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PREFACE

The "1990 Municipal State Aid Needs Report" is presented to
the Municipal Screening Board for use in making their annual
money needs recommendations to the Commissioner of Transportation.
This submittal is required by Mn. Statute 162.13 Sub. 3 and is to
be made to the Commissioner on or before November 1 of each year
for his determination.

The money needs contained in this publication has been compiled
from reporting submitted by each individual municipality. Design
is established by State Aid Standards based on traffic, and the
money needs are calculated using the unit prices as determined by
the Screening Board at their spring meeting in June, 1990. |

The 1980 and Special Census data is combined with the
Commissioner's final money needs determination and is the resulting
- 1991 allocation which will be reported in the "1991 Municipal State

Aid Apportionment Data" to be published in January, 1991.
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Year

1972

1973

1974

1975

1976

1977

1978

1979

1980

- 1981

1982

1983

1984

1985

1986

1987

1988

1989

1989

BOYER

MADSEN
Hibbing

MADSEN

BOYER

PFUTZENREUTER

Virginia

PFUTZENREUTER

PFUTZENREUTER

MADSEN

PFUTZENREUTER

PFUTZENREUTER

Virginia

PRUZAK
Cloquet

PRUZAK

PRUZAK

BUSBY

Hibbing

BUSBY

BUSBY

DRAGISICH

Virginia

DRAGISICH

2

WIDSETH

WIDSETH

SANDERS

E. Gr. Forks

SANDERS

WIDSETH

WIDSETH

WIDSETH

VENCEL

Bemidji

VENCEL

WIDSETH -

FREEBERG

Bemidji

FREEBERG

FREEBERG"

SANDERS

SANDERS

SANDERS

WALKER

Th River Falls

WALKER

WALKER

MUNICIPAL SCREENING COMMITTEE REPRESENTATIVES
Districts and First Class Cities

3

REED
Brainerd
REED

KNAPP

KNAPP

KRIHA
Brainerd
KRIHA

KRIHA
ENGSTRON
Little Falls
ENGSTRON
ENGSTRON
DOLENTZ

St. Cloud
DOLENTZ
DOLENTZ
SCHWENINGER
Brainerd
SCHWENINGER
SCHWENINGER
MAURER

Elk River

MAURER

MAURER

4

RONNING
Fergus Falls

LARSON
Detroit Lakes
LARSON
REIMER
Moorhead
REIMER
RONNING
Fergus Falls
RONNING
RONNING
REIMER
REIMER
BAKKEN
Detroit Lakes
BAKKEN
BAKKEN
BAKKEN
EDWARDS
Fergus Falls
EDWARDS
EDWARDS

MOEN

Alexandria

MOEN
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5

LANGSETH
Bloomington
STROJAN
STROJAN
ASMUS
Minnetonka
ODLAND
ODLAND
BUTCHER
Maple Grove
BUTCHER
BUTCHER
ASMUS

ASMUS

ASMUS
RUDRUD
Bloomington
RUDRUD
RUDRUD
OTTENSMANN
Coon Rapids
OTTENSMANN

OTTENSMANN

EASTLING
Richfield

6

JOHNSON
ARMSTRONG
BOLLANT
Winona
BOLLANT
ANDERSON
Red Wing
ANDERSON
ANDERSON
ANDERSON
LEUTH
Owatonna
LEUTH
LEUTH
PLUMB
Rochester
PLUMB
PLUMB
MURPHY
Austin
MURPHY
MURPHY
DRAKE

Red Wing

DRAKE

7

OTHMAN

OTHMAN

OTHMAN

MENK

St. Peter

MENK

MENK

PUTNAM

New Ulm

PUTNAM

PUTNAM

ORTLOFF

Waseca

ORTLOFF

ORTLOFF

MENK

MENK

MENK

HAFFIELD

Worthington

HAFFIELD

HAFFIELD

MCCLURG
New Ulm

8

PRIEBE
PRIEBE
CARLSON‘
CARLSON
ADEN
Marshall
ADEN
ADEN
CARLSON
CARLSON
CARLSON
ADEN
ADEN
ADEN
RODEBERG
Montevideo
RODEBERG

RODEBERG

BETTENDORF
Litchfield

BETTENDORF

BETTENDORF



Year

1972

1973

1974

1975

1976

1977

1978

1979

1980

1981

1982

1984

1985

- 1986

1987

1988

1989

1989

9 Mpls.

THENE SORENSON
White Bear Lk.

