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The State Aid Program Mission Study 

Mission Statement:    
 
The purpose of the state-aid program is to provide resources, from the 
Highway Users Tax Distribution Fund, to assist local governments with the 
construction and maintenance of community-interest highways and streets 
on the state-aid system. 

 
 

Program Goals:  
 
The goals of the state-aid program are to provide users of secondary highways and streets with: 

 Safe highways and streets; 
 Adequate mobility and structural capacity on highways and streets; and  
 An integrated transportation network.  
 

Key Program Concepts: 
 

Highways and streets of community interest are those highways and streets that function as an 
integrated network and provide more than only local access. Secondary highways and streets 
are those routes of community interest that are not on the Trunk Highway system. 
 
A community interest highway or street may be selected for the state-aid system if it:       
 

A.  Is projected to carry a relatively heavier traffic volume or is functionally classified 
as collector or arterial  
 

B.  Connects towns, communities, shipping points, and markets within a county or in 
adjacent counties; provides access to rural churches, schools, community meeting halls, 
industrial areas, state institutions, and recreational areas; serves as a principal rural mail 
route and school bus route; or connects the points of major traffic interest, parks, 
parkways, or recreational areas within an urban municipality.  
 

C.  Provides an integrated and coordinated highway and street system affording, within 
practical limits, a state-aid highway network consistent with projected traffic demands.  
 
The function of a road may change over time requiring periodic revisions to the state-
aid highway and street network. 
  

State-aid funds are the funds collected by the state according to the constitution and law, 
distributed from the Highway Users Tax Distribution Fund, apportioned among the counties 
and cities, and used by the counties and cities for aid in the construction, improvement and 
maintenance of county state-aid highways and municipal state-aid streets.  
 
The Needs component of the distribution formula estimates the relative cost to build county 
highways or build and maintain city streets designated as state-aid routes. 
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Chair Jeff Johnson Mankato (507) 387-8640
Vice Chair Marc Culver Roseville (651) 792-7042
Secretary Glenn Olson Marshall (507) 537-6774

District Years Served Representative City Phone
1 2014-2016 Jesse Story Hibbing (218) 262-3486

2 2015-2017 Craig Gray Bemidji (218) 333-1851

3 2015-2017 Justin Femrite Elk River (763) 635-1051
 

4 2016-2018 Jeff Kuhn Morris (320) 762-8149

Metro-West 2016-2018 Steve Lillehaug Brooklyn Center (763) 569-3300

6 2016-2018 Jay Owens Red Wing (651) 385-3625

7 2014-2016 Jeff Johnson Mankato (507) 387-8640

8 2015-2017 Sean Christensen Willmar (320) 214-5169

Metro-East 2014-2016 Klayton Eckles Woodbury (952) 912-2600

Cities Permanent Cindy Voigt Duluth (218) 730-5200

of the Permanent Don Elwood Minneapolis (612) 673-3622

First Permanent Richard Freese Rochester (507) 328-2426

 Class Permanent Paul Kurtz Saint Paul (651) 266-6203

District Year  Beginning City Phone
1 2017 VACANT

2 2018 Rich Clauson Crookston (218) 281-6522

3 2018 Adam Nafstad Albertville (763) 497-3384
 

4 2019 Brian Yavarow Fergus Falls (218) 332-5413

Metro-West 2019 Chad Milner Edina (952) 826-0318

6 2019 Kyle Skov Owatonna (507) 444-4350

7 2017 Mark DuChene Waseca (507) 835-9716

8 2018 Andy Kehren Redwood Falls (507) 794-5541

Metro-East 2017 Michael Thompson Maplewood (651) 249-2403

 

Alternates

2016 MUNICIPAL SCREENING BOARD

Officers

Members

N:\MSAS\Books\2016 June Book\Screening Board Members 2016.xlsx
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Mark Graham, Chair Kent Exner, Chair
Vadnais Heights Hutchinson
(651) 204-6050 (320) 234-4212
Expires after 2016 Expires after 2016

Rich Clauson Steve Bot
Crookston St. Michael
(218) 281-6522 (763) 497-2041  
Expires after 2017 Expires after 2017

Jon Pratt Klayton Eckles
Detroit Lakes Woodbury
(218) 847-5607 (651) 714-3593
Expires after 2018 Expires after 2018

 

2016 SUBCOMMITTEES

Needs Study Subcommittee
Unencumbered Construction Funds 

Subcommittee

The Screening Board Chair appoints one city Engineer, who has served on the Screening Board, to 
serve a three year term on the Needs Study Subcommittee.

The past Chair of the Screening Board is appointed to serve a three year term on the Unencumbered 
Construction Fund Subcommittee.

N:\MSAS\Books\2016 June Book\Subcommittee Members 2016.xlsx
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Mr. Gray: Not much experience, but apparently roundabouts are being installed 

in locations where warrants do not justify a traffic signal. 

Mr. Thompson moved to direct the Needs Study Subcommittee to look into 

roundabout as a possible Needs item and to bring this back to the Municipal 

Screening Board for future consideration. Seconded by Mr. Rue.  

Clarification from Mr. Lanoux which subcommittee this should go to, the UCFS or 

NSS.  

Mr. Bot clarified if this is specifically a cost item, then should be considered by 

NSS, if a policy question then it should be considered by the UCFS.  

Motion amended by Mr. Thompson to the following: 

Mr. Thompson moved to direct the Unencumbered Construction Funds 

Subcommittee to consider roundabouts as a possible needs item and then 

forward the item to the Needs Study Subcommittee for their consideration and 

then bring this item back to the Municipal Screening Board for future 

consideration. Seconded by Mr. Rue (who accepted the friendly amendment). 

Mr. Ellwood expressed his concern over how vague the motion is. 

Mr. Thompson responded that the motion is intentionally vague so that the 

committees have flexibility on what they consider. 

Ms. Voigt is sympathetic to the task force and feels there should be more 

direction, are there some specific goals we can include? Only consider ones that 

are justified? Apply difference in cost of road vs. addition of roundabout? Etc. 

Mr. Rue: As we have studied traffic signals there is a wide variety of between 

three legs, four legs, multiple lanes, etc. Same with roundabouts. Should be 

averaged together. Include as another solution to intersection control. 

Mr. Rasmussen: This can’t be figured out fairly simply here. State Aid has heard 

some good comments from District 6. Has heard that if traffic signal warrants are 

met you would get signal needs if even if you installed a roundabout. One 

possible outcome. Other options. Should be discussed at the subcommittee level. 

Mr. Femrite: Supports further discussion with Mr. Freese’s and Mr. Rue’s 

comments.  
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UNIT PRICE STUDY 
 
An annual unit price study was conducted until 1997. 
 
In 1996, the Municipal Screening Board made a motion to conduct the Unit Price study every 
two years, with the ability to adjust significant unit price changes on a yearly basis. There were 
no changes in the unit prices in 1997. 
 
In 1999 and 2001, a construction cost index was applied to the 1998 and 2000 contract prices. 
 
In 2003, the Screening Board directed the Needs Study Subcommittee to use the percent of 
increase in the annual National Engineering News Record Construction Cost Index to 
recommend Unit Costs to the Screening Board. 
 
In 2007, the Municipal Screening Board made a motion to conduct the Unit Price study every 
three years with the option to request a Unit Price study on individual items in “off years”. 
 
These prices are applied against the quantities in the Needs Study computation program to 
compute the 2017 construction (money) needs apportionment. 
 
The average State Aid bridge costs from 2015 are used to determine the unit price for 
structures. 
 
MN/DOT’s hydraulic office furnished a recommendation of costs for storm sewer construction 
and adjustment based on 2015 construction costs.  
 
Screening Board Resolutions state that the Unit Cost for Street Lighting remain at $100,000. 
 
The Engineering Construction Cost Index of +2.0% was used this year. 
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M.S.A.S NEEDS STUDY SUBCOMMITTEE MEETING MINUTES 

The Needs Study Subcommittee (NSS) meeting was held on April 7, 2016 via conference call at 
1:00 p.m. NSS members on the phone were Mark Graham – Vadnais Heights (NSS Chair), 
NSS members Rich Clauson – Crookston, and Jon Pratt – Detroit Lakes. Also present were: Bill 
Lanoux, MSAS Needs Manager, Julee Puffer and Deb Hall-Kuglin of MnDOT State Aid. 

Bill Lanoux started the meeting off by reminding the group of the purpose of the Needs Study 
Subcommittee as directed by the Municipal Screening Board (MSB). A 2016 Needs Study 
Subcommittee Data booklet was emailed to all prior to the meeting for review. Lanoux gave an 
overview of the unit costs to be considered. A full and complete unit price study is done every 3 
years, with the next one occurring in 2018. The 2016 needs study therefore uses the 
Construction Cost Index (CCI) published by the Engineering News Record. The CCI used for 
2016 is 2.0 %. 
 
