reducing the im % cost inflationdhlle bringing the
benefits of improved transportation fa%%

R

R . TR e
t g e,
o the public at an egﬁ%}eﬁr dat

Qf.g@‘t .-'\‘}\ Vs%@‘%’\
. Debt financing allows consolidation of faitiple stagif projects into ORE contract,

thereby advancing project delivery timetabig: chieving operational and
other economies of size (lowerynit costs), %
&Wwﬁ %%

i
AV

he Tund

Gy .'f\. B g *’\‘Q,V"V\\?'\:\\; .,
&8 gaditionalfhsieial ﬂexn’b%‘m handling unanticipated
‘tnaximiziljg the use of available funds.

LA
&

i |
g, of largespis jects and supports an
ety Q%%&lgf utl é@gd successtully.

Th%@@fobvious co Wusﬁ‘?’éﬁé{ﬂabt financing is the interest that must be paid to bond
purt?ﬁf@;g(s overthe Hfé“%;g?*the bofig., Over a 20 year amortization period at current

./P;‘./

interestides, interest costadd asmuch as 50% in interest cost to the nominal value of
the bond.“|jjza|l cases, thé}zﬁi"gal interest cost of borrowing is mitigated by inflation that

w“v”%w

74180 involves making some judgements about what wil happen
od"between when the bonds are issued and the debt is repaid.
Since the future is impossible to predict accurately Mn/DOT incurs the risk that
unfavorable future events will negatively impact the ability of the fund to repay the debt.
This may result in reduction in funds available for construction projects andfor other
departmental operations, since the law requires that bond holders be repaid before
trunk highway funds can be spent for other purposes.

oceurs durin ﬁgrepayrgwgv@tﬂperiod.
15,

Debit financing does not create a new source of revenue. Without additional funding
streams to pay the debt service, annual principal and interest payments will have to be
made with funds currently planned for other purposes. If projected revenues do not
meet expectations projects currently planned for future years may have to be deferred



to free up funds to pay interest costs. Since bonds are issued for 20 yeaars, the risk of
unanticipated future events impacting Mn/DOT’s ability to repay its debt is real,
substantial, and unaveidable.

Debt financing requires sound fiscal management to ensure that sufficient cash exists to
pay debt service when it becomes due. The balance of unobligated trunk highway
funds and cash balances must be monitored carefully to ensure that contemplated or
planned use of debt financing does not impose unexpected impacts on the Mn/DOT
operating budget. As subsequent rounds of debt financing occye, careful management
of cash flow is required for debt service payments. This s ne g8ary to ensure that
new debt service obfigations can be assumed given debt sefvice obligations previously
incurred. ; "

Use of bond financing or loans from the TRLF musgtbe Sonsider Fik.conjunction with
other departmental borrowing using Advanced g;gjxgiﬁffuction and Iocﬁ%ﬁagvances for
trunk highway projects. Although use of thesggﬂ]gg%ﬁcing tools are coﬁ%@j@py other
departmental policies, they all impact the abiilly;of the department to repayfoans
incttrred to fund construction projects. e =

\&:\\fﬁ‘}m L

Finally, current revenue streams may.change considis

instrument. The current federal aidhighyay, program
o

iy over the life of any debt
yld cease to exist, be altered

dramatically or experience revenue $ffortagégs.Funds i¥aflihis program are curmently in
the hundreds of millions of dollars andZige usé “Sitensively ’;;ﬁ.md frunk highway

construction projects. Statesrevenue cuif nt%{@jﬁf it the trunk highway fund may
also change dramaticalliizsverifiis time ﬁ’% ~Technological changes, natural resource
price fluctuations, pg e 8 inatural "d\iﬁ%sters, and societal behavior could change

= igd? significafifly reducing revenue from existing sources.
tesets, S R

g
&Bing this'tiebt management policy is to mitigate
R

ties include:

K4

Carol Molnau, Commissioner of Transportation

Any questions regarding this position statement should be directed to:
Chief Financial Officer, MS 120, Transportation Building, 385 John Ireland Bivd., St.
Paul, MN 55155



Guideline:

l.

Definitions:
A
B.

o

‘“%3. ARy
_Teservesiang othsr
AR 2,

: 3

Mn/DOT POLICY
GUIDELINE

DATE:

Reference: Financial Administration

N
Bebt Management

. P RN
Debt Service - required annual pa; fretits of interest a g qrincipal required
to fully amortize the loan accordinyto the loan agreemeriti s,
Trunk Highway Bonds — bond€8ld to inves}%@ to acquire

ld ‘-x.':ﬂ;,§ for
construction of state trunk highv?ﬁﬁ@;@pro/y&m hts, These bords must be
repaid from the Trunk Highway Futidie,sia

Trunk Highway Fund}ﬁ%%rlstitutionaﬂ?‘% Hicated source of revenue that

must be used for a highway) . Pringipal sources of revenue are
gas tax, vehicle regisgﬁtfgp“ gs5and federaliajd funds,

State Revenues ~ reveniig

ool

Think H ighgay Fund from sources

“into the
created by Mitinesota statiite, or sBHSHRIEG) w8lich as motor fuel tax, motor
vehicle ;;9@%%’% A tax and'irpfeFvehicle Sdies tax.

%?ff;g;{ésh in the State Trunk Highway (TH) Fund

Mg;.g_——Th%@}g’:ount of revenues less appropriations,
g 84 %ﬁ*mnd at the end of a fiscal year and
Fend bafahces forecast ithe Trunk Highway Fund Budgetary Fund
s A;\fo e years
FUTH .

648 Coristriiction Budget — portion of Mn/DOT’s annual
appropriatigpthat [&ised for construction of improvements to the state

Cash.Balance ~ the amount
at aflygiven time, 2~
Unreseived Fungy

.. transportation: yste
.
Debt ManagementPolicy
kv
A. In additiégdgéstate law and policy regarding debt financing by state agencies,

debt incurred by Mn/DOT for trunk highway construction projects shall not
exceed an amount where annual debt service obligations are greater than
A5% of the annual state revenues to the Trunk Highway Fund (THF) .

. Debt service obligations for which the legislature has provided a new,
dedicated source of repayment which is projected to provide sufficient
coverage for future obligations, which provideg adequate mitigation of

financial risk to the THF, are not subject to the limit specified in section A,
Sufficient coverage is defined as annual forecasted revenues equal to at least
1.25 times projected annual debt service commitments.

e ‘f_[)_eleted: 1o




. At any given time, anticipated payments of principal and interest on debt
should not reduce the projected TH Fund cash balance below Mn/DOT cash
flow needs for 21 days, nor should debt repayment obligations reduce the TH
Fund unreserved balance below 8% of annual state revenues to the fund.

. Debt financing will only be used to a).complement existing financing and alfow
consolidation of multiple project stages to accelerate compietion of a project,
b) provide funds to take advantage of an opportunity tp. advance a project to

an earlier year, c) allow use of the design/build dejjvéiFmethod on a project

R

or d) finance construction of buitdings necessa%ﬁg cient department
operations. e N

. Use of debt financing must result in anticiated project-eps

reduction in user costs that exceed thgghterest paid o lebt.
v VR
e i,

i ated for that

: ddyalahce in the TH Fund. In no

instance will debt repayment and AC CORS e jons reduce the funds available

for maintenance and pre{sgh ation projectsint]
—?"@s

budget or the departmen tenance and

. ,”:pggxrations budget.

S, “\‘m‘f"ﬁ“\ h 3,
. This Debt Management po??@gnus?‘&%&t@&re%%’%nsistently with other
it

S5

Mn/DOT policies-regarding fifighcial; :ﬁ%@g@ent, ¢luding the Advance
Constructions E%*%%m nt Poliby M““?»:gm &

Bond praggeds used @ﬁumhasgﬁggt of way should not be used when
deposit withixstate distiiet court is refjlired.

AR

ILE . 2

Districts mt%;aubm‘f&g%ﬁdldate projects to OIM for consideration for debt
financing. ‘El_fgse cantlidate projects will be prioritized and recommended
for debt finanging.

Y Lozt . . .
?ﬁ’@,&;&fﬁ ; ﬁﬁnance will review the requests for debt financing, prepare

informat ﬁ?’%nd analyses of the impacts and report to the CFO on the

financiaf mplications of the debt financing proposal.

The CFO wili evaluate the recommended projects and the financial
capacity of the THF to assume additional debt service.

Debt financing use must be approved by TPC and Mn/DOT’s CFO.

The Office of Finance will make construction contract payments from state
funds and coordinate bond sales with the Department of Finance to
ensure that proceeds are available to make these payments when they
are due.

e ‘{Delated:




1on

District/ATP allogat

ions in

OIM will coordinate the tracking of reduct

F.

targets when required for payment of debt service.

won

f Transportat

Issioner o

Carol Molnau, Comm

ifected to

Building,

on

tion statement should

is posi
, MS 120, Transportat

Chief Financial Officer

Any questions regarding th
Paul, MN 55155
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Mn/DOT POLICY
POSITION STATEMENT

DATE: July 2006

Refereng#” Financial
.. Administration
“=No.

Position Statement:

In order to provide a financial management difideline th
the construction, maintenance and operatipis oftha:

e

System, it is necessargtiiinaintain an agéuate, polected, unreserved balance
in the Trunk Highy;ggﬁ“Fun 0% This batancg:wil mitigate against the impacts of the

probable occurrefﬁf@%%{negd e unforese%vj_gﬁgéture events on agency operations.

| 2

s il &
R e
AR RS SRR AR
AT S, R
: : % ;

i

it

4 tscounts for public monies used to construct, maintain,
and operate maslsc fthg}_@ﬁlinnesota Trunk Highway transportation infrastructure.
It also accounts Tefrafisfers to pay Trunk Highway debt.

g

The Trunk Highwa”ir Fund is organized as a “special revenue” fund within the
State accounts. The fund accounts for the flow of more than $1 Billion of public
money each year.