THENE SORENSON
THENE SORENSON
THENE SORENSON
DAVIDSON SORENSON

inver Gr. Hgts.

DAVIDSON SORENSON
HONCHELL SMITH
Roseville

HONCHELL SMITH
SIMON SMITH
S. St. Paul
KLEINSCHMIDT SMITH
Inver Gr. Hgts.
KLEINSCHMIDT HOSHAW
KLEINSCHMIDT HOSHAW
GATLIN HOSHAW
White Bear Lk.

GATLIN HOSHAW
GATLIN HOSHAW
SIGGERUD HOSHAW
Burnsville

SIGGERUD HOSHAW
SIGGERUD _HOSHAW
HAIDER HOSHAW
Maplewood

MUNICIPAL SCREENING COMMITTEE REPRESENTATIVES
Districts and First Class Cities

St. Paul

SCHNARR

SCHNARR

SCHNARR

SCHNARR

SCHNARR

SCHNARR

WHEELER

WHEELER

WHEELER

PETERSON

PETERSON

PETERSON

PETERSON

PETERSON

KUHFELD

KUHFELD

KUHFELD

KUHFELD

DAVIDSON
DAVIDSON
DAVIDSON
DAVIDSON
DAVIDSON
DAVIDSON
DAVIDSON
DAVIDSON
DAVIDSON
DAVIDSON

DAVIDSON

BERG
CARLSON
CARLSON
CARLSON
CARLSON
LARSON

LARSON
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PRIEBE
Hutchinson

ADEN
Marshall

BAKER
Mankato

HONCHELL
Roseville

REIMER
Moorhead

SPURRIER
Shakopee

ANDERSON -
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SAFFERT
Mankato

MOORE
Plymouth
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BULLERT
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Vice
Chairman

ASMUS
Minnetonka

THENE
Wt. Br. Lk.
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Marshall

BAKER
Mankato

HONCHELL
Roseville

SIMON
S. St. Paul

REIMER
Moorhead

SPURRIER
Shakopee

ANDERSON
Prior Lake

SAFFERT
Mankato

MOORE
PLlymouth

RUDRUD
Bloomington

BULLERT
Northfield

GRUBE

Secretary

CARLSON
Willmar

JOHNSON
Albert Lea

MERILA
Brooklyn Park

CooK
Faribault

ASMUS
Minnetonka

THENE
Wt. Br. Lk.

PRIEBE
Hutchinson

BAKER
Mankato

HONCHELL
Roseville

SIMON
S. St. Paul

REIMER
Moorhead

SPURRIER
Shakopee

ANDERSON
Prior Lake

SAFFERT
Mankato

MOCRE
Plymouth

RUDRUD
Bloomington

BULLERT
Northfield

GRUBE
St. Louis Park

EDWARDS

St. Louis Park Fergus Falls




STATE OF MINNESOTA

HIGHW AY DISTRICTS AND URBAN MUNICIPALITIES

AS ESTABLISHED FOR STATE AID PURPOSES

MUNICIPALITIES METRO-GOLDEN VAL

Andover
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Blaine
Bloomington
Brooklyn Center
Brooklyn Park
Champlin
Chanhassen
Chaska
Columbia Helghts
Coon Rapids
Corcoran
Crystal
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Eden Prairie
Edina

Fridley
Golden Valley
Ham Lake
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Lino Lakes
Maple Grove
Minneapolis
Minnetonka
Mound
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Plymouth
Prior Lake
Ramsey
Richfield
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St. Louis Park
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Shakopee
Shorewood
Spring Lake Park
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Apple Valley
Arden Hills
Bumnsville
Cottage Grove

Eagan
Falcon Heights
Farmington
ForestLake
Hastings
Inver Grove Heights
ake Elmo
Lakeville
Litdle Canada
Maplewood
Mendota Heights
Mounds View
New Brighton
North St. Paui
Qakdale
Rosemount
Roseville
St. Paul
Shoreview
South St. Paul
Stiltwater
Vadnais Heights
West St. Paul
White Bear Lake
Woodbury



MINUTES
SPRING
MUNICIPAL SCREENING COMMITTEE
JUNE 12-13, 1990

The spring meeting of the Screening Committee was called to order by
Chairman Bruce Bullert at 1:15 p.m., Tuesday, June 12, 1990. Roll call

was taken by the Secretary.