Bill Lanoux began discussion on each of the following items. 
 
Grading/Excavation:   Price used in 2015 Needs - $7.50 Cu. Yd. 
     Committee’s Recommendation for 2016 Needs - $7.65 Cu. Yd.  
 
Aggregate Base:   Price used in 2015 Needs - $14.00 Ton 
     Committee’s Recommendation for 2016 Needs - $14.30 Ton 
 
All Bituminous:   Price used in 2015 Needs - $65.50 Ton 
     Committee’s Recommendation for 2016 Needs - $66.80 Ton 
 
Sidewalk:    Price used in 2015 Needs - $4.25 Sq. Ft.  
     Committee’s Recommendation for 2016 Needs - $4.35 Sq. Ft. 
 
Curb and Gutter:   Price used in 2015 Needs - $13.75 Lin. Ft. 
     Committee’s Recommendation for 2016 Needs - $14.00 Lin. Ft. 
 
All Bridge Structures: Price used in 2015 Needs - $96.50 Sq. Ft. 
     Committee’s Recommendation for 2016 Needs - $120.00 Sq. Ft. 
 
Storm Sewer:    The MnDOT Hydraulics Unit performed an analysis of the storm sewer   

Costs incurred for 2015. There was a total of $332,627 for new      
construction and $102,963 for adjustment of existing systems. These 
amounts are based on the average cost per mile of State Aid storm 
sewer using unit prices. This averaged out to $217,795 per mile.  
Committee’s Recommendation for 2016 Needs - $217,800 Per Mile 
NOTE: This recommendation of $217,800 per mile is for a 70 foot 
section. The cost per mile will be prorated down through the other ADT 
groups. 

 
Street Lighting:   Price used in 2015 Needs - $100,000 per mile 
     Committee’s Recommendation for 2016 Needs - $100,000 Per Mile 
     NOTE: Committee acknowledged the Screening Board resolution that  
     states “This Unit Cost will remain at $100,000 per mile”.  
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Traffic Signals: Price used in 2015 Needs - $185,000 Per Signal 
   Committee’s Recommendation for 2016 Needs - $188,700 Per Signal 
 
 
Engineering:  Price used in 2015 Needs – 22% 
   Committee’s Recommendation for 2016 Needs – 22% 
 
Other Items of Discussion: 
 

Bill Lanoux brought to the NSS’s attention the recommendation the UCFS 
made on Roundabouts. No further discussion was made.  

 
The meeting was adjourned at 2:00 p.m. 
 
 
Minutes submitted by State Aid: signed off by Mark Graham – Chair of the NSS 
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SANEEDS - MSAS - Segment Report

Roadway Segment Information Status : Original

City VADNAIS HEIGHTS

Control Section 110

Segment Number 010

Street Name TWIN LAKE BLVD.

Termini VADNAIS BLVD. SOUTH TO CITY LIMITS

Length 0.36

Existing Roadway Type Improved

Existing Lane Description Undivided

Existing Number of Signal Legs 0

AADT 520

Traffic Group Code 3

Year of AADT Count 2014

Common Boundary Designation No

Shared City Number

Turnback Mileage Yes

Turnback Type County Road TB

Eligible for Trunk Highway Funds

Outside City Limit No

Outside City Limit Length 0.00

Year of Latest SA Fund 0

TIS Code 0538650010

True Start Miles 0.00

True End Miles 0.36

Comments

Route Id 0500023971060110-I

Segment Cost
Information

Computation Factor Computation Formula Values Used For
Calculation

Computation Result

Gravel Cost Segment Length * Gravel
Cost * Gravel Quantity

0.36 * $14.00 * 10,176 $51,287

Bituminous Cost Segment Length *
Bituminous Cost *
Bituminous Quantity

0.36 * $65.50 * 3,978 $93,801

Excavation Cost Segment Length *
Excavation Cost *
Excavation Quantity

0.36 * $7.50 * 17,698 $47,785

StormSewer Cost Segment Length *
StormSewer Cost

0.36 * $162,400.00 $58,464

Sidewalk Cost Segment Length *
Sidewalk Unit Cost * 10 *
5,280

0.36 * $4.25 *  10 * 5,280 $80,784

Signal Leg Cost Number Of Traffic Signal
Legs * (Traffic Signal Unit
Cost/4)

0 * ($185,000.00/4) $0

Street Light Cost Segment Length * Street
Light Unit Cost

0.36 * $100,000.00 $36,000

Curb And Gutter Cost Segment Length * Curb
And Gutter Unit Cost *
5,280 * 2

0.36 * $13.75 * 5,280 * 2 $52,272

Structure Cost SUM(Structure Cost) $0 $0

Engineering Cost Total Unadjusted Needs *
( 22/100)

$420,393 * ( 22/100 ) $92,486

Total Segment Cost Gravel Cost + Bituminous
Cost + Excavation Cost +
StormSewer Cost +
Sidewalk Cost + Signal
Leg Cost + Street Light
Cost + Curb And Gutter
Cost + Structure Cost +
Engineering Cost

$51,287 + $93,801 +
$47,785 + $58,464 +
$80,784 + $0 + $36,000 +
$52,272 + $0 + $92,486

$512,879
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MnDOT State Aid Bridge Office
2015 Calendar Year - - Bridge Cost Report

General Notes

The CY 2015 Bridge Cost Report reflects the unit cost ($ per square foot of bridge area)
of all of the bridges let in CY 2015.

Pre-cast concrete box culverts have not been included in this report as they do not
generally get reviewed (or approved) by the State Aid Bridge Office. We have produced
a separate report for pre-cast concrete box culvert cost information.

The bridge unit costs are derived from the pay items on the 1st sheet of each bridge
plan and therefore may include Traffic Control, Guardrail, etc.

We exclude one bridge pay item when calculating the cost of each bridge. That pay
item is Remove Existing Bridge and it occurs prior to bridge construction and is not
eligible for state or federal funding.

If a bridge has expensive aesthetic features, it may result in a higher unit cost for the
bridge. Bridges with an unusually high (or low) unit cost will be omitted to ensure we
are reporting “average” bridge unit costs.

Please note that the purpose of this report is to provide the approximate costs of
building the various types of bridges and to track those cost trends over time.

Please report any missing bridges to the State Aid Bridge Office as soon as possible so
we can revise the report. Once the report gets loaded to our website it’s considered to
be final.

As always we appreciate your comments and feel free to call us if you have any
questions or comments.

Dave Conkel
MnDOT State Aid Bridge Engineer
Phone: 651-366-4493
E-Mail: dave.conkel@state.mn.us
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New 
Bridge 

Number

Project 
Type

Project 
Number

Length
Beam 
Type 
Code

Letting 
Date

Area Cost Unit Cost

85575 SAP 085-599-070 32.51 C-SLAB 3/16/2015 758 $222,610 $293.68
62651 SP 164-158-020 37.84 PCB 1/23/2015 1524 $1,026,532 $673.58
69A32 *LOCAL* *LOCAL* 42.17 PCB 9/10/2015 1321 $409,496 $309.99
69A34 *LOCAL* *LOCAL* 46.67 INV-T 11/19/2015 1649 $478,149 $289.96
22613 SAP 022-599-108 51.50 C-SLAB 3/12/2015 1614 $250,297 $155.08
31569 SAP 031-619-009 55.50 PCB 5/5/2015 1961 $363,337 $185.28
69A28 SAP 069-716-010 59.85 PCB 5/7/2015 2115 $553,086 $261.51
62650 SP 164-158-020 66.36 PCB 1/23/2015 3177 $1,886,127 $593.68
85576 SAP 085-599-073 71.67 C-SLAB 3/16/2015 1661 $411,031 $247.46
69A26 *LOCAL* *LOCAL* 74.21 PCB 7/9/2015 2325 $459,637 $197.69
69A29 SAP 069-604-076 74.80 PCB 6/4/2015 3530 $630,102 $178.50
23566 SP 028-625-009 77.08 PCB 8/3/2015 3032 $384,874 $126.94
67567 SP 067-611-007 78.46 C-SLAB 3/30/2015 2707 $349,599 $129.15
64587 SAP 064-598-021 79.92 PCB 10/7/2015 2824 $252,839 $89.53
10548 SAP 010-630-030 82.08 PCB 12/17/2015 3539 $420,470 $118.81
R0700 SP 118-090-021 82.17 TRUSS 7/1/2015 960 $239,111 $249.07
R0701 SP 118-090-021 82.17 TRUSS 7/1/2015 960 $207,102 $215.73
42568 SAP 042-598-043 82.67 C-SLAB 4/20/2015 2591 $273,317 $105.49
69A25 *LOCAL* *LOCAL* 88.21 PCB 7/9/2015 2764 $509,143 $184.21
22620 SAP 022-619-019 91.00 C-SLAB 3/12/2015 3579 $452,242 $126.36
66557 SAP 066-612-008 93.50 C-SLAB 6/19/2015 3678 $442,081 $120.20
73578 SAP 073-617-037 93.92 PCB 10/22/2015 3694 $479,353 $129.77

MnDOT State Aid Bridge Office
2015 Calendar Year - - Bridge Cost Report

Separated per Bridge Length < 150'
SORTED BY BRIDGE LENGTH

*LOCAL*  DENOTES ST. LOUIS COUNTY BRIDGES FUNDED WITH TAX LEVY DOLLARS.