State Statutes do not require a specific balance for funds other than the State
General Fund but do not pemnit a deficit balance at the end of any biennium,
Therefore setting an appropriate level of unreserved, undesignated fund balance
Is a necessary and important management decision that Statute reserves for the
Commissioner,




Uses of revenue and fund balance:

In Govemmental funds, undesignated, unreserved fund balance is usedto’
i. Meet operating needs (pay bills)
ii. Meet deht seivice needs
iii. Allow for emergencies {hatural and financial)
iv. Permit orderly adjustment to revenue fluctuations.

Systematic and thoughtful planning for use of revenues, mﬁﬁifﬁug preparation of
budgets and annual spendmg plans, prowdes the best ghiportunity for the

o

department to maximize the vajue of the services it Rﬁﬁvﬁ?ﬂ' :{0 transportation

system users. . ‘6{; o,

v@" '\.‘\ %'\.’}«,\

”z%m»

Financial risks are inherent in all plans as uuvlgﬂ‘gwn future even N reaten to
disrupt this orderly use of resources and ggﬁs? ry of § mces Et is ﬁg‘f nancial
management, of which risk managementis a% Qan to plan for a margin
of safety to allow adjustment to future events wi cau sing dssruptwn of plans
for provision of services. W

i’
Maintaining an unreserved fund balan Ee while b”f’“{‘éfﬂt}g”for spending of funds
creates a reserve thatdarbie used to m?;fgate signjficant deviations from
expected future e\;eafs REVE) Aue foreca“@ls and projected spending levels are all
subject to s:gmﬁdaﬁhiﬁpcertafi} due to se@raj economic, operatmg and iegal
uncertamtles con cerrﬁngjthel

specific so fﬁh of fingpeial rlsk are revenue coming in below forecast, All
thre E@%jor sources® %@;ate i e and revenue appropriated to Minnesota by
the f&dé; governmen%gn an 3 6 fluctuate. An adequate balance in the fund
allows sg%%g; gto cont e at f? lanned levels despite revenue decreases.

IBpr €ates a constant erosion of the purchasmg power of
revenues receivet Al ough operating plans attempt to incorporate the impacts
of these price increSes on future operations and spending, the actual level of
price changes is very difficult to forecast. The department purchases 5|gn1f icant
quantzttes of inputs that have historically experienced extraordinary price
increases, such as fuel, bituminous, steel, and trucks. An adequate fund balance
provides an opportunity to request increases in spendmg levels to sustain
planned operating levels despite major unexpected price increases.

Every year, unexpected natural and man-made disasters occur to which the
department must respond. Floods, tornadoes, blizzards, and wild fires occur
every year, although in unexpected magnitude and unpredictable locations. in



addition, hazardous chemical spills and crashes that damage the infrastructure
occur frequently. Adequate fund balance provides an opportunity for the
department to respond to significant unforeseen demands on operating funds
and at the same time remain adequate funding for planned operations.

Actions by elected officials are also a source of financial risk. Adequate fund -~ ~"| Deleter: Frequanty the department
; ; ; i and tha T is directed 1o spend money in specific

balance provides an opportunity to respond to these directives and the araas, thraugh sammarks for & xomple.

associated expectations while also preserving adequate funding for planned whichh distup existing plans for uss

operations of resourcss,

Policy Precedents:

There are a number of precedents that help guide furil Bakince decision-making.
The State of Minnesota (MSS 16A.152) requires Eé%%en eréﬁ@@gd to maintain
reserves for cash flow and budget reserves.séég%ﬁﬂy recogitized principle of
govemmental financial management establiﬁf $ a minimum ba angg for special

revenue funds such that available unresem‘%nd balance plus b@&@@t ;
4lto )t%eu !

8 ed
revenues for a given period will be at least &6 nditures for {6 period.

ex

The Govemmental Finance Officers’ Association f’@}’@i\) has established a fund

balance “best practice” to guide goyemments in settiig:fy i

Many govemments have established fir
%

oy
(2 R

% o

Ly . ™

%

olicies irfglude:

E

Related Laws and Myt

S

Mn/DOT Policy Position Statey
Policy, Advanced Co’ﬁ‘% uctig

Carol Molnau, Commissioner of
Transportation

Any questions re ff'/ding this position statement should be directed to:
Chief Financial Officer, MS 120, Transportation Building, 395 John Ireland Bivd.,
St. Paul, MN 55155



Mn/DOT POLICY
GUIDELINE

Guideline:
1. Definitions:

A.  State Revenues - revenue intp the ft?ﬁ]gbu i
created by Minnesota statute ¢ kgénst:tut@’?#%uch as motor fuel tax,
motor vehtgje“”re disfration tax and,motor véhicle sales tax.

B. Fund Baléfiee - Th & drnount of réyenues less appropriations, reserves
and other L n thﬁ H Fund at &Eé'end of a fiscal year and year end
balances foreé‘{gt thelln

_ futﬁ%‘( 5.

vg{m g& for wears.
deral Fitis — fet ‘49 appropnatlons for transportation pumposes
Mﬂ;gcewed on e Bi& basis through the Federal Highway
inistration «Ve\c\\
A %‘é‘%‘y %«
In orderto p?%fﬁgte the hést standards of public financial stewardship, the
Minnesota Depatii Qt:@ Transportation has adopted a Fund Balance Policy as
follows:

Trunk Highway Fund Balance Policy:

For ordinary operating needs, the Trunk Highway Fund will maintain an
undesignated, unreserved Trunk Highway Fund Balance of not less than 8% of

| annual projected state revenues to the fund, . -~ Detete: o

depusnau‘ in the Trunk Highway Fund
of other "passthrough" revenues.

ADMINISTRATION AND RESPONSIBILITIES:

- T Deleted: , axcluding federal funds




| ¢

| D.

Any questions regarding this position st
Chief Financial Officer, M
St. Paul, MN 55155

Itis the Commissioner’s responsibility to ensure that adequate fund
baiance is maintained.

The Chief Financial Officer (CFQ) and designees are responsibie for
establishing a sufficient internal control enviromment to ensure that
financial management and budget processes provide adequate
information for the Commissioner to meet the obligations of this policy.

achieve an adequate fund balarice.

Beginning January 1, 2007, the Agency has aserk -

years 1o reach compiiance with the speciﬁ&}c‘ Ifrﬁ“its of thi
’ R Y
iy ki

atéfment sholld be directed to:

S 120, Transhoration Bulliifig, 395 John Ireland Bivd.,

L

Deleted: All managars, supervisol
and employees

ﬂ

- '{ Deleted: uly
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At the Minnesota Department of Transg
the following planks:

1.

10

(Proposed)

MN/DOT position statement on fiscal-a

All financiaktran
inclusion in

sactions must be authorized by the legislature through
@ budget or other enabling legislation.

. The Legislature appropriates public resources to the Commissioner.

The commissioner delegates authority for specific types of transactions
through the management structure; all financial transactions must be
approved by persons who have delegated authority.

. Responsibility and accountability for decisions reside finall

designated individuals, never with a committee. .

Substantial business decisions are taken only-o Rasig of praper
business planning informed by appropriatel 3
and due diligence review.

The CFO will provide budgefi
document and report the fina
cash-flows) of the Agency’s 1

CHN S Nee
rtainty, and amounts of
45 Jeg1sio

Managers with delegated anthokjty te’spend public money will use the official
information , amended as necessary, to execute budgets to ensure that public
funds are used as efficiently as possible to meet the unique needs and
conditions in their areas of responsibility .

Because of its independence from operations, the CFO’s office will be -
the official source of financial information to help Mn/DOT managers
ensure they are using public resources effectively and efficient]y to
meet Minnesota’s transportation needs.

All financial planning and reporting is coordinated through the Office of

the CFO to avoid duplication in the preparation and collection of
information.
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Mn/DOT POLICY | GOURT REPDR
POSITION STATEMENT
DATE: July 2006

P

@g@gcial Admiinistration

v Federal Advance
S Ganstruction
o e 3
. RN
Position Statement: P M,
B "y
AR “""m

i

In order to maximize the use of federai aid hiMy funding available to'Minnesota,

Mn/DOT will make the best possible use of fégral AdvapgeConstruction tAG)
procedures to help deliver needed transponat%%%ﬁ’ 5

¥ This policy applies to all conﬁ@j@gﬂts of mtﬁp%geral funds through the use of

AC, whether for trunk highway: projetts, or other tiansportation investments.
Local governments seeking to'ise ACHlisLalso comply with the requirements
Mn/DOT%

ocalFransportation.

and policies set fo

Background:

Federal Reguire

i %%/gal guidelines for using AC are set forth in the Federal
F ;Q&Guidance on Advance Construction of Federal-Aid

]

ethod préifijyated by the federal government under 23
Highwell Administfatign,
7 o

ants, dated May 1014096005,

Federal A cedures proyide states and local govemments the flexibility to initiate
h ects using non-federal funds while preserving eligibility for

! ydtinds, After an AC project is authorized by the FHWA, a

State may fully orgagtiglly convert the project to federal aid highway funding provided

S

federal funds are av@iiible for the project. Conversion {payback) is the process of

converting AC to the obligation of actual federal funds.