Present were:

Officers and Screening Committee Members:

Chairman - Bruce Bullert Savage

Vice Chairman - Jim Grube St. Louis Park
Secretary - Dan Edwards Fergus Falls
District 1 - Jim Pruzak Cloquet
District 2 - James Walker Thief River Falls
District 3 - Terry Maurer Elk River
District 4 - Alvin Moen Alexandria
District Metro West - Mike Eastling Richfield
District 6 - Tom Drake Red Wing
District 7 - Ken Saffert (Alt.) Mankato
District 8 - Joe Bettendorf Litchfield
District Metro East - Ken Haider Maplewood
First Class City - Ken Larson Duluth

First Class City - Marv Hoshaw Minneapolis
First Class City - Thomas Kuhfeld St. Paul

Chairman Needs Study
Subcommittee - Dan Edwards

Others:
David Kreager
Ramankutty Kannankutty
Jon Ketokoski
Greg Peterson
Paul St. Martin
Chuck Siggerud
Gordon M. Fay
Dennis C. Carlson
Roy L. Hanson
Ken Straus
Ken Hoeschen
Bill Croke

Jack Isaacson

David Reed
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Fergus Falls

Duluth

Minneapolis

Minneapolis

St. Paul

St. Paul

Burnsville

Mn/Dot Director
Office of State Aid

Future Director
Office of State Aid

Mn/Dot Assistant
State Aid Engineer

Mn/Dot Municipal State Aid
Needs Unit Manager

Mn/Dot County State Aid
Needs Unit Manager

Mn/Dot District 1
State Aid Engineer

Mn/Dot District 2
State Aid Engineer

Mn/Dot District 3
State Aid Engineer



I.

IT.

Tallack Johnson Mn/Dot District 4

State Aid Engineer

Chuck Weichselbaum Mn/Dot District Metro West

State Aid Engineer

EFarl Welshons Mn/Dot District 6

State Aid Engineer

Larry Hoben Mn/Dot District 7

State Aid Engineer

Elmer Morris : Mn/Dot District Metro East

State Aid Engineer
MINUTES CONSIDERATION:

Chairman Bullert called for consideration and approval of
the minutes for the October 23-24, 1989 Municipal Screening
Committee Meeting. The minutes are contained in pages 5
through 19 of the 1990 Municipal Screening Board Data Report,
dated June 1990. Marv Hoshaw (Minneapolis) moved, seconded
by Al Moen (District 4), to approve the minutes. The motion
carried.

NEEDS REPORT REVIEW:

Ken Straus presented the 1990 Municipal Screening Data
Report, dated June 1990. Straus directed the attendees’
attention to page 23 which has the 1990 Unit Price
Recommendations to the Board. He then highlighted the
recommended unit prices which were subject to the greatest
change in comparison to 1989 prices.

The unit price for "gravel shoulders'", page 24, is
recommended to increase from $4.25 per Ton to $6.50 per Ton.
This recommendation is based on a three year study of actual
municipal costs. The Needs Study Subcommittee felt that this
data justified a switch from using the county cost data as
had been done in the past. .

The unit price recommendation for 'tree removal', page 28,
remains unchanged despite the dramatic decline in cost shown
in the report. The decline was due primarily to City of
Andover projects where 700 trees were removed at an average
cost of $29.86 each for clearing and $23.00 each for
grubbing. It was felt that this price should not be
considered in evaluating unit prices and another year's worth
of data was required before an adjustment should be made.

The Needs Study Subcommittee is recommending the addition of
a "special drainage" cost for rural sections at $25,000.00
per mile. This would be an automatic addition to needs if
approved. Any City that could justify a greater amount of
needs in this area would request it on their road data sheet
submittal.
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The Subcommittee agreed with Mn/Dot recommendations on upward
adjustment of the unit prices for Railroad Crossing Items.
The largest increase is in "Signals & Gates'" where the price
changed from a 1989 recommendation of $105,000.00 per unit to
a 1990 recommendation of $110,000.00 per unit. Last year a
unit price of $99,000.00 per unit was approved and used due
to the computer program's inability to handle a six digit
number. This has been corrected thus the opportunity to
approve the full amount of the Mn/Dot recommendation.