NOTE: LIST OF BRIDGES LESS THAN 150' LENGTH CONTINUED ON NEXT SHEET.
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New 
Bridge 

Number

Project 
Type

Project 
Number

Length
Beam 
Type 
Code

Letting 
Date

Area Cost Unit Cost

28556 SAP 028-598-009 102.42 PCB 6/1/2015 3619 $342,353 $94.60
23591 SAP 023-599-196 103.13 C-SLAB 10/26/2015 3231 $287,391 $88.95
78526 SAP 078-598-030 107.00 C-SLAB 7/21/2015 3763 $367,485 $97.66
49555 SAP 049-643-015 117.90 PCB 5/7/2015 4637 $615,309 $132.70
R0680 SP 062-090-002 121.00 TRUSS 9/3/2015 1452 $354,765 $244.33
51536 SAP 051-599-096 124.77 C-SLAB 6/16/2015 3910 $381,905 $97.67
R0679 SP 062-090-002 126.00 TRUSS 9/3/2015 1512 $407,662 $269.62
69591 *LOCAL* *LOCAL* 126.52 PCB 9/10/2015 3941 $1,166,446 $295.98
71529 SP 071-624-001 134.08 PCB 7/7/2015 7554 $1,257,984 $166.53
48535 SAP 048-598-013 139.75 C-SLAB 4/20/2015 4938 $736,581 $149.17
72551 SAP 072-599-062 143.50 PCB 8/10/2015 4496 $700,501 $155.81
31568 SAP 031-622-004 146.69 PCB 7/28/2015 5159 $1,121,576 $217.40

MnDOT State Aid Bridge Office
2015 Calendar Year - - Bridge Cost Report

Separated per Bridge Length < 150' (Cont'd)
SORTED BY BRIDGE LENGTH

*LOCAL*  DENOTES ST. LOUIS COUNTY BRIDGES FUNDED WITH TAX LEVY DOLLARS.

Total Cost $18,440,493
Total Deck Area 100,175
Average Cost per Sq Ft $184.08
Total No. of Bridges < 150' 34
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New 
Bridge 

Number

Project 
Type

Project 
Number

Length
Beam 
Type 
Code

Letting 
Date

Area Cost Unit Cost

84536 SAP 084-601-007 154.67 PCB 3/10/2015 5439 $774,283 $142.36
R0663 SP 010-090-005 158.00 TRUSS 8/4/2015 1949 $519,776 $266.69
69A20 SAP 069-710-025 159.11 PCB 12/3/2015 7515 $1,362,125 $181.25
58554 SAP 058-607-023 275.92 PCB 6/22/2015 11957 $1,529,991 $127.96
19570 SP 019-090-016 318.33 TRUSS 11/10/2015 3820 $1,402,445 $367.13
62649 SP 164-158-021 392.48 C-SLAB 1/23/2015 17114 $4,890,210 $285.74
27B97 SP 141-454-001 560.56 STEEL 3/4/2015 30460 $13,933,234 $457.43

MnDOT State Aid Bridge Office
2015 Calendar Year - - Bridge Cost Report

Separated per Bridge Length > 150'
SORTED BY BRIDGE LENGTH

BRIDGE NO. 27B97 IS A LARGE VEHICULAR TRUSS BRIDGE (REPLACING A
HISTORICAL TRUSS) IN THE CITY OF MINNEAPOLIS.

BRIDGE NO. 3145 IS A HISTORICAL REHABILITATION OF 5 TRUSS SPANS
ON A TRAIL SYSTEM IN THE CITY OF BLOOMINGTON.

Total Cost $24,412,065
Total Deck Area 78,254
Average Cost per Sq Ft $311.96
Total No. of Bridges > 150' 7

MnDOT State Aid Bridge Office
2015 Calendar Year - - Bridge Cost Report

Totals for All Bridges Let in CY 2015

Total Cost for all Bridges $42,852,558
Total Deck Area for all Bridges 178,429
Average Cost per Sq Ft $240.17
Total Number of Bridges 41
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Municipal Screening  Board Resolutions state:

Complete Storm Sewer Cost from Hydraulics Specialist $332,627
Partial Storm Sewer Cost from Hydraulics Specialist $102,963

$217,795
$217,800

Average SS Cost =  ($332,627 + $102,963)/2= 
NSS Recommended Unit Cost
MSB Approved Unit Cost for 2016

Needs Width 
of MSAS 

Urban ADT 
Groups for 

Needs 
Purposes

Existing ADT 
per Traffic 

Group

Cost difference 
from 70' section

MSB approved 
percent cost 

difference from 
70' section

Cost based on % of 
Cost of highest 
Typical Section

26
0 ADT & Non 

Existing ($64,200) -29.5% $153,600
28  1-499 ($61,300) -28.1% $156,500
34 500-1,999 ($52,500) -24.1% $165,300
40 2,000-4,999 ($43,800) -20.1% $174,000
48 5,000-8,999 ($32,100) -14.7% $185,700
54 9,000-13,999 ($23,300) -10.7% $194,500
62 14,000-24,999 ($11,700) -5.4% $206,100
70 25,000 and over $0 0.0% $217,800

Needs Width of 
MSAS Urban 

ADT Groups for 
Needs 

Purposes

Existing ADT per 
Traffic Group

Cost difference from 
70' section

MSB approved 
percent cost 

difference from 70' 
section

Cost based on % of 
Cost of highest Typical 

Section

26
0 ADT & Non 

Existing ($63,100) -29.5% $150,900
28  1-499 ($60,200) -28.1% $153,800
34 500-1,999 ($51,600) -24.1% $162,400
40 2,000-4,999 ($43,000) -20.1% $171,000
48 5,000-8,999 ($31,500) -14.7% $182,500
54 9,000-13,999 ($22,900) -10.7% $191,100
62 14,000-24,999 ($11,500) -5.4% $202,500
70 25,000 and over $0 0.0% $214,000

2015-2016 Percentage Change for highest section = 1.8%

N:MSAS\Books\2016 June Book\Storm Sewer Recommendations.xlsx

NSS recommended Storm Sewer Costs for 2016

STORM SEWER COST RECOMMENDATIONS

The Unit Cost per mile of Storm Sewer for the highest MSAS Urban ADT Group for Needs Purposes  will be based on the 
average costs of all Storm Sewer Construction on the MSAS system in the previous year. To determine the Unit Cost for the 
highest ADT Group, average costs for Complete Storm Sewer projects and Partial Storm Sewer projects will be provided to 
State Aid by the MnDOT Hydraulics Office and then added together and divided by two to calculate a statewide average Unit 
Cost for all Storm Sewer Construction.  