Under traditional federal aid financing, Mn/DOT obligates the full federal share of a
multi-year project, using current year federal appropriations, in the first year of the
project. This method commits available federal funds even though much of it will not be
needed until the later years of construction. AC allows the states to use only the federal
funds that are needed for each year of project construction. Using AC produces a one
time increase in funds available for the construction of additional projects in that first
year using funds that would otherwise have been fuily committed to other projects.



The necessary state funds to match the AC amount must be available when the project
is authorized by FHWA.

Only certain federal highway programs are eligible for AC use. These programs
include, but are not limited to, the following:

- National Highway System (includes interstate Malntenance)
- Surface Transportation Program
- Bridge Replacement and Rehabilitation

Except for National Highway System and Interstate Mainteps . one of the following

conditions must be met to qualify for advance construc%i\gﬁ

e

2,

- the State has obligated all the funds g
specific program, v
- the State has exhausted its obligé:

BB authority, or .
. the State can demanstrate it vihitise its obligation authorityﬁgjg;e the end
of the fiscal year. Tk, w
sy

@pﬁioned oﬁ’é@f@gated forthe

£ G
Federal funds that are transferred %Federal T%f@f.dministration (FTA) for transit
projects are not eligible for AC. ‘%W;@ml k9

N J{WM&M i %"”::;}“
AC projects must be included in or arr%%}gged? e, State 18
Program (STIP) and megtditedests of inancial _gonstrginkrequired by 23 US.C. §
135(f). AC must be shows intHESTIP irk iyear incurred” and the conversion of the
AC to the obligatio «@‘ﬁéderal i 'Ws must 'E?,‘,aghown for each year in which a conversion

4
. A
is planned. F

“lransportation Improvement

i, A5 g
According to the FHWAE.G >ﬁ%€‘v§%ﬁﬁ” n\c}‘"&é Construction of Federal-Aid Projects,

the total afiounta-state 6B AC in any glvenVear cannot exceed the sum of the State’s
currentdinobligatéd

nk _j@nc%’@%@pportionments plus the amount of Federal funds

antigipated in the subsghuentygars of its approved STIP.
ik, K- T N
AR R W

In addition to% I federal reguirements and limits on using AC, MnfDOT’s AC use is
guided by the foligingi
EA

ngperciples:

> AC use*will be based on sound financial management practices including
‘cash flowand AC conversion projections and appropriate record keeping
and reporting.

> Programming of AC will be centrally managed on a statewide basis (Office
of Investment Management staff will coordinate AC use by the
District/Area Transportation Partnerships).

> Although AC use will create fluctuations in annual state road construction
budget levels, AC management will strive to keep annual construction
program funding levels as stable as possible.




» AC will be used to finance multi-year projects and for temporary federal
fund management.

> Mn/DOT will maintain its historic investment priorities, giving primacy to
preservation. AC use will not supplant these priorities.

Benefits of AC

. AC enables a one time acceleration of projects compared to the traditional pay-
as-you-go approach, avoiding construction cost inflation and btinging the benefits
of improved transportation facilities to the public at an eaglier date.

) AC allows consolidation of multiple, staged projects to\--vﬁnce project delivery
timetables and achieve operational and other econ of scale (lower unit
costs),

. AC helps facilitate the funding of large projects: aﬁavsupﬁ% an anvironment
where Design/Build contracts can be utﬂlzedjsuccessﬁ.llly %V

. AC gives states additional financial ﬂexnb'hmﬁ'l handiing unaﬁt@gated project
cost increases. g "

. AC enables Mn/DOT to maximize ats«ﬁgﬁ;of federal funds by only h%; gto
obligate the federal funds that are needﬁ&m eac&vg@gﬁr of the pmjecf“ﬁ’”
construction. ”“’“”“‘ S

. AC allows Mn/DOT to maximi
redistribution.

Costs and Risks of AC Use

,\«»f '\Mjﬂ‘%fy/\“
i?g ﬂ:y are t’o@‘gstabllsh management
lveiy and to mitigate impacts of the risks
: «i&

W;WW Siots mﬁ of future federal funds, rather than
vl ropnatlons‘“* fice the commitment of AC is made to
5l ent is committing to payments and assuming the risk
itre appropna pyenues will be sufficient to meet these obligations. If
futu:‘écﬁﬁ%ropnatsons are Iow %ﬂmates adjustments in spending levels will be

required options will &;g: ore limited since substantial portions of the federal fund
appropria wﬂl have beg@gcomm:tted in earlier years,

£ wfunggaéﬁmmttments to large, muiti-year projects are very large
compared to revehiigd dedicated to support other operations in Mn/DCT. As a result,
there is significant pﬁ?éntlal that unexpected developments in the use of AC could have

significant impacts on spending in other areas of Mn/DOT operations.

Commitments of AC are also based on estimates of progress on large, complex multi-
year construction projects involving hundreds of millions of doilars. The actual progress
on these projects will be different than estimates due to changes in input prices, scope
changes, discoveries during construction, and weather. These unforeseen future
events will trigger greater financing and budget adjustments when combined with higher
AC balances.



Plans for use of AC financing are based largely on the estimated revenue for an entire
year, but the appropriation of federal funds regularly occurs in partial year
appropriations. As a result, there is greater risk that the amount of federal funds
available for conversion will not be sufficient to pay eligible project costs at the time they
are paid by the department,

When federal funds are not available to reimburse eligible project costs, another
revenue source must be used to cover payments on projects. State and local sources of
revenue are required for 100% of the cash outlays, rather than receiving federal funds
for (usualiy) 80% of these costs, This reduces the overall cash balances and results in
lower investment income to the Trunk Highway and State A;%@%s from Invested
Treasurer's Cash interest eamings. y

Y ,

R ]
AC is not a new source of revenue. It allows a one timﬁ?ﬁvaﬁ’«ﬁ%: ent of projects that
would have been built later by committing future f I'funds to AC:gonversion.
Therefore, those federal funds are not availableﬁ_ﬂfﬁﬁ;;?ﬁéditional proje&%mﬁthe future, and
a smaller program may result unless Ma/DOTEantinues to use AC at"f,%%vl

commensurate with conversions. g

2
3 o

) . \r.v,"’wo‘{:bgo 2
Use of AC may result in fluctuations in the do!!ar*%f%\jg%\@; Forojects let from year to year.
Because the total amount paid for g 3, on individud}projects fluctuate annually through

G

the construction period, use of fedé‘@?ﬁ!{j ifids for convergians will fluctuate as well,
causing fluctuations in funds available for ne@gonstructioprojects.

<
%

The use of AC obligates t ,;Qgpar’tmeﬁ" 6 veryia b@%ﬁm future payments on
construction contractsfhichwilithe liquidiiss

shich willih Lover 2 to 4ears, These commitments
are very large compared to othéiises of
those anticipated4gher

sarating revenue. If future events vary from
when the comgﬁj@nent m%;;fzig_gde, the impact on other funding

commitments couldbseveregigto.the relatiye size of the AC commitments.

N e

st bespdid. In addition, AC requires careful planning for use of

de:to eﬁ%&% adequate federal funds are available when needed

IR,

£

D

“eifstire that a sufficient cash balance exists

AC require$i58iin fis

agement to
when pidiect cos :

5%,

R
OT Policies include:
RN

Minnesota Stattitgs.§ 161:96, Federal Aid
Mn/DOT Policy Pos , tatement , Financial Administration, Debt Management Palicy

k2

Doug Differt, Deputy Commissioner

Any questions regarding this position statement should be directed to:
Chief Financial Officer, MS 120, Transportation Building, 395 John Ireland Blvd., St.
Paul, MN 55155



Guideline:

Mn/DOT POLICY
GUIDELINE

DATE: July 2006

Reference: Financial Administration
No.

Federal Advance
\\.ﬁ;ﬁ’ﬁéﬁudion

Definitions:

A.  Apportionment — The statutorily preé&etibed US/DOT divis
highway aid contract authority AMOHG the states.

B.  Appropriation — The federal govgthment's limit.on how muchifbderal
highway aid it can obligate to a é"’% a fegetal fiscal year (obligation
authority). ) kT

C. Obligation — The fedefél: yemment’?ﬁ@gl commitment (promise) to pay
or reimburse a state fé‘vﬁ {1 &éera! sha%%%fx@n eligible project’s costs,

S

D.  Advance Construction (“@jiativé‘?@”mtmction financing method

(23 U.5.C. S 115 2002) irzihich the Eaderal Fighway Administration
(FHWA) ay ‘;g%zag_s.use of figt jerd .Jgp‘riations to finance current

year projegts™ An S incurred When the financing agreement
is cq@é&ied with Ep)
E. Cashi:Balance - T

Fund'atzny givel : ‘Ttna

an of federal

%

9 sh in the State Trunk Highway (TH)

’? ed in the General Ledger Trial

Ca

amount of revenues less appropriations,
Her uses in the TH Fund at the end of a fiscal year and
cés forecast in the Trunk Highway Fund Budgetary Fund

RN

i‘éfafs‘f;éars.

A. The totﬁ%ﬁ%’élance in any state fiscal year should not exceed an amount
equal to 125% of the amount of federal obligation authority forecast for that
year as caicutated to support the current Trunk Highway Fund forecast.

B. Atthe end of each state fiscal year, the AC balance cannot exceed 100% of
the federal funds amount specified in paragraph A above.

C. Federal earmarked funds for local projects are exempted from this limit.



D. The use of AC to finance projects cther than those on the Trunk Highway
system must be included when calculating the total for compliance with this
policy.

E. In addition, use of federal obligation authority for conversions for all projects
must not exceed 50% ofthe official, estimated federal formuta funds available
for use during a state fiscal year unless approved by the Finance and
Programming subcommittee of the TPC.