The Unit Cost per mile for Storm Sewer Construction will be calculated for the highest MSAS Urban ADT Group and be 
prorated downward for the other ADT Groups.  This proration has been determined based upon an engineering study 
requested by the Municipal Screening Board in 2011 and will be the basis for the Needs calculations.

based on 2015 costs for the January 2017 distribution

MSB approved Storm Sewer Costs for 2015
based on 2014 costs for the January 2016 distribution
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LIGHTING AND TRAFFIC SIGNALS 

 

CURRENT SCREENING BOARD RESOLUTION ON STREET LIGHTING 

The Unit Cost for Street Lighting will be determined by multiplying the Unit Price per 
mile by the segment length. This Unit Cost will remain at $100,000 per mile.  The 
Municipal Screening Board may request a study on this item on any year if it is deemed 
necessary 

(the unit cost for Street lighting has been $100,000 / per mile since 2007) 

 

 

 

 

TRAFFIC SIGNALS 

Recommendation from the UCFS in 2015 
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* recommended by the NSTF

 

Storm 
Sewer/Mile Lighting/Mile

Traffic 
Signals/per Signal

$153,600-$217,800 $100,000 $188,700  

RR Crossing Needs are 'After The Fact' Needs in the new program

n:/msas/books/2016 June book\Previous SS, Lighting, Signal and RR Costs.xls

HISTORY: STORM SEWER, LIGHTING AND SIGNAL NEEDS COSTS

(Per Mile) (Per Mile)(Per Mile) (Per Mile)
NEEDS 
YEAR

2012
New Needs Method

NEEDS STUDY SUBCOMMITTEE'S  RECOMMENDED  PRICES  FOR  2016:

2013
2014
2015
2016 153,600 to 217,800

2003
2004
2005
2006
2007
2008
2009
2010
2011

$76,000
79,000

STORM SEWER 
ADJUSTMENT

80,200

1998
1999
2000
2001
2002

289,300
295,400

86,100
88,100
89,700
92,800
94,200

80,400
81,600
82,700
83,775
85,100

248,500
248,000
254,200
257,375
262,780
265,780
268,035
271,000
278,200

32,500-130,000
32,500-130,000
32,500-130,000
32,500-130,000
34,000-136,000

301,300
307,300

LIGHTING

$20,000
35,000
50,000
78,000
78,000
80,000
80,000
82,500
100,000
100,000
100,000
100,000
100,000

STORM SEWER 
CONSTRUCTION

$245,000
246,000

SIGNALS

$24,990-$99,990
24,990-99,990
24,990-99,990
30,000-120,000
30,000-120,000
31,000-124,000
31,000-124,000
32,500-130,000

100,000

$225,000/signal
205,000/signal
185,000/signal
188,700/signal

34,000-136,000
34,000-136,000

 $145,260 to $205,954*
148,100 to 210,000
150,900 to 214,000

100,000
100,000
100,000

100,000
100,000

95,600
97,000
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NOTES AND COMMENTS
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January 27th, 2016:  UCFS MEETING on Roundabouts 
 
The committee had their first meeting on Jan. 27th.  UCFS Members present 
were Kent Exner - Hutchinson (Chair), Steve Bot – St. Michael (Vice Chair), 
Klayton Eckles – Woodbury (Secretary).   Also present were Jeff Johnson 
(Screening Board Chair), Lee Gustafson (former Chair of the NSTF), Bill Lanoux 
and Patti Loken from State Aid were also in attendance.. 
 
The UCFS noted that the reason for the motion by the MSB (to consider 
roundabouts as a Needs item) is that many engineers feel that roundabouts are 
much like Traffic Signals, (in that they serve to control intersection traffic).   Since 
Traffic Signals are included in the Needs Study, why not include roundabouts as 
well? 
 
The goal of the first meeting was to review the motion and to get a better 
understanding of the decision by the Needs Study Task Force to exclude 
Roundabouts as a Needs item.  The UCFS reviewed various items considered by 
the NSTF.  
 

- Although Traffic Signals and Roundabouts are similar, Maintenance costs 
for the two are not comparable. 
 

- Cities are currently getting After the Fact adjustments for Right-of-Way 
costs associated with roundabout projects.  ROW purchases are a 
significant cost for roundabout construction. 
 

- An idea suggested by some engineers is that we keep things simple and 
give roundabouts the same needs as traffic signals.  If we gave Signal 
Needs to roundabouts (calculated ¼ of $185,000 in Needs to each 
roundabout leg on a MSAS route), we would be using unit costs from one 
item to generate Needs for another item - and the costs involved in 
constructing/installing the two are different. 
 

- Cities may often opt to construct roundabouts where intersections warrant 
signal systems.  One thought heard at some pre-screening meetings was 
to “only include roundabouts that meet signal warrants”.  Then to make 
things simple – just give those roundabouts signal Needs. (Also heard:  
“don’t take away signal Needs from a city that chooses a roundabout over 
a signal.”)  However, the UCFS acknowledged that it’s not uncommon for 
traffic signals to exist at intersections that don’t meet signal warrants.  

 
- For measuring purposes in the Needs, MSAS routes are currently 

measured to the centerline of the roundabout, therefore giving Needs on 
that portion of road length. 
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- Roundabouts are mostly roadway construction (and right of way costs).  
But signals also have major roadway costs for all the turn lanes and 
approaches, which is all handled the same as roundabout construction in 
the needs process. 

 
- A roundabout would include “mileage” in both directions (like a signalized 

intersection), which does draw Needs. So the only real distinction of a 
signal is the need for the actual equipment—which is what draws the 
additional needs.  

 
March 2nd, 2016:  Second UCFS MEETING on Roundabouts 
 
The committee had their second meeting on March 2nd 2016.  UCFS Members 
present were Kent Exner - Hutchinson (Chair), Steve Bot – St. Michael (Vice 
Chair), Klayton Eckles – Woodbury (Secretary).   Also present were Jeff Johnson 
(Screening Board Chair), Bill Lanoux (State-Aid). 
 
Items discussed at the meeting: 
 

- In an effort to understand why the motion from the Screening Board to 
review roundabouts was made – (and so early on into working on the new 
Needs method) – the committee reviewed NSTF minutes going back to 
2012. A section from in the NSTF minutes on 4/12/2012 briefly discussed 
why the Task Force decided not to include roundabouts in the Needs 
Study.  Since the discussion (as touched on by the minutes at least) was 
brief and so early-on in the NSTF’s work, perhaps not all engineers were 
aware of the discussion.  The UCFS now has the opportunity to elaborate 
on the Task Force’s discussion. 

 
- The UCFS reviewed the motion from the October 2015 Screening Board 

Minutes then reviewed all of the discussion items from the first UCFS 
meeting. 
 

- It was reiterated that although a roundabout is expensive to build, cities 
are already getting Needs on many of the items used for roundabout 
construction.  Also – maintenance for signals is ongoing and not 
comparable to roundabouts. 
 

- Currently, the Needs doesn’t distinguish between more simple 
intersections (one with no turn lanes) and more elaborate intersections 
with multiple turn lanes - which are more expensive to construct. (For 
Needs purposes, excavation for a project with 4-turn lanes is treated the 
same as a 2-lane road, as is a roundabout). It would be consistent that an 
intersection with a roundabout would draw the same Needs as a more 
conventional intersection.   
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- A road leading to a roundabout would likely be in a higher traffic group, 
and therefore would be drawing Needs from a higher traffic group. 
 

- The point was made that all intersections have increased construction 
costs regardless of the presence of signals. Items such as turn lanes, 
medians, unique geometrics and additional signage and right of way are 
present in almost every significant intersection.   
 

- The Needs process should not get so granular as to try and assess every 
possible cost involved with constructing various styles of intersection—it is 
an imperfect system intended to assist in creating a distribution of gas tax 
monies, not intended to reflect every conceivable cost to construct an 
individual roadway section. 

 
As formally requested by the MSA Screening Board at their 2015 fall meeting, the UCFS has 
reviewed the possibility of including roundabouts as a Needs item.  Per meeting discussions on 
January 27 and March 2, 2016, the UCFS believes that Needs Study Task Force’s (NSTF) approach 
to not include roundabouts as a Needs item should remain as it currently exists.  This decision 
was based on the following considerations and points: 

 Respect of the NSTF’s determination not to include roundabouts in the new MSA Needs 
administration/calculation system.   

 MSA street segments are currently measured to the center of a roundabout intersection, 
therefore each leg receives Needs on an approximate relative share of the roundabout 
circumference.  

 Roundabout improvements primarily consist of roadway construction costs, where traffic 
signal improvements also have significant roadway construction costs along with the 
actual signal system equipment installations.   

 The major distinction between roundabout and signalized intersections appears to be 
the addition of the actual traffic signal equipment installation and associated 
maintenance costs.   

 Can’t simply apply traffic signal Needs amounts to roundabouts, due to this approach 
utilizing unit costs from one item to generate Needs for another when the costs involved 
in constructing, maintaining and potentially replacing the two are significantly different.   

 Cities are currently receiving after‐the‐fact adjustments of right‐of‐way acquisition costs 
(potentially a significant roundabout construction cost).   

 Cities often decide to construct a roundabout where traffic signal warrants aren’t 
satisfied.   

 Maintenance costs for traffic signals in comparison to roundabouts seem to be higher.   
 

The UCFS has unanimously approved the position that roundabouts do not have the ongoing 
maintenance and equipment replacement for which signals draw Needs.  Therefore roundabouts 
should draw Needs as a typical non‐signalized intersection. 
 
 
Respectfully submitted, 
 
Klayton Eckles 
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Local Road Research Board 

Program Overview  
Established in 1959 through state legislation, the Local Road Research Board 
has brought important developments to transportation engineers throughout 
Minnesota. Those developments range from new ways to determine pavement 
strength to innovative methods for engaging the public. Today, LRRB remains 
true to its mission of supporting and sharing the latest transportation research 
applications with the state’s city and county engineers. These engineers, who 
best understand the problems and challenges in providing safe and efficient 
roadways, are responsible for city streets and county highways. The LRRB 
makes it easy for them to participate in setting the research agenda. 
 
Transportation practitioners from across Minnesota submit research ideas to the LRRB through MnDOT 
Research Services. The LRRB Board then selects and approves research proposals. MnDOT Research 
Services provides administrative support and technical assistance. Researchers from MnDOT, 
universities, and consulting firms conduct the research and the LRRB monitors the progress. 

Board Members 
The Board consists of 10 members, including:  

 Four County Engineers  

 Two City Engineers 

 Three MnDOT representatives 
o State Aid Engineer 
o A representative from a MnDOT specialty office 
o Director of Research Services  

 One University of Minnesota Center for Transportation Studies representative  

Committees 

Research Implementation Committee  

The LRRB works through its Research Implementation Committee to make research 
information available and to transfer research results into practical applications. The RIC 
uses a variety of methods to reach engineers and others with new developments, including 
presentations, videos, written reports, pamphlets, seminars, workshops, field 
demonstrations, web-based technology, and on-site visits. RIC members include: 

 Four County Engineers 

 Two City Engineers 

 MnDOT Deputy State Aid Engineer 

 A MnDOT District State Aid Engineer 

 A representative from MnDOT’s Research Services  

 A representative from a MnDOT’s specialty office 

51



 

 

 A representative from University of Minnesota, Center for Transportation Studies.  
 
MnDOT Research Services provides support services, and at least one voting RIC member serves on the 
LRRB to ensure a strong link between the RIC and the LRRB. 

Outreach Subcommittee 

The Outreach Subcommittee was established by the LRRB to increase the awareness of LRRB 
functions and products within the transportation community. It meets as needed to review 
current LRRB marketing practices and public relations strategies.  

Funding 
LRRB is funded from the County State Aid Highway and the Municipal State Aid Street accounts.  Each 
year, the County and City Screening Boards recommend to the Commissioner a sum of money to be set 
aside from the CSAH and the MSAS funds. The table below shows the amount of funds allocated to the 
LRRB and number of research projects funded over the past five years. 
 

 2011 2012 2013 2014 2015 

Amount 
Allocated 

$2.7 M $2.9 M $3.1 M $3.2 M $3.3 M 

Number of 
Projects 

22 21 24 25 25 

 

For More Information 
The LRRB publishes an annual LRRB At-a-Glance Report. This is a summary of completed 
reports and active projects and describes its goals and resources. 
 

Website:  www.lrrb.org 
 
LRRB Board Chair: Lyndon Robjent 

lrobjent@co.carver.mn.us 
 Carver County Engineer  

(952) 466-5200 
 
Linda Taylor:  MnDOT Research Services and Library Director 

linda.taylor@state.mn.us 
(651) 366-3765 
 

Revised: 2/2016 
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January 3, 2003 
 

COUNTY HIGHWAY TURNBACK 
POLICY 

 
Definitions: 

County Highway – Either a County State Aid Highway or a County Road 
 

County Highway Turnback- A CSAH or a County Road which has been released 
by the county and designated as an MSAS roadway. A designation request must 
be approved and a Commissioner’s Order written. A County Highway Turnback 
may be either County Road (CR) Turnback or a County State Aid (CSAH) 
Turnback. (See Minnesota Statute 162.09 Subdivision 1). A County Highway 
Turnback designation has to stay with the County Highway turned back and is not 
transferable to any other roadways. 
 
Basic Mileage- Total improved mileage of local streets, county roads and county 
road turnbacks. Frontage roads which are not designated trunk highway, trunk 
highway turnback or on the County State Aid Highway System shall be 
considered in the computation of the basic street mileage. A city is allowed to 
designate 20% of this mileage as MSAS. (See Screening Board Resolutions in the 
back of the most current booklet). 

 
MILEAGE CONSIDERATIONS 

 
County State Aid Highway Turnbacks 

A CSAH Turnback is not included in a city’s basic mileage, which means it is not 
included in the computation for a city’s 20% allowable mileage. However, a city may 
draw Construction Needs and generate allocation on 100% of the length of the CSAH 
Turnback 

County Road Turnbacks 
A County Road Turnback is included in a city’s basic mileage, so it is included in the 
computation for a city’s 20% allowable mileage. A city may also draw Construction 
Needs and generate allocation on 100% of the length of the County Road Turnback. 
 

Jurisdictional Exchanges 
 
County Road for MSAS 
 
Only the extra mileage a city receives in an exchange between a County Road and an 
MSAS route will be considered as a County Road Turnback.  
 
If the mileage of a jurisdictional exchange is even, the County Road will not be 
considered as a County Road Turnback. 
 
If a city receives less mileage in a jurisdictional exchange, the County Road will not be 
considered as a County Road Turnback. 
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CSAH for MSAS 
 
Only the extra mileage a city receives in an exchange between a CSAH and an MSAS 
route will be considered as a CSAH Turnback. 
 
If the mileage of a jurisdictional exchange is even, the CSAH will not be considered as a 
CSAH Turnback. 
 
If a city receives less mileage in a jurisdictional exchange, the CSAH will not be 
considered as a CSAH Turnback 
 
NOTE: 
When a city receives less mileage in a CSAH exchange it will have less mileage to 
designate within its 20% mileage limitation and may have to revoke mileage the 
following year when it computes its allowable mileage.  
Explanation:  After this exchange is completed, a city will have more CSAH mileage and 
less MSAS mileage than before the exchange. The new CSAH mileage was included in 
the city’s basic mileage when it was MSAS (before the exchange) but is not included 
when it is CSAH (after the exchange). So, after the jurisdictional exchange the city will 
have less basic mileage and 20% of that mileage will be a smaller number. 
If a city has more mileage designated than the new, lower 20% allowable mileage, the 
city will be over designated and be required to revoke some mileage. If a revocation is 
necessary, it will not have to be done until the following year after a city computes 
its new allowable mileage. 
 
MSAS designation on a County Road 
 
County Roads can be designated as MSAS. If a County Road which is designated as 
MSAS is turned back to the city, it will not be considered as County Road Turnback. 
 

MISCELLANEOUS 
 
A CSAH which was previously designated as Trunk Highway turnback on the CSAH 
system and is turned back to the city will lose all status as a TH turnback and only be 
considered as CSAH Turnback. 
 
A city that had previously been over 5,000 population, lost its eligibility for an MSAS 
system and regained it shall revoke all streets designated as CSAH at the time of 
eligibility loss and consider them for MSAS designation. These roads will not be eligible 
for consideration as CSAH turnback designation. 
 
In a city that becomes eligible for MSAS designation for the first time all CSAH routes 
which serve only a municipal function and have both termini within or at the municipal 
boundary, should be revoked as CSAH and considered for MSAS designation. These 
roads will not be eligible for consideration as CSAH turnbacks. 
 
For MSAS purposes, a County or CSAH that has been released to a city cannot be local 
road for more than two years and still be considered a turnback. 
 
 
 
 
 

N:\MSAS\Books\2012 October book\COUNTY HIGHWAY TURNBACK POLICY.docx 
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8/28/2014  

MUNICIPAL STATE AID CONSTUCTION ACCOUNT 

ADVANCE GUIDELINES 

ADVANCE STATUS IS CURRENTLY CODE GREEN 

State Aid Advances 

M.S. 162.14, Subd 6 provides for municipalities to make advances from future year’s allocations 

for the purpose of expediting construction.  This process not only helps reduce the construction 

cash balance, but also allows municipalities to fund projects that may have been delayed due to 

funding shortages.  

The formula used to determine if advances will be available is based on the current construction 

cash balance, expenditures trends, repayments and the $20,000,000 recommended threshold in 

MSAS construction.  The threshold can be administratively adjusted by the Chief Financial 

Officer and reported to the Screening Board at the next Screening Board meeting. 

The process used for advancing is dependent on the code levels which are listed below.  Code 

levels for the current year can be obtained from the SAF website - 

http://www.dot.state.mn.us/safinance/advances/advances.html. 

State Aid Advance Code Levels 

Guidelines for advances are determined by the following codes. 