F. The use of AC should be limited to financing of multi-year, major construction
projects and short term intra-year financing.

G. Plans for use of AC should be based on the expectatign that federal
appropriations are expected to be available when pgyments are made for
project construction costs to ensure no long termdiiiact on the cash balance
of affected Funds or the projected unreserve ;Vfggnce(s) in those funds.

H. Conversions of AC must be initiated immedigtgly whénisxpenditures on
eligible costs for a project exceed $500,008. Conversiohgshould also be
executed to minimize labor required to@gfiplete conversidhia

Vs

reimbursement transactions and migiinize delays in receipt ¢ ederal fund

cash, This policy specifically prohibis delaying sonversions foretpended .- {eloted
Y - = 32 %{\3 ®

T AL e e A v o e m — — ———a X e
project costs into the subsequent s “fiscal yearn w

I. The limits of this policy will be phased'it byet i “'r.years, immediately

7

following adoption by theSemmissioner

IBYATR's AC uséimust ef)%wgd 'by the Office of Investment
CHECOIN.of all plahi&d AC use it their annual Area

rtétion ImprgyementPlins and 10-Year Work Plans.
;:94\ ﬁ B

v W .
goasts for AGfise and conversions to the Office of

CFOAor gdpiipmation that the plan conforms to this policy
rovals of the*drat and final State Transportation

. "’%}g{am (STIP).
0, All planned jise of“‘f%as depicted in the STIP will be approved by the
L N ,Program Committee and the CFO annually
D. fBinance must provide OIM with necessary cash flow reports

odeisiand prepare a financial analysis of AC use to OIM. OIM must
de-Rimancial Management with all necessary project schedules and

E.  All changes to the planned use of AC must be reported to the Office of

Finance and the CFO guarterly to ensure that revised plans remain. . | Deleted: monthly

financially feasible,. =~ T T T TTToTTTETToooees

F. The Office of Financial Management makes construction contract
payments and bills the federal government for reimbursement in the
federal fiscal year in which the eligibility for reimbursement is incurred.
OIM processes conversions of AC to federal funds.



OIM includes planned AC conversions in the STIP. Conversions are

charged to the District/ATP targets.

G.

1ssioner
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SPECIAL COUNSEL'S SECOND REQUEST FOR PRODUCTION OF DOCUMENTS
TO THE MINNESOTA DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION

EXHIBIT ;’"éefi:ﬁiwﬁ_w
DOCUMENT REQUEST bate. = 21 203
— JULIE A mixp

REQUEST NO.'17: All documents relating to any load bearing testing performed on

the Bridge prior to the construction, modification or repair work on the Bridge in 1977, 1998 and
2007. |
RESPONSE NO. 17: It is not clear what Gray Plant Mooty is requesting

regarding “All documents relating to any load bearing testing performed on the Bridge...”.
The term “load bearing testing” in bridge engineéring is used to refer to soil testing to |
determine the capacity of in-situ soils to support foundation loads. If any such load
bearing tests occurred it would be prior to construction in the 1960°s and any records
would be in the Electronic Data Management System (EDMS) files supplied previously.
The bridge was instrumented and known loads driven over the spans in the Iate 19905 as’
part of the University of Minnesota study. That information has been previously supplied

and is posted on our website.

Load rating calculations were done in the 1970’s and 1990’s. The repair in 2007 did not
add weight to the bridge so a load rating was not applicable. Copies of the load rating

documents are attached.
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Mn/DOT 22107 (5-78)
DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATIGN '

BRIDGE RATING AND LOAD POSTING REPORT

-BRIDGE LOCATION AND DESCRIPTION

. dge No. /;‘754%‘@ f‘/‘ YR A Type %d/ %} 4‘/’% - .
T.-HiNo. 35 (;_[/ Description Jﬁ/ 5/“%;/7‘[‘7 = 7= QJZ /QW%S /J&{’fﬁ

Mile Point __ /57 F3 ' /f/) "27 /(7{/"75 itk % 7“{? 5/
Year Built "Zﬁ Location gf/ M/. <. C/f/ JC?L 77%6/67
- Year Remodeled /47 8/ ,v,g/d/b w(/

DATA USED FOR BASIS OF R'EP-O RT (check]

gB’ridge Inventory File -
lZ(Bridge Inspection Heport {date [7‘75/ . by )

L3 current Bfidge‘ Rating and Load Posting Report

3 Bridge Plans {Qriginal, Repair and Reconstruction) ) —
L.l Bridge Letter File - ‘ EXHIBIT Mo mj s
. _ Date: ::,,.;.__m( %Q.\SC
Additional Field Information Required? [=] Yes ]E/No JULEE A BIXE

COURY REPORTER
Z(Computer Analysis or ] Manuai Anatysis

- 2UMMARY OF RATING AND LOAD POSTING ANALYSIS | ' Bridge No. __ 7 310 - Feiitt-

5 . Y
Structure: Group I/D & No. C“;C/"S ’66’5

inventory Operétihg Load LOAD POSTING L.”VHTS
Rating Rating Posting Req'd? . [Complete when load pasting is required)
Vehicle Semi-Trailer Comb. Truck & Full Trailer
H Yes Type M3 -Type M3S2 Type M3-3
Weight = 23T Weight = 36T Weight = 36T
ar : d . -
: N PR ‘//
Hs _ 24, Y HS 237, & No '
* Tons Tons Tons
Design Load {Live load category for Wthh bridge was designed} @
Safe Load Capacny Anppraisal Rating ' . 5;7

CERTIFICATION
LERTIFICATION

! hereby certify that this report was prepared ' f? l:/‘
p =
by me or under my direct supervision and that | RATE D BY
. ) : . 14
am a duly registered professional engineer under . CHECKED BY \} [f 4 EQ
the laws of the State of Minnesota, , DATE | :,?{//’,7!/7 9/
Signed M’?ﬂ /{ )%fﬁ{f@(a <

owe GUTITH ey 7475
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Page 14

From: Lowell Johnson EKH?B@(NUJ" , .
To: - Paul Kivisto Date:. AZ AN Y
Date: Thursday, 17 October, 2002 08:00:02 AM - JULIE A mixe
Subject; Br 4654, Stiliwater “OURT REPOATER

| have rerated this bridge using the measurements from the HNTB inspectors.

The member that was bent the most was U4 - L4 of the north side of span 7. This member is in tension
under Dead load. It can be in either tension or tompression under live load. Before this damage the
controlling rating of the member was tension, inventory HS38, operating HS53,

With the damage, the rating of the member is inventory H824, operating HS29, with compression
controliing.

- The bridge is already posted at the legal limit. This rating will not change that posting.

The member will not have to be repaired immediately. However we have investigated the repair and have
prepared some sketches for doing it.

Lowell Johnson, PE

Bridge Rating Engineer

MnDOT Office of Bridges and Structures
3485 Hadley Avenue N

Oakedale, Minnesota, 55128-3307

Tel: 651747 2118

FAX: 651747 2114

cC: Gary Peterson; Todd Niemann
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t Lowelf Johnson - Bridge 4654, Stillwater Page 11

. T A Rixe
From: Lowell Johnson COURT REpopTER
To: Gary Peterson; Mark Taylor; Paul Kivisto; Paul Rowekamp; Pete Wilson; Steve
Kordosky .

Date: Tuesday, 16 August, 2005 10:40:23 AM

Subject: Bridge 4654, Stillwater

Yesterday we weré called to the bridge site to inspect Cbrroéion on truss stringers. |was accompanied by
bridge inspectors Pete Wilson, Bill Nelson, and Ken Rand.

| am recommending corrective action to repair section loss in the webs of the fascia stringerslunder the
curb adjacent to the sidewalk. Section losses in the range of 75 to 85 % were found.

All stringers with holes in the area of the web above their connection to the floor beam need repair.
Another way to state the repair criteria is: measure the area along a horizontal section 6 inch long, above
the flange fillet, at the end of the stringer. The required area here needs to be at least 0.40 square inches.
In new condition this area would be 6 x .275 = 1.65 sq in.

There are two possible ways to make this repair.

First, several of the stringers along this line have had repairs in the past. This consists of bent plates {or
. angles) about 7 x 4 x 3/8 inch on each side of the web. This detail may be copied.

Second, some of the stringers already removed may be in good condition and can possibly be substituted
for these fascia stringers. They should be inspected to ensure they do not have corrosion in the bearing
areas. Turning them upside down from their original position may be a possibility. '

It may also be possible to remove the corroded fascia stringers, turn them upside down, drill new holes
and reinstall them.

Please contact me if you have any questions.

Lowell Johnson, PE

Bridge Rating Engineer

MnDOT Bridge Office

3485 Hadley Avenue N

Oakdale, Minnesota, 55128-3307
Tel: 651747 2118

FAX: 651747 2114
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Minnesota Department of Transportation

Memo |

Office of Bridges and Structures Office Tef: 851/747-2100
Mail Stop 610 Fax; B651/747-2108
3485 Hadley Avenue North

Oakdale MN 55128-3307

May 4, 2001 EXHIBIT Ny

‘z’L

To: Gary Workman
Metro Division, Operation

]
From: Dan Dorgan .