General Guidelines for State Aid & Federal Aid Advance Construction 

If a City requests an advance on future allotments they need to submit an Advance Resolution 

authorizing the advance by the board.  This will “earmark” the funding for that City, but it will 

Code RED - SEVERE – Construction cash balance too low.  NO MORE 

ADVANCES - NO EXCEPTIONS 

Code YELLOW - GUARDED – Construction cash balance low; balances 

reviewed monthly.  Advancing money may not meet the anticipated needs.  

Priority system will be used.  Resolution required.  Reserve option is 

available only prior to bid advertisement. 

SEVERE 

LOW 
Code GREEN - LOW – Construction cash balance at acceptable level to 

approve anticipated advances.  Advances approved on first-come, first-

serve basis while funds are available.  Resolution required.  High priority 

projects are reserved; others optional. 

GUARDED 
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NOT hold the funds.  Advanced funds will be paid out on a first come first serve basis as the 

construction accounts are spent down to zero.  The correct resolution must be used for each 

advance type and there is a sample resolution for each on the State Aid Finance webpage.  

Requests are good only for the year requested (cannot be summited for multiple years) and 

void at 12/31 of that year. 

Advances are not limited to the projects listed on the resolution.  Project payments are processed 

in the order received by SAF until the maximum advance amount is reached.  Advances are 

repaid from next year’s allocation until fully repaid. 

Advance funding is not guaranteed.  If the City finds they need a guarantee that the funds will be 

held specifically for them they can submit a “Request to Reserve Funds” to ensure funds will be 

available for their project. Once approved, a signed copy will be returned to the County.  

Requests are good only for the year requested (cannot be summited for multiple years) and 

void at 12/31 of that year. 

Sample Advance Resolutions and a - Request to Reserve Funds can be obtained from SAF 

website - http://www.dot.state.mn.us/safinance/formsandresolutions.html. 

E-mail completed forms to Sandra Martinez in State Aid Finance and your DSAE for review. 

Priority System 

A Priority System will be required if the construction cash balances drop below an acceptable 

level which is Code Yellow.  This process starts in early October proceeding the advance year. 

Each city will be required to submit projects to their DSAE for prioritization within the district. 

The DSAE will submit the prioritized list to SALT for final prioritization.   

Requests should include a negative impact statement if project had to be delayed or advance 

funding was not available.  In addition, include the significance of the project. 

Priority projects include, but are not limited to projects where agreements have mandated the 

city's participation, or projects with advanced federal aid. Small over-runs and funding shortfalls 

may be funded, but require State Aid approval. 

Advance Limitations 

Statutory - None 

 Ref. M.S.162.14, Subd 6. 

State Aid Rules - None 

Ref. State Aid Rules 8820.1500, Subp 10& 10b. 

State Aid Guidelines  

Advance is limited to five times the municipalities’ last construction allotment or $4,000,000, 

whichever is less.  Advance amount will be reduced by any similar outstanding obligations 

and/or bond principle payments due. The limit can be administratively adjusted by the Chief 

Financial Officer. 
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Limitation may be exceeded due to federal aid advance construction projects programmed by the 

ATP in the STIP where State Aid funds are used in lieu of federal funds. Repayment will be 

made at the time federal funds are converted.  Should federal funds fail to be programmed, or the 

project (or a portion of the project) be declared federally ineligible, the local agency is required to 

pay back the advance under a payment plan mutually agreed to between State Aid and the 

Municipality. 
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CURRENT RESOLUTIONS 
OF THE 

MUNICIPAL SCREENING BOARD 
 

May 2016 
 

Bolded wording (except headings) are revisions since the last publication of the 
Resolutions 

 
BE IT RESOLVED: 
 
 
ADMINISTRATION 

 
Appointments to Screening Board - Oct. 1961 (Revised June 1981, May 2011) 

 
The Commissioner of Mn/DOT will annually be requested to appoint three (3) new members, 
upon recommendation of the City Engineers Association of Minnesota, to serve three (3) year 
terms as voting members of the Municipal Screening Board.  These appointees are selected 
from the MnDOT State Aid Districts as they exist in 2010, together with one representative from 
each of the four (4) cities of the first class.  

 
Screening Board Chair, Vice Chair and Secretary- June 1987 (Revised June, 2002) 

 
The Chair Vice Chair, and Secretary, nominated annually at the annual meeting of the City 
Engineers Association of Minnesota and subsequently appointed by the Commissioner of the 
Minnesota Department of Transportation will not have a vote in matters before the Screening 
Board unless they are also the duly appointed Screening Board Representative of a construction 
District or of a City of the first class. 

 
Appointment to the Needs Study Subcommittee - June 1987 (Revised June 1993) 

 
The Screening Board Chair will annually appoint one city engineer, who has served on the 
Screening Board, to serve a three year term on the Needs Study Subcommittee.  The 
appointment will be made at the annual winter meeting of the City's Engineers Association.  The 
appointed subcommittee person will serve as chair of the subcommittee in the third year of the 
appointment. 
 
Appointment to Unencumbered Construction Funds Subcommittee – (Revised June 1979, 
May 2014) 
 
The Screening Board past Chair will be appointed to serve a minimum three-year term on the 
Unencumbered Construction Fund Subcommittee.  This appointment will continue to maintain 
an experienced group to follow a program of accomplishments.  The most senior member will 
serve as chair of the subcommittee. 
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Appearance Screening Board - Oct. 1962 (Revised Oct. 1982) 
 

Any individual or delegation having items of concern regarding the study of State Aid Needs or 
State Aid Apportionment amounts, and wishing to have consideration given to these items, will 
send such request in writing to the State Aid Engineer.  The State Aid Engineer with 
concurrence of the Chair of the Screening Board will determine which requests are to be 
referred to the Screening Board for their consideration.  This resolution does not abrogate the 
right of the Screening Board to call any person or persons before the Board for discussion 
purposes. 
 
Screening Board Meeting Dates and Locations - June 1996 
 
The Screening Board Chair, with the assistance of the State Aid Engineer, will determine the 
dates and locations for Screening Board meetings.  
 
Research Account - Oct. 1961  
 
An annual resolution be considered for setting aside up to ½ of 1% of the previous years’ 
Apportionment fund for the Research Account to continue municipal street research activity. 
 
Population Apportionment - October 1994, 1996 
 
Beginning with calendar year 1996, the MSAS population apportionment will be determined 
using the latest available federal census or population estimates of the State Demographer 
and/or the Metropolitan Council.  However, no population will be decreased below that of the 
latest available federal census, and no city will be dropped from the MSAS eligible list based on 
population estimates. 
 
Improper Needs Report - Oct. 1961 

 
The State Aid Engineer and the District State Aid Engineer (DSAE) are requested to 
recommend an adjustment of the Needs reporting whenever there is a reason to believe that 
said reports have deviated from accepted standards and to submit their recommendations to the 
Screening Board, with a copy to the municipality involved, or its engineer. 

 
New Cities Needs - Oct. 1983 (Revised June 2005, May 2014) 
 
Any new city having determined its eligible mileage, but has not submitted its Needs to the 
DSAE by December 1, will have its Needs based upon zero ADT assigned to the eligible 
mileage until the DSAE approves the traffic counts. 
 
Certified Complete Cities – May 2014 (Revised October 2014) 
State Aid Operational Rule 8820.18 subp.2 allows cities to spend the population based portion 
of their Construction Allotment on non MSAS city streets if its MSAS system has been Certified 
Complete. 
 
At the city’s request, the District State Aid Engineer will review the MSAS system in that city and 
if the system has been completely built, may certify it complete for a period of two years. 
The same proportion of a city’s total allocation based on population will be used to compute the 
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population portion of its Construction Allotment. 
 
If a payment request for a project on the MSAS system is greater than the amount available in 
the Needs based account, the remainder will come from the population based account, thereby 
reducing the amount available for non MSAS city streets. 
 
A city may carry over any remaining amount in its population based account from year to year. 
However if a payment request for a project on a non MSAS city street is greater than the amount 
available in the population based account, the population based account will be reduced to zero 
and the city will be responsible for the remaining amount. 
 
Construction Needs Components – May 2014 
 
For Construction Needs purposes, all roadways on the MSAS system will be considered as 
being built to Urban standards. 
All segments on the MSAS system will generate continuous Construction Needs on the following 
items: 
Excavation/Grading 
Gravel Base 
Bituminous 
Curb and Gutter Construction 
Sidewalk Construction 
Storm Sewer Construction 
Street Lighting 
Traffic Signals 
Engineering 
Structures 
 
Unit Price Study- Oct. 2006 (Revised May, 2014) 
 
The Needs Study Subcommittee will annually review the Unit Prices for the Needs components 
used in the Needs Study. The Subcommittee will make its recommendation to the Municipal 
Screening board at its annual spring meeting. 
 
The Unit Price Study go to a 3 year (or triennial) cycle with the Unit Prices for the two ‘off years’ 
to be set using the Engineering News Record construction cost index on all items where a Unit 
Price is not estimated and provided by other MnDOT offices.  The Screening Board may request 
a Unit Price Study on individual items in the ‘off years’ if it is deemed necessary. 
  
Unit Costs – May 2014, (Revised January 2015, May 2015) 
 
The quantities which the Unit Costs for Excavation/Grading, Gravel Base, and Bituminous are 
based upon will be determined by using the roadway cross sections and structural sections in 
each of the ADT groups as determined by the Municipal Screening Board and shown in the 
following table ‘MSAS Urban ADT Groups for Needs Purposes’. 
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The quantity used for Curb and Gutter Construction will be determined by multiplying the 
segment length times two if it is an undivided roadway and by four if it is divided. 
This quantity will then be multiplied by the Municipal Screening Board approved Unit Price to 
determine the Curb and Gutter Construction Needs. 
 
The quantity used for Sidewalk Construction will be determined by multiplying the segment 
length times 26,400 (a five foot wide sidewalk on one side of a mile of roadway) in the lower two 
ADT groups (less than 500 ADT) and by 52,800 (two five foot wide sidewalks on a mile of 
roadway) in the upper ADT groups. 
This quantity will then be multiplied by the Municipal Screening Board approved Unit Price to 
determine the Sidewalk Construction Needs.  
 
The Unit Cost per mile of Storm Sewer for the highest MSAS Urban ADT Group for Needs 
Purposes will be based on the average costs of all Storm Sewer Construction on the MSAS 
system in the previous year. To determine the Unit Cost for the highest ADT Group, average 
costs for Complete Storm Sewer projects and Partial Storm Sewer projects will be provided to 
State Aid by the MnDOT Hydraulics Office and then added together and divided by two to 
calculate a statewide average Unit Cost for all Storm Sewer Construction. 
The Unit Cost per mile for Storm Sewer Construction will be calculated for the highest MSAS 
Urban ADT Group and be prorated downward for the other ADT Groups. This proration has 
been determined based upon an engineering study requested by the Municipal Screening Board 
in 2011 and will be the basis for the Needs calculations.  
 
The Unit Cost for Street Lighting will be determined by multiplying the Unit Price per mile by the 
segment length. This Unit Cost will remain at $100,000 per mile.  The Municipal Screening 
Board may request a study on this item on any year if it is deemed necessary. 
 
The Unit Cost for Traffic Signals will be determined by the recommendation by the SALT 
Program Support Engineer and approved by the MSB. 
The Unit Cost for traffic signals will be based on a cost per signal leg, and for Needs purposes a 
signal leg will be defined as ¼ of the signal cost. 
Only signal legs on designated MSAS routes will be included in the Needs study. 
Stand alone pedestrian crossing signals will not be included in the Needs study. 
 
The area in square feet used for Structure Needs (Bridges and Box Culverts) will be 
determined by multiplying the centerline length of the bridge, or the culvert width of the box 
culvert, times the Needs Width from the appropriate MSAS Urban ADT Group.  This quantity will 
then be multiplied by the Municipal Screening Board Unit Price to determine the Structure 
Needs. The Unit Price for Structures will be determined by using one-half of the approved unit 
cost provided by the MnDOT State Aid Bridge Office. 
 
The Unit Cost for Engineering will be determined by adding together all other Unit Costs and 
multiplying them by the MSB approved percentage. The result is added to the other Unit Costs.  
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 Mileage - Feb. 1959 (Revised Oct. 1994. 1998) 
 

The maximum mileage for Municipal State Aid Street designation will be 20 percent of the 
municipality's basic mileage - which is comprised of the total improved mileage of local streets, 
county roads and county road turnbacks. 

 
Nov. 1965 – (Revised 1969, October 1993, October 1994, June 1996, October 1998, May 2014) 
 
That the maximum mileage for State Aid designation may be exceeded to designate trunk 
highway turnbacks released to the Municipality after July 1, 1965.  
The maximum mileage for State Aid designation may also be exceeded to designate both 
County Road and County State Aid Highways released to the Municipality after May 11th, 1994. 
 
 
 
 

Needs Item
Grading (Excavation) Cu. Yd. $7.00 $7.50 $7.50
Aggregate Base Ton 11.25 14.00 14.00
All Bituminous Ton 61.25 65.50 65.50

Sidewalk Construction Sq. Ft. 3.50 4.25 4.25
Curb and Gutter Construction Lin.Ft. 11.75 13.75 13.75

Street Lighting Mile 100,000 100,000 100,000
Traffic Signals Per Sig 205,000 185,000 185,000
Engineering Percent 22 22 22

All Structures (includes both bridges and box culverts)
Sq. Ft. 72.00 96.50 96.50

Storm Sewer (based on ADT) Per Mile
     0 ADT & Non Existing 148,100 150,900 150,900
     1-499 150,900 153,800 153,800
     500-1,999 159,400 162,400 162,400
     2,000-4,999 167,800 171,000 171,000
     5,000-8,999 179,100 182,500 182,500
     9,000-13,999 187,500 191,100 191,100
     14,000-24,999 198,700 202,500 202,500
     25,000 and over 210,000 214,000 214,000

Municipal 
Screening Board 
Approved Prices 

for the 2015 
Distribution

2015 UNIT PRICE RECOMMENDATIONS
for the January 2016 distribution

Needs Study 
Subcommittee 
Recommended 
Prices for 2016 

Distribution

Municipal 
Screening Board 
Approved Prices 

for the 2016 
Distribution
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Nov. 1965 (Revised 1972, Oct. 1993, 1995, 1998) 
 
The maximum mileage for Municipal State Aid Street designation will be based on the Annual 
Certification of Mileage current as of December 31st of the preceding year.  Submittal of a 
supplementary certification during the year will not be permitted.  Frontage roads not designated 
Trunk Highway, Trunk Highway Turnback or County State Aid Highways will be considered in 
the computation of the basic street mileage.  The total mileage of local streets, county roads and 
county road turnbacks on corporate limits will be included in the municipality's basic street 
mileage. Any State Aid Street that is on the boundary of two adjoining urban municipalities will 
be considered as one-half mileage for each municipality. 
 
All mileage on the MSAS system will accrue Needs in accordance with current rules and 
resolutions. 
 
Oct. 1961 (Revised May 1980, Oct. 1982, Oct. 1983, June 1993, June 2003) 
 
All requests for revisions to the Municipal State Aid System must be received by the District 
State Aid Engineer by March first to be included in that years Needs Study. If a system revision 
has been requested, a City Council resolution approving the system revisions and the Needs 
Study reporting data must be received by May first, to be included in the current year's Needs 
Study.  If no system revisions are requested, the District State Aid Engineer must receive the 
Normal Needs Updates by March 31st to be included in that years’ Needs Study. 
 
One Way Street Mileage - June 1983 (Revised Oct. 1984, Oct. 1993, June 1994, Oct. 1997) 
 
Any one-way streets added to the Municipal State Aid Street system must be reviewed by the 
Needs Study Sub-Committee, and approved by the Screening Board before any one-way street 
can be treated as one-half mileage in the Needs Study.  
 
All Municipal Screening Board approved one-way streets be treated as one-half of the mileage 
and allow one-half complete Needs.  When Trunk Highway or County Highway Turnback is used 
as part of a one-way pair, mileage for certification shall only be included as Trunk Highway or 
County Turnback mileage and not as approved one-way mileage. 
 
Needs Adjustments 
 
Phase In (Restriction)  May 2014 
The method of computing Needs is to be phased in over a period of seven years. This seven 
year period will begin with the January 2015 allocation and go through the January 2021 
allocation. 
The phase in will be reviewed annually by the Municipal Screening Board to determine if the 
Phase In period should be revised. 
During the seven year period the phase in is being applied, a city’s Restricted Needs will be 
computed using the following steps: 

1) Compare the current years Unadjusted Needs to the previous years Restricted Needs. In 
the first year of the phase in, the current years Unadjusted Needs will be compared to the 
previous years Unadjusted Needs. 

2) Compute the Statewide Average Percent of Change between the two totals. 
3) Determine each individual city’s Percent of Change between last years Restricted Needs  
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4) and this years Unadjusted Needs. 
5) If an individual city’s Percent of Change is greater than 5 Percentage Points less than the 

Statewide Average Percent of Change, increase this year’s Unadjusted Needs to 5 
Percentage Points less than the Statewide Average Percent of Change. 