State Bridge Engineer

‘Subject:  Metro Region Fracture Critical Bridge Repuir Recoumunendations

The Bridge Office recently received copies of the 2000 Fracture Critical Bridge Inspection Reports
from the Metro Division Bridge Inspection Group. We commend your Office for reports well
done. The reports indicate some potential work which the Metro Division suggests doing in 2001.
The following list includes our recommendations to those areas indicated in the repoits;

Br. # 4654 — Stllwater Lift Bridge, TH 36 over the St. Croix River

*  The report defails the severe corrosion on many of the truss members, stringers, and floor
beams. We are in the process of writing the Bridge Improvement Recommendations for spot
painting in 2002, which will include painting the entire underside of the bridge, and the
portions of the trusses within 10° of the brdge deck surface. _ :

¢ Many stringer locations had severe section loss, but the Bridge Crew repaired these locations
n 2000. We will include a detail for repair of other stringer ends in the painting contract,

*  Severe section loss is indicated at one truss vertical member and at one tloor beamn location.
These areas will be included for repair in the painting contract.

* Al of the rolfer nest bearings are frozen and do not move. We will recommend replacing the
bearings with elastomeric pads as part of the painting confract,

Br. #5514 — Arcade St. Bridge, TH 61 over the UPRR

* The report indicates that underpinning should be completed in span 2. We concur that
underpinning be completed if danger of punchout is imminent. The bridge is still programmed
for an August 2001 letiing, -

Br. #5895 — Hastings Bridge, TH 61 over the Mississippi River

* The Bridge Office recommends continued scour monttoring at pier #7 and pier #8.

* The old inspection/maintenance scaffolding is tn the Bridge Improvement Program for
replacement in 2003. : '

*  We concur that the long term plans for this bridge need to be discussed. This Office has
recommended that the bridge be programmed for replacement within the next 10 to 15 years,

Br. #5993 - Wakota Bridge, TH 494 over the Mississippi River
*  The report details many rivets that have severe section loss. We concur that these rivets should
be replaced with bolts. -



Br.

Br.

#6347 — Osceola Bridge, TH 243 over the St. Croix River

05/04/01
Page 2

There is a small crack in the tack weld at the south truss beam connectlon We concur 1t is
sufficient to continue manttoring the crack at this fime.

. #6566 — Taylor’s Falls Bridge — TH 8 over the St. Croix River .

We concur that the pin ends should be painted.
The crack indication in pin #3 should continue to be monitored. If there is any indication of
a larger crack the pin should be replaced.

. #9340 — [-35W over the MISS!SSIppl River near downtown aneapolis

We concur that long range plans for this bridge need to be defined. The Bridge Ofﬁce has
recormmended that this bnidge be programmed for replacement within 10 to 15 vears.

. #9600N and Br #9600S — Cedar Avenue Bridge, TH 77 over the Minnesota River

The report details extensive comrosion at the floorbeam/tie girder connections. We will be
writing Bridge Painting Recommendations shortly for this bridge for a 2002 spot painting
contract.

There is standing water in: the-interior of the tie girders. A detail for drilling weep holes in the
tie girder is attached to this memo.

. #8000 — Lafayette Bridge, TH 52 over the Mississippi River

We concur that long range plans for this bridge need to be defined. The Bridge Office has
recommended that this bridge be programrned for replacement or major rehabilitation within

-5 to 10 years.

Several hinges are not fumctioning and we recommend that the Bridge Crew attempt to
lubricate the pins. If a repair delail is desired please contact this Office.

One small crack was found in the approach span at a diaphragm stiffener. We concur that
these locations should be monitored in the future to ensure more significant cracks do not -
develop

Per review of the 2000 underwater mspectlon report most of the Pier 9 footing and up to 5" of =

the Pier 9 seal is exposed by a scour hole. A scour hole up to 5 deep was found along the Pier
10 footing. We concur with the underwater report recomnmendations that the pier contmue to
be monitored for additional footmg and seal exposure.

#62090 — Smith Avenue High Bridge, TH 149 over the Mississippi River
There are small cracks in 4 stringer/floorbeam connections. We concur that it is sufficient to
contimue monitoring the cracks at this time.

#386001 — TH 101 NB over the Mississippi River at Elk River

-Although the report indicated several cracks at the floorbeam connections we do not

recommend any repair work be done at this time since the bridge will be replaced in 2001. If
the project is delayed we will recommend that the cracks be drilled out and the ﬂoorbeam
angle brackets be removed.

If you have any questwns on these recormnendanons or feel you need addltmnal repair detaﬂs ’
please contact this Office. .

CC:

Gary Peterson
Kevin Western
Paul Kivisto
Terry Moravec
Val Svensson
Jack Pirkl
Mark Pribula
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Minnesota Department of Transportation

Memo

Office of Bridges and Structures Office Tel: §51/747-2100
Mail Stop 610 ' Fax: 8501/747-2108
3485 Hadley Avenue North

. Oakdale MN 55128-3307

May 4, 2001
To: Gary Workman®
j " Metro Division, Operations
#31
From: Dan Dorgan 0‘7 M

State Bridge Engineer
Subyject: Br. #9600 Repair of Water Leakage Inside the Box Tie Girder

The 2000 Fracture Critical Inspection Report indicates that there has been standing water inside
the tie girders on Br. #9600, TH 77 over the Minnesota River. This water has leaked through the
cable connections into the interior of the box and has caused extensive corroston.

To minirmze the amount of water in the boxes we recommend that a 1" diameter hole be drilled
in the bottom flange of the box section to allow water to drain out of the box. The holes should
be positioned in the center of the bottom flange at the low points in the box where water has
accurnulated in the past. The edges of the holes shall be slightly radiused to reduce the likelihood
that cracks could initiate from corrosion in the top or bottom of the flange plate. 1f there are any
bolis in the area of the low point of the box, one bolt can be removed in lieu of dritling which also
will allow the water to drain out.

During each annual bridge safety inspection the holes shall be inspected carefully to ensure no

" cracks have begun. Please contact this Office if you have any questions on this procedure, or if you

need any aSSIStance with ultrasonic testing.

cc: Gary Peterson
Kevin Western
Paul Kivisto
Terry Moravec
“Val Svensson
Jack Pirkl
Mark Pribula
Bruce Anderson
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. i(g} Minnesacta Department éf"rfahS'pertésion

— o
Memo
Office of Bridges and Structures
Mail Stop 610
Waters Edge BTN
1500 W. Co. Rd. B2

Date:  October 23, 1998

To; Gary Workman

From: // Donald J. Flemming $4 »;
' State Bridge Engineer

5 meeting.

L R. Allen

ce; ASeHinung
G. D. Peterson P, Kivisto
R. Noreen T. Moravec
E. Bvans T. Niemann
1, Pirkl M. Ptibula
R. Schultz D. Hoff

FOWP oS\ 9340 _crks . wpd

Office Tel; £82-1100
Fax: 582-1110

Naie:

File Br 9340

EXHIBIT M0, HEi_ :

3-29-0F.

Subject: BR 9340 - Cracks in Approach Span Girdérs, North End of Bridge Near Pier §

Bridge number 9340 carries TH 35W over the Mississippi River in Minneapolis. The bridge consists
of a steel deck truss main span and continuous steel girder approach spans and was constructed in 1967.
During the 1998 bridge safety inspection of the north approach spans in October, 1998, Metro bridge
inspectors noticed 12 crack locations in the 48" deep approach span girders at the top of the
stiffener/diaphragm connection near Pier #9 at the north end of the bridge. One major crack has
already been repaired by the Metro Bridge Maintenance Crew. 11 other cracks are at the web toe of
the web 10 top flange weld in the base metal. These locations are in a negative moment region and thus
are in tension. See the atfached plan sheet for a detailed location of the cracks.

After review in this office, it is recommended that Metro Bridge Maintenance drill out the ends of the
cracks with a 1 1/2" or 2" core drill. The core samples should be submitted to Todd Niemann for
analysis of the steel. During drilling it is recommended that ultrisonic festing bé complétéd such that
we can be certain the end of the crack has been arrested. I the ends of the cracks can not be drilled
out, we will recommend additional procedurés or repairs to éndertake., Additional recommendations
to loosen or modify the diaphragm connections at these problem areas will be discussed at a November

Sincé 33 cracks have been found this year in the approach span girders; we ate coficerned that these
locations have potential for further cracking. We recommend that you perform close in-depth
inspections of these aréas on 4 §ix month interval, and keep a detailed weld/erack inspection log for
these areas. As suggested by Mark Pribula in an-October 14, 1998 memo to Jick Pirkl, it will be
prudent to perform a detailed inspection of Br. #27855, 1-94 over TH 55, to determine if similar
problems exist on another continuous steel structure with high traffic volumes.

I feel that we need to discuss the short and long range plan for Br. #9340, Our office has scheduled a
meeting with Metro Division petsonniel on November S from 9:00 to 11:00 in Conference Room D to
discuss topics such as the upcoming contract to paint the girders in 1999, redecking the bridge within
10 years, other long term improvements, and any additional repair strategies. Please contact me if you
have any comments or concerns with the long ranige plan for this bridge.

9340_F097_012.pdf

e
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{(B Minnesota Department of Transportation

Office of Bridges and Structures - Office Tel: 582-1149
Mait Stop 610 Fax: 582-1110
Waters Edge

1500 W. Co. Rd. B2

Date: November 23, 1998

Subject: Meeting Minutes
Bridge # 6340
November 5, 1998
Waters Edge Conference Room D

Attendees: 'V%_l Kivisto, Arlen Ottman, David Reinsch, Terry Moravec, Roger:
Mark Pribula, Tom O'Keefe, John Allen, Don Flemming, Russ Noreen,
Niemann, Robert Dexter, Gary Peterson

Description of bridge: Steel deck truss main river span, continuous steel girder approach
spans with riveted connections, concrete slab span at north end, Bridge 9340 carries [-35W
over the Mississippi River near downtown Minneapolis. The ADT on the bridge is 120,000,
HCADT is 6,250 (1992 data).