6) If an individual city’s Percent of Change is greater than 10 Percentage Points more than 
the Statewide Average Percent of Change, decrease this year’s Unadjusted Needs to 10 
Percentage Points more than the Statewide Average Percent of Change. 

7) If an individual city’s Percent of Change is between 5 Percentage Points less and 10 
Percentage Points more than the Statewide Average Percent of Change, no restriction is 
made and the current year’s Unadjusted Needs will be used as its Restricted Needs. 

 
All Needs adjustments will be applied to the city’s Restricted Needs. 
 
In the event that an MSAS route earning “After the Fact” Needs is removed from the MSAS 
system, the “After the Fact” Needs will then be removed from the Needs Study, except if 
transferred to another state system.  No adjustment will be required on Needs earned prior to 
the revocation. 
 
Excess Unencumbered Construction Fund Balance Adjustment – Oct. 2002, (Revised Jan. 
2010, May 2014) 
 
State Aid Payment Requests received before December 1st by the District State Aid Engineer 
for payment will be considered as being encumbered and the construction balances will be so 
adjusted. 
 
The December 31 construction fund balance will be compared to the annual construction 
allotment from January of the same year. 
If the December 31 construction fund balance exceeds 3 times the January construction 
allotment and $1,500,000, the negative adjustment to the Needs will be 1 times the December 
31 construction fund balance. In each consecutive year the December 31 construction fund 
balance exceeds 3 times the January construction allotment and $1,500,000, the negative 
adjustment to the Needs will be increased to 2, 3, 4, etc. times the December 31 construction 
fund balance until such time the Construction Needs are adjusted to zero. 
 
If the December 31 construction fund balance drops below 3 times the January construction 
allotment and subsequently increases to over 3 times, the multipliers will start over with one. 
 
Low Balance Incentive – Oct. 2003 (Revised May, 2014) 
 
The amount of the Excess Unencumbered Construction Fund Balance Adjustment will be 
redistributed as a positive adjustment to the Construction Needs of all municipalities whose 
December 31st construction fund balance is less than 1 times their January construction 
allotment of the same year. This redistribution will be based on a city’s prorated share of its 
Unadjusted Construction Needs to the total Unadjusted Construction Needs of all participating 
cities times the total Excess Balance Adjustment. 
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After the Fact Right of Way Adjustment - Oct. 1965 (Revised June 1986, 2000, May 2014) 
 
Right of Way Needs will not be included in the Needs calculations until the right of way is 
acquired and the actual cost established.  At that time a Construction Needs adjustment will be 
made by annually adding the local cost (which is the total cost less county or trunk highway 
participation) for a 15-year period. Only right of way acquisition costs that are eligible for State-
Aid funding will be included in the right-of-way Construction Needs adjustment.  This Directive is 
to exclude all Federal or State grants. 
When "After the Fact" Needs are requested for right-of-way projects that have been funded with 
local funds, but qualify for State Aid reimbursement, documentation (copies of warrants and 
description of acquisition) must be submitted to the District State Aid Engineer.  The City 
Engineer will input the data into the Needs Update program and the data will be approved by the 
DSAE. 

 
After the Fact Railroad Bridge over MSAS Route Adjustment – May 2014 
 

RR Bridge over MSAS Route Rehabilitation 
Any structure that has been rehabilitated (Minnesota Administrative Rules, CHAPTER 
8820, 8820.0200 DEFINITIONS, Subp. 8. Bridge rehabilitation) will not be included in the 
Needs calculations until the rehabilitation project has been completed and the actual cost 
established.  At that time a Construction Needs adjustment will be made by annually 
adding the local cost (which is the total cost less county or trunk highway participation) for 
a 15-year period.  Only State Aid eligible items are allowed to be included in this 
adjustment and all structure rehabilitation Needs adjustments must be input by the city 
and approved by the DSAE. 
 
RR Bridge over MSAS Route Construction/Reconstruction 
Any structure that has been constructed/reconstructed (Minnesota Administrative Rules, 
CHAPTER 8820, 8820.0200 DEFINITIONS, Subp. 31. Reconstruction) will not be 
included in the Needs calculations until the project has been completed and the actual 
cost established. At that time a Construction Needs adjustment will be made by annually 
adding the local cost (which is the total cost less county or trunk highway participation) for 
a 35-year period. Only State Aid eligible items are allowed to be included in this 
adjustment and all structure construction/reconstruction Needs adjustments must be input 
by the city and approved by the District State Aid Engineer. 

 
After the Fact Railroad Crossing Adjustment 

 
Any Railroad Crossing improvements will not be included in the Needs Calculations until the 
project has been completed and the actual cost established.  At that time a Construction Needs 
adjustment will be made by annually adding the local cost (which is the total cost less county or 
trunk highway participation) to the annual Construction Needs for a 15 year period. Only State 
Aid eligible items are allowed to be included in this adjustment, and all Railroad Crossing Needs 
adjustments must be input by the city and approved by the District State Aid Engineer. 
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Excess Maintenance Account – June 2006 
 
Any city which requests an annual Maintenance Allocation of more than 35% of their Total 
Allocation, is granted a variance by the Variance Committee, and subsequently receives the 
increased Maintenance Allocation will receive a negative Needs adjustment equal to the amount 
of money over and above the 35% amount transferred from the city’s Construction Account to its 
Maintenance Account. The Needs adjustment will be calculated for an accumulative period of 
twenty years, and applied as a single one-year (one time) deduction each year the city receives 
the maintenance allocation. 
 
After the Fact Retaining Wall Adjustment Oct. 2006 (Revised May 2014) 
 
Retaining wall Needs will not be included in the Needs study until such time that the retaining 
wall has been constructed and the actual cost established. At that time a Needs adjustment will 
be made by annually adding the local cost (which is the total cost less county or trunk highway 
participation) for a 15 year period. Documentation of the construction of the retaining wall, 
including eligible costs, must be submitted to your District State Aid Engineer by July 1 to be 
included in that years Needs study. After the Fact needs on retaining walls will begin effective 
for all projects awarded after January 1, 2006. All Retaining Wall adjustments must be input by 
the city and approved by the District State Aid Engineer. 
 
Trunk Highway Turnback - Oct. 1967 (Revised June 1989, May 2014) 
 
Any trunk highway turnback which reverts directly to the municipality and becomes part of the 
Municipal State Aid Street system will not have its Construction Needs considered in the 
Construction Needs apportionment determination as long as the former trunk highway is fully 
eligible for 100 percent construction payment from the Municipal Turnback Account.  During this 
time of eligibility, financial aid for the additional maintenance obligation, to the municipality 
imposed by the turnback will be computed on the basis of the current year's apportionment data 
and will be accomplished in the following manner. 
The initial turnback maintenance adjustment when for less than 12 full months will provide 
partial maintenance cost reimbursement by adding said initial adjustment to the Construction 
Needs which will produce approximately 1/12 of $7,200 per mile in apportionment funds for each 
month or part of a month that the municipality had maintenance responsibility during the initial 
year. 
 
To provide an advance payment for the coming year's additional maintenance obligation, a 
Needs adjustment per mile will be added to the annual Construction Needs.  This Needs 
adjustment per mile will produce sufficient apportionment funds so that at least $7,200 in 
apportionment will be earned for each mile of trunk highway turnback on Municipal State Aid 
Street System. 
 
Trunk Highway Turnback adjustments will terminate at the end of the calendar year during which 
a construction contract has been awarded that fulfills the Municipal Turnback Account Payment 
provisions. 
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TRAFFIC - June 1971 (Revised May 2014) 
 
Beginning in 1965 and for all future Municipal State Aid Street Needs Studies, the Needs Study 
procedure will utilize traffic data developed according the Traffic Forecasting and Analysis web 
site at http://www.dot.state.mn.us/traffic/data/coll-methods.html#TCS  
 
Traffic Counting - Sept. 1973    (Revised June 1987, 1997, 1999, Oct. 2014) 
 
Traffic data for State Aid Needs Studies will be developed as follows: 
 

1) The municipalities in the metropolitan area cooperate with the State by agreeing to 
participate in counting traffic every two or four years at the discretion of the city. 

2) The cities in the outstate area may have their traffic counted and maps prepared by State 
forces every four years, or may elect to continue the present procedure of taking their 
own counts and have state forces prepare the maps. 

3) Any city may count traffic with their own forces every two years at their discretion and 
expense, unless the municipality has made arrangements with the Mn/DOT district to do 
the count. 

4) On new MSAS routes, the ADT will be determined by the City with the concurrence of the 
District State Aid Engineer until such time the roadway is counted in the standard MnDOT 
count rotation. 
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