Long range plan: Bridge 9340 is included in the 2011 to 2020 time frame along with
expansion of }-35W from Washington Avenue to TH 36. The entire corridor would be
widened in that time frame. No funding for bridge replacement has been allocated at this
time,

Description of preblem: 33 cracks have been found in 1998 in the webs of the approach span
girders on both the riorth and south approaches. The cracks are located in the top of the girder
web @t the stiffener/ dlaphragm connection nearest plers 3, 4, and 9. These regions are
negative moment regions and the top flange is in tension. The top of the stiffener is not
welded to the top flange of the girder. The cracks typically start at the bottony of the top
flange to web weld, and progress slightly downwards into the web., Most of the cracks are less
than 1" long. One crack was 12" on oné side of the stiffener and 42" on the other side of the
stiffener. :

Recent fixes: The ends of all of the cracks that could be accessed have been drilled out. Only
a few cracks that had not propagated far enough to be drilled were left. A splice plate was
added to strengthen the girder at the large crack near pier 9. All work was done by Metro
Bridge Maintenance Crews.

Truss condition; There have been little or no problems other than a few cracks noted over the
past 10 years in the transition floor beams at the end of the truss. There are a lot of very poor
details throughout, including plug welded web cover plates, welds at bulk head tabs on the
inside of the tension truss members, and bad welds. There are some corrosion problems,
especially under the median area. Concern was expressed over the fact that there are many
welds on the inside of the tension chord members that can not be inspected.

Steel material: Based on the plans, there are at least 4 different types of steel in the bridge. It

was decided we need to identify the location the various types of steel, especially in stress
reversal areas and in areas of large live load stresses.

PAWPT_tons 4 min



ce:

Action: Arlen Ottman. Identify stress reversal areas. Identify areas of large live load tension
stresses, Determine the type of steel in the above areas. Determine areas that contain bad
details. Catalogue the above areas in one package.

Action Plan: Discussion on what would be done if major cracks are found in the truss
members. We need to develop an action plan containing items such as traffic flow, truck
traffic detours and widening potential. Rehab details and replacement scheme with possible
time frames should be developed.

Action: Paul Kivisto, Arlen Ottinan, Jack Pirkd, Tom O'Keefe: Develop action plon in case of
major eracks in truss.

Fixes for approach span cracks: The ends of the cracks have already been drilled out. We
need to measure the stresses in a few uncracked girders to determine levels of web stress. We
will then loosen some diaphragms and test what the stress levels are when out-of-plarie
bending forces are removed. If the stresses are lowered significantly we will loosen the
diaphragms and relocate them to the bottom of the girders at the diaphragms nearest to piers 3
4,9, and 10. (As of 11/19/98 all of the diaphragms will be lowered regardless of findings).
Action: Gary Peterson: Develop contract with University of Minnesota fo install strain
gauges and record siresses based on known truck weights. Dave Reinsch: Write
supplemental agreement with PCI to lower diaphragms in test area and work with U of Min
strain gauge testing. Possibly supplement contract with PCI to lower or loosen all
diaphragms at piers 3, 4, 9, and 10 (This could also be done as part of 1999 paint contracy).

L]

1999 Paint contract: A contract is ready to do partial painting on the middle 30' of the truss
span and on the center girders nearest the median and the inside face of the next interior girder
on the approach spans. The special provisions are completed, and it is set for a December
letting. Discussion on whether or not painting should continue in light of problems in
approach spans. Consensus was that retrofits outlined above may take care of problems, such
that steel would last for a long time. It was decided to keep the partial paint contract in 1999,
The project will be moved to a January letting. Still to be decided is whether lowering the
diaphragms should be done under the paint contract or as a supplement to PCI contract.
Action: Paul Kivisto, David Reinsch, Arlen Ottman: Determine best way fo include diaphragm
work. Include in paint contract if necessary. Paint project will be in January, 1999 letting.

Deck condition: The deck is showing some problems, but is expected to last until 2010 -
2015. Atthat time deck replacement would be necessary. Other work wouid be dependent on
the extent of problems found up to that time. Replacement of the truss would probably be
recortimended due to non-redundant nature of the existing system.

Future work: Scope of work in the next 10 to 20 years depends on deck condition and extent
of problems with cracks or corrosion on approach girders and on the truss. It was
recommended that Metro move the reconstruction project to their 10 year program and begin
planning work including layouts, number of traffic lanes both during construction and on the
new bridge, and projected traffic volumes. Metro needs to determine whether funding is
available.

Action: Tom O'Keefe, Ray Cekalla: Develop rough plan for bridge replacement. This could
be part of the action plan above,

Attendees
Dave Ekern
Gary Workman
Jack Pirkl
Ray Cekalla
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From: Sharon Hunt

To: Bridge Conf Rm 1st Floar; Dorgan, Daniel; Kivisto, Paul; Peterson, Gary; Westermn,
Kevin

Date: 11/28/01

Time: 1:.00PM - 2:36PM

Subject: Discussion of Possible Additional Fatigue Investigation Work on Br 3340

Place; Bridge Conf Rm 1st Floor

Meeling with Rich Johnson from HNTB and Bob Dexter fromirthe Uof M. § 7-135_,-5 ﬂ/&”‘! ;
cc: Zerwas, Lisa
Discisoad 1w N Lreup. -
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 Daniel Dorgan - Fwd: RESCHEDULED SP 2783-draft I-38W at Mississippi bridge repiacement

W—A'—'f»‘ﬂx‘ e - :_,__. L
EXHIBIT MO, _wld, i

fratr

From: Ray Cekalla .

To: Bob Miller; Danisl Dorgan; Paul Kiviste; Paul Rowekamp o

Date: 11/28/02 14:25AM

Subject: Fwd: RESCHEDULED SP 2783-draft I-35W at Mississippi bridge replacement

Dan, what are your thoughts on hiring a consultant for this - should the Bridge work be part of metro's
contract with bridge involved in the selection or should the bridge work be a separate contract with Bridge?

9340_F096_006.pdf
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sy,

(1)

Minnesota Oepartmant of Transportation F_ | Ii;i

[
Memo i B3
Office of Bridges and Structures ' Office Tel B517747-2130  cpuyne } -
Mail Stop 610 Fax: B51/747-2207 -
3485 Hadiey Avenue Norih

Oskdale MN 55128-3307

. ;JIQ!T j
w3200
December 3, 2 Da?e:,,,,?? 7:)

To: Dar: Dorgan L
(iary Peterson
Kevin Western
Boh Milter
Ray Cekalla

Fron: Paul Xivisto (E? K

Metro Region Bridge Engineer

Subject: " Draft RFI for Consultant Study on Br. #9340, TH 35W/Mississippi River

We recently met to discuss the scope of @ consultant study to identify critical members in the deck
truss-arch on Br, #9340. Attached is a draft of an RIT that will go out to consultants. Please add
any comments you have and f€turn to me by December 13" Bob and [ wili then work on getting
the RF1 finalized.

I'plan to distribute this 1o a few people in Metro today to see if they have any ttems to add.

9340_F096_003.pdf
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JAMES A LILLY, P.E.

4354 Upton Avenue North | Home: (612) 588-3103
Minneapelis, MN 55412-1010 , Office: (651) 366-4508
' e-mail: jim.lillv@dot.state.mn.us

EXPERIENCE - BY CATEGORY:
The following list was extracted from my “Work History”

Aviation/Aeronautics: ' Facilities & Buildings:

e Military aviator ¢ MaDOT

e Civilian flight instructor Maintenance:

. Bridges: : : * MnDOT Highways

s Steel fabrication and erectlon e MnDOT Bridge

¢ Precast and Prestressed concrete structures ¢  MnDOT Buildings

* Inspection and repair Materials:

# Specifications « MnDOT
Computer Systems: - ® Private Industry

* System Development Management & Supervision:

e System Training - - » MnDOT
Construction: e Private Industry

s  Private highway contractor : Pavements:

+  Local government * Local Government

o  MnDOT Bridge _ » National (FPP)
Design: ' ‘ e MnDOT

¢ Local government: streets, water and Research: ‘

sewers, bike paths and sewage treatment o  Private Industry -

e Structural design "« MnDOT Maintenance
Equipment & Fleet Management: S ¢ National

e MnDOT +  University
ACCOMPLISHMENTS:

2003 — Present: Coordinate development of MuDOT preventive bridge maintenance program which include
resea.rch of new products and development of best practices.

1998 ~ 2003: Led the effort to implement anti-icing program statewide. Directed the development of
standard anti-icing practices. Initiated the concept of using a “Winter Index” to normalize district winter
maintenance performance for statewide comparisons. Skills demonsirated: vision, trans department
coordination and leadership.

Led successful effort with University of Minnesota Duluth to benchmark private and public Fleet Manage-
ment organizations and methods. This included development of outcome based performance measures-giving
the department the ability to apply modern fleet management practices. Skills demonstrated: vision, inter-
agency coordination and leadership.

Led effort to develop reportmg of performance measures of the department’s roadside sign and highway
marking replacement program. Developed procedure for reporting. and monitoring highway edge drain



James A. Lilly

dewatering system maintenance program. The “output” focused measures help assure safe operation of
roadways and proper performance of edge drain dewatering systems to assure full life of pavements. Potential
annual cost savings are in the millions of dollars in increase pavement life. Skills demonstrated: personal
initiative, perseverance and vision. '

Improved working relationships between staff of the Operations Management System (OMS) and IRM
personnel in such a way that the needs of both sides have been met.  Successfully negotiated and executed a
confract to replace the RouteBuilder Permitting and Routing System. - Skills demonstrated: conflict
resolution, negotiations, computer system design, project leadership and planning.

1996 — 1998: Served as chairman of the AASHTOWare task force to transfer SHRP software programs and
systems to AASHTO. This task force is responsible to oversee the upgrading and the appropriate adoption of
these programs and systems by member states. Skills demonstrated: team leadership, computer sysiem
development and project management. '

Served as co-chair and facilitator of Tristate Superpave Asphalt Binder Technical Working Group (TWG).
This TWG coordinated the implementation of performance graded asphalt binders for 1997 and the Tristate
Asphalt Producer Certification plan for 1998. On the national level, this represents a “first” for mulfistate &
multi supplier cooperation’ on Superpave specifications and testing. Skills demonstrated: negotiations,
consensus building, conflict resolution, public speaking, writing, planning and team leadership.

Established a rational method of determining needed staffing levels for all eight of the state’s laboratories.
This included establishing statewide performance measures for turn around times. Skills demonstrated:
analytical thinking and innovation.

1992 — 1996: Led Pathbuilding Project — Chaired the Financial Task Force that developed and promoted the
application of activity based costing to the department. This effort evaluated previous business planning by the
Maintenance Business Team and determined additional business needs and planning technigues for the entire
department. The work of this task force has been the backbone of the department’s efforts to apply modemn
business practices, including: performance measures, activity based costing and management, and business
planning. This group also pioneered the first attempt to apply pavement preservation to the department’s
highways. Skills demonstrated: Financial management and costing, vision, comniumications, persuasion and
team leadership, public speaking, application of Activity Based Costing to Maintenance Operations.

" Implemented direct computer data entry, first in Chemistry Labs, then in Soils and Cement Labs and finally
in the Aggregate Laborafories. The outcome has been reduced data entry and calculation times, improved
testing times and greater report accuracy, due to reduced transcription errors. Skills demonstrated: analytical
thinking, application of computer system and organizing production systems.

Established Quality Improvement Programs in both the Materials Lab and Structural Metals Unit. These
efforts have included instituting performance measures, team building, realistic customer focus, implementa-
tion of automation, and an office steering committee, as well as the use of "quality” tools to improve service.
Skills demonstrated: systems thinking, team formation, applying antomation and customer relations.

Led efforts to make materials testing and inspection more etfective, including supplier certification, eliminat-
ing ineffective testing and improving working relationships with suppliers. These efforts have resulted in
20% reduction in labor and improvements m delivery time. Skills demonstrated: production management,
customer relations and negotiations.

1989 — 1991: Served on committee overseeing revisions to AASHTO/AWS Bridge Welding Code, DI.5.
2



James A. Lilly

Established North Central States Consortium on Bridge Fabrication, which brought together eleven states
and many industry representatives to standardize and improve design, inspection and fabrication practices.
Skills demonstrated: leadership ability, negotiation skills, conflict resolutions, planning, national and regional
perspectives, innovation and meeting facilitation and coordination.

Established Bridge Office and Materials and Research Laboratory's New Employee Orientation Program for
new employees to improve employee retention and productivity, Skills demonstrated: ability to organize,
team leadership, public speaking, writing and technical analysis. :

Pre 1988: Authored three technical articles including: "Learning About Materials: Optimizing Profits", 1981.
Established Materials Testing and Water Testing Laboratories for Johnson Filtration Systems, Inc Hold fwo
. patents for oil and gas well screens. Skill demonstrated: technical writing.

Designed and managed a very wide variety of city construction proj ects which involved interaction with the
Grand Forks City Council. Skills demonstrated: Civil engineering design, estimating, inspection, contractor
negotiations and city council relations.

Involved in naticnal and international construction projects (highways, landfills and pipelines in Oklahoma, '
Missouri, Wyoming, Alaska, Viet Nam and Netherlands) Skills demonstrated: cultural and racial ﬁex1b1hty,
construction project leadership, construction engineering, surveying and estimating.

WORK HISTORY: :
Minnesota Department of Transportation: St. Paul, Minnesota, 1988 - Current

BRIDGE STDS, RESEARCH AND INFO MANAGER, Bridge Office — 2007 to
Present - ,
Manage Standards and Research Unit and Information Technology Unit as
well as all duties I had as Special Bridge Projects Manager.

SPECIAL BRIDGE PROJECTS MANAGER, Bridge Office — 2003 to 2007
Develop and manage special projects including annual office budget, new
quality assurance program, overhead sign inspection program, and Historic
Bridge Management Program in cooperation with the Minnesota State His-
toric Society.

STATE FACILITIES AND EQUIPMENT ENGINEER, Office of Maintenance -
2002 to 2003
Managed Facilities Management Section and Equipment Sectlon The twelve
member Facilities Management Section is responsible for developing the re-
placement program and designs of the more than 1000 buildings owned by
MnDOT. In addition the section directs the management and maintenance of
these buildings, The 19-member Equipment Section is responsible for devel-
oping and monitoring fleet and equipment management policies, purchasing
and disposing of equipment, fabrication of snow plows, operating the central .
inventory and repairing and maintaining the Central Office Fleet.

ASSIS. MAINTENANCE ENGINEER, Office of Maintenance, 1998 to 2002
Special emphasis is on managing Maintenance Operations, Fleet Manage-
ment, Buildings and Facilities, Training, Business and Computer Systems,

3
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Research and Emergency Operations. The focus of all of these activities is to
assist the Program Delivery Group, which consists of the outstate districts
and the Metro Division, in performing and improving their abilities to main-

tain and operate the trunk highway system. Total staff managed is 47.

MATERIALS ENGINEER, Materials and Research Laboratory, 1991 - 1998
: Managed 37 member laboratory, inspection and certification section. The
section is responsible to assure the quality of all products used in MN/DOT
construction projects. My primary efforts are invested in overseeing imple-
mentation of Superpave Performance Graded asphalt cements; revision of
laboratory testing to improve effectiveness; establishing a laboratory infor-
mation managemeni system to speed data entry, analysis and report writing; -
and facilitating Prestressed and Precast Concrete Plant certification and per-

~ sonnel issues involved with these changes.

' STRUCTURAL METALS ENGINEER, Office of Bridges and Structures ‘88 — ‘91
Supervised nine member staff, which oversaw fabrication of welded struc-
tures (e.g. bridges and overhead signs). Founder and first chair of the Con-
sortium of North Central States on Bridge Fabrication. Developed and pre-

- sented training seminars on Welding Inspection and New Employee Orienta-
tion.

C & M Consulting: Minneapolis, Minnesota, 1987 - 88

CONSULTANT. _
Failure analyses and corrosion studies for various customers in manufacturing
and agriculture.

Johnson Filtration Systems: New Brighton, Minnesota, 1978 - 87

SUPERVISOR OFF MATERIALS RESEARCH, R & D, 1983 - 87
Welding, Corrosion and Material Testing, Failure and New Product Analy-
ses, SEM and EDAX, Water Testing and Treatment Design - four member
staff max.

PROJECT ENGINEER, New Product Development, 1979 - 83
Hydraulic, Metallurgical and Weldmg Studies, Industrial and Oil & Gas Well
Product Development.

' DESIGN ENGINEER, Engineering Department, 1978 - 79

Structural Design of Mining Screens.

Brown Minneapolis Tank: Eagan, Minnesota, 1977 — 78
DESIGN ENGINEER, Field erected steel tank layouts and Foundation design. -
City of Grand Forks, N.D., 1976 - 77

PROJECT ENGINEER



- James A. Lilly

Designed and supervised the construction of all types of municipal projects
(streets, bicycle trails, sewers, water mains, lift stations and sewage treat-
ment}. :

University of North Dakota, Grand Forks, North Dakota, 1974 - 76

GRADUATE TEACHING ASSISTANT, Civil Engineering Department.
Surveying Lab instructor, Structural Analyses and Fluid Mechanics.
FLIGHT INSTRUCTOR, Aviation Department

U.S. Air Force: Grand Forks AIB, North Dakota, 1969 - 74

CAPTAIN/PILOT of KC-135 Aircraft .(served in Thailand, Spain and England)
Hold Commercial, Instrument, Multi-engine and Instructor ratings.

Morrison Knudsen Company, Inc.: Boise, Idaho (sites included contignous United States,
Alaska, Europe and South East Asia), summers, 1960 - 67

HEAVY CONSTRUCTION (highways, pipelines, airports and landfills):
PROJECT ENGINEER, SURVEYOR, GENERAL FOREMAN, and
EXCAVATION FOREMAN '

EDUCATION:

Master of Metallurgy and Materials Science - University of Minnesota, 1986.
M.S. - Structural Engineering - University of North Dakota, 1977.

B.S. - Civil Engineering - University of Wyoming, 1969.

Highway and Transportation Management Institute - Indiana University, 1993
NHI Highway Materials Engineering Short Course - Arizona State Univ., 1992
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EXHIBIT Mo

nate: = 7=

JULIE A mixe

. BT R B e oy ey e g
COURT BrEeORTE =]

il Ed To Don Flemming/Minneapolis/URSCorp@URSCorp
I ,
ZhouHuntValleylURSCorp cc Brett McElwain/HuntValley/URSCorp@URSCORP, David
12/13/2006 02:34 PM Long/Minneapolis/URSCorp@URSCORP
bcc

Subject Recommended Actions for Br. 9340

Den,

Hope everything went well with your procedure on Monday.

As we discussed, attached please find a fist of all the fracture critical members on the main truss identified

by our analysis. Including the corresponding chord members on the opposing side of the zero-force

vertical, there are a total of 52 fracture critical members an the main trusses, or 13 members on each

quadrant. As | mentioned to you in a previous email, my fracture mechanics analysis indicated that the

size of an existing crack needs to be about 1/4 of web plate thickness in order to propagale under the live
-1oad induced stresses.

Based on all the results we have obtained, | strongly believe that doing a 2-million-dollar plating retrofit is
not necessary. The most rational solution is to perform a thorough NDE procedure to detect and then
remove any measurable cracks or flaws at the clearly known fatigue sensitive details, After that, we
should have the peace of mind just as good as doing the plating.

Please review the attached files. MaTech's EFS appears o be the most advanced NDE procedure at this
time and their quote is under $200,000 for doing a complete examination of all the welds for all the 52
members, They are coming 1o the FHWA's Iab for another demonstration near the end of January and |
will be there to observe.

Let me know for any questions and concerns.

Ed

This e-mail and any attachments are confidential, f you receive this message in error or are not the intended recipient, you
shotdd not retain, distribute, disclose or use any of this information and you should destroy the e-mail and any attachments or
coples,

URS 0005916
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D

Minnesota Department of Transportation
Office Of Bridges and Structures

FACSIMILE TRANSMITTAL

TO : Randy Hochstein
COMPANY : Maxim Technologies

TELECOPIER : 659 - 7348

e

FROM Gary D. Peterson

Bridge Design Englneer

Office Of Bridges and Structures
Minnesota Department of Transportation
Waters Edge Building

Rogeville, Minnesota 55113

Return Phone : {612) 582-1101
FAX : {612) 582-13110
Date : 1 December 1997

Time

No. Pages  : 6

Subject: Bridge 9340 - TH 35W over Mississippi
Installation of Strain Gauges to measure stress in Floorbeam Connections

Instructions: As we discussed today Todd Niemann will initiate a contract with you next week
to install and read strain gauges at one floorbeam location on Bridge 9340. The floorbea is
located at the end of the truss cantilever at the north end of the bridge. There is access near
the floorbeam from a road below the bridge. A Mn/DOT snooper or other lift equipment wili
be used to access the floorbeam from the road.

We believe the stringer framing into the floorbeam directly over the bearing may be causing
out of plain bending forces in the floor beam web. The out of plane bending is thought to
result from high push-pull forces caused by a partially frozen rocker bearing, and/or from the
live load rotation of the stringer to floorbeam connection. (See attached plan detail)

9340_F076_001,pd£f |
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TO :
COMPANY

TELECOPIER :
FROM :

Minnesota Department of Transportation
Office Of Bridges and Structures

FACSIMILE TRANSMITTAL

Randy Hochstein
Project Manager

Maxim Technologies

612 659 7348

Boh Miller

Bridge Agreements Engineer

QOffice Of Bridges and Structures
Minnesota Department of Transportation
Waters Edge Building

Roseville, Minnesota 55113

Return Phone : {612) 5B2-1104

FAX : {612) 582-1110
Date : Dec 17, 1997

Time :

No. Pages : 1

Subject: Bridge 9340 - TH 35W over Mississippi
Installation of Strain Gauges to measure stress in floorbeam connection

Instructions: Yesterday you informed us that you have not received a notice 1o start work on
the subject project. The general scope of the work is described in the information transmitted
to you December 1, 1997 and as quoted by Maxim in their letter dated December 4, 1997.
Because, cracking in the area of the floorbeam stringer connection may threaten public safety,
you are authorized to begin work immediately. Contract documents are in the process of being

prepared.

9340_F076_001.pdf




To determine the size of these forces we propose to install strain gauges at the locations shown
on the attached drawings and to read strains as a loaded Mn/DOT dump truck drives over the
stringer and floorbeam.

Please prepare an estimate of your firms cost to install and read the strain gauges. From our
discussion, I understand that all strain gauges may not be able to be read at one time so that
two truck runs may be necessary. After all strain gauges have been read the strain gauges will
be removed.

At this time I hope we can have your contract in place and Mn/DOT lift equipment and crews
scheduled to perform the testing during the week beginning December 15°. Please call Todd
(582-1157) on Monday if possible to discuss your estimate. If you have any questions before
then, please call me.

cc! Todd Niemann
John Allen
Arlen Ottman

9340_F076_001.pdf
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GPM INTERVIEW ON MARCH 26, 2008 _ —
EXHIBLLMNG: ,MWQ o

MnDOT Employment History Nale: =5~ £ '—Qg

Anniversary date: Sept. 1959 y :

Bridge utilities coordinator

Reviewed consultant’s preliminary plans : :

1960 to July 1967: Member of a design squad — designs for new bridges & review of final bridge plans by

consultants '

July 1967 to Nov. 1970: Supervisor of the design squad after promotion of the previous SUpErvisor,

Nov. 1970 to June 1975: Bridge Estimates Engineer

June 1975 to Aug. 1987: State Aid Bridge Engineer

Aug. 1987 to present:  Bridge Design Unit Leader

Note: All design involvement was under the current (for the time) edition of the AASHO or AASHTO bridge
design specifications.

Education, degrees, etc.
BS in Civil Engineering May 1959 South Dakota State University

Professional registration (licensure)
Jan. 1965 No. 7578

Training courses taken
Updates on design codes
Seminars on design codes and practices
Other training courses to obtain prof. dev. hours
Homeland Security training course

~:Meetings conducted as part of position

‘ Section meetings with supervisor (Kevin Western)

Unit meetings with design unit personne]

Kick-off meetings with consultants and/or preliminary unit at start of project
Interim meetings with consultants

Interim meetings with project engineers

Task forces, committees
Consultant Plan Review Committee
Consultant Pre-qualification Committee
Task force on specifications for concrete anchorages
NCHRP panel for Performance Testing of Modular Bridge Joint Systems, Report 467, issued 2002
Developed special provisions “boilér plates” as necessary

Professional organizations
ASCE — Life member
MGEC

9340 Involvement
Nov. 1, 1996 - Assigned to develop plans and special provisions for median replacement, railing reconstruction
and repair of other portions of the bridge. :
Mar. 2, 1998 - Assigned to develop plans and special provisions for painting the bridge and installation of bird
screens. Additional work included developing plans for lower designated diaphragms within the approach spans
as a means of crack conirol. '
1998 — Developed plans for repair of a crack in the web of a plate girder in the north approach spans,
2005 — Assigned to develop plans for deck and expansion joint repair as part of a larger package of bridge repair
plans. Framed special provisions for reconstruction of the anti-icing system. Package let on April 27, 2007.
Nov. 21, 2006 — Assigned to review consultant-prepared plans for retrofitting designated truss members. (To
date, I have not seen any plans for this work or knew specifically what it involved.)
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‘““Nﬁzi% Minnesota Department of Transportation

“a45s Viemo

Bridge Inspection, Maintenance Operations OfficeTel:  582-1418
Metro Division Fa  582-1008
1500 W. County Road B2 :

Roseville, MN 55113

i, S
ate: :s? 8

I

U R A 8 P

Date; October 14, 1998

To: Jack Pirkl
Maintenance Operations Engineer

From: Mark Pribula
Brdge Inspection Engineer

Subject:  Cracked Welds in Approach Spans & Diaphragms at Pier # 9
Br. # 9340 [-35W over Mississippi River

During the 1928 annual inspection of Bridge # 9340, bridge inspectors noticed cracks on the south muli-
girder approach spans at the top of the stiffener / diaphragm connection near piers’ #2, # 3, #4. and # 5.
The cracks are in the negative moment region of the spans.

Metro Bridge Inspection felt that because cracks were found on the south mnlti-girder approach spans
near piers’ # 2, # 3, # 4, and # 5. We should inspect Pier # 9 on the north multi-girder approach span.
During this inspection, bridge inspectors noticed eight cracks at the top flange / web weld, seven cracks
at the top of stiffener weld, and two cracks at the web toe of stiffener welds.

The cracked welds in approach spans & diaphragms at Pier 9, locations are as follows:

Crack Type Gieder # Pler #9 Span
N. Side 8. Side

Beam Web @ Top of Stiffener Weld, G2 X 9
Crack Diagonal Downwards, 12" (8)

42"(N)

Top Flange / Web Weld . G4 (Westside) X - 9
Top Flange / Web Weld, (Sm. Horz.) G-8 (Eastside) X 9
Top of Stiffener Weld G-9 (Eastside) X 9
Top of Stiffener Weld G-11 (Eastside) X 9
Top of Stiffener Weld G-12 (Eustside) X 9




Crack Type Girder # Pier # 9 Span
N. Side 8. Side

Top Flange / Web Weld, (4"Lg Tumning G-4 (Bath X 10
Down) sides)
Top Flange / Web Weld (W & E) & Top G-5 (See Note) X 10
of Stiffener Weld (East)
Web Toe of Stiffener Weld, (West) Top (-9 (See Note) X 10
Flange / Web Weld (East) & Top of
Stiffener Weld (East)
Web Toe of Stiffener Weld, (West) Top G-10 (See X 10
Flange / Web Weld (East) Notz)
‘Top Flange / Web Weld, (W & E) & Top G-11 (See X 10
of Stiffener Weld (East) Note)
Top Flange / Web Weld, (West & E) & G-12 (See X 10
Top of Stiffener Weld {East) Note)

Metro Bridge Inspection is requesting that, The Office of Bridges and Structures consider a review of
bridges with this similar type of girder / stiffener / diaphragm connection. One possible review candidate
is Br # 27855, 194 over Hiawatha (TH 53).

Mn/DOT constructed bridge #27853 in 1967, with seven contintous spams. The bridge was widened & re-
decked in 1992. Stiffener details for the 34" & 62" welded beams, showed a “tight fit” on the tension
flange. The framing plans show several areas where the diaphragms are orientated square 1o the beams
and could be in the negative moment r