There is a recommendation to lower the "bridge widening" unit
price page 41, from $200.00 per square foot to $150.00 per
square foot.

Also the Subcommittee recommended that based on a review of
limited data (small number of projects) the unit prices for
"railroad bridges over highways" be increased to $4,000.00
and $3,000.00 per lineal foot (single and additional tracks).

Chairman Bullert asked the Screening Board if there were any
questions or clarifications. Being none, this concluded the
presentation on unit price recommendations.

Straus then directed the members to page 44 for a comparison
of the 1988 versus 1989 apportionment needs costs. Last year
our total needs went up $386,000,000.00 due primarily to the
reinstatement of needs after 20 years. Other factors were
the change in computation method for traffic signals, the
reinstatement of bridge needs after 35 years, and engineering
costs which were added to apportionment costs for the first
time.

Based on the 1990 apportionment and the 1989 needs our
apportionment to needs ratio is 11.5 years. This figure
would indicate that we could complete the municipal state aid
system in that length of time. Marv Hoshaw (Minneapolis)
guestions whether our system is that good or if further
discussion is necessary to clarify our real needs. Straus
stated that we will be adding over $100,000,000.00 in storm
sewer needs which will increase the ratio. Chairman Bullert
said we are making progress but further discussion will be
needed to review adjustments or additions to the need
computation methods to more accurately reflect what we see in
reviewing the system.

Mike Eastling (Metro West) asked if there is a method to
calculate the value of inplace streets on our system? What
is the total value of the State Aid System? Total needs
appear to be unrealistic given the apparent total value of
the system. We should track this total system value somehow.

Chairman Bullert suggested that the use of actual bid
proposals for projects be considered in figuring total value
as they include items not currently addressed in our needs
computations.
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ITT.

Hoshaw (Minneapolis) requested Dennis Carlson address the
manner in which the Counties compute needs. Dennis Carlson
(County Screening Board Member and Future Director of State
Aid Office) stated that Counties do not include everything in
their needs computations but have a much higher apportionment
to needs ratio than the Cities. The use of this ratio to
compare the relative needs of the City, County, and State
could hurt the Cities. This is a critical reason to fully
evaluate your needs computation data for completeness to make
sure the eventual comparisons between systems will be as
accurate as possible.

Chairman Bullert feels there is a real difference between our
needs as currently shown in this document and the actual
construction costs incurred in improving the system. In our
correspondence with the Transportation Study Board we have
emphasized that the needs computation is an internal method
of funding distribution between Cities and does not lend
itself to a fair comparison with other entities (Counties,
State) because of the different methods of calculation.

Straus noted that the list on page 44 does not include after
the fact needs, non-existent bridges or right-of-way needs.

Chairman Bullert said that we should discuss the method of
needs computation and its relative comparability between
governmental units in depth during the evening session.

Eastling (Metro West) raised the issue of City expenditures
on County projects. Gordon Fay (Director of Office of State
Aid) pointed out a similar situation of greater magnitude in
City participation in Trunk Highway system projects. These
needs are not reflected in our current method of
calculation. Hoshaw (Minneapolis) said Cities must be able
to show needs for local system expenditures also when
presenting a total picture of City llablllty for its
transportation systems.

Fay (Director) noted the importance of making a positive
impact on the Transportation Study Board on these issues.
Chairman Bullert expanded on that point by stressing the
critical timing involved in dealing with the Transportation
Study Board. Very little time is left to submit data to
support the Cities' position. Decisions will be made in
accordance with the mandated schedule. We must act now as in
nine months the recommendation will have been offered and the
issues decided. Chairman Bullert stated that this topic will
also be discussed further in the evening session.

OPEN DISCUSSION

Straus began discussion on other issues contained within the
1990 Screening Board Data Report.
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Issue - Unencumbered Construction Fund Balance

Straus referred the attendees to the form letter on page 45
which was sent on February 1, 1990 to Cities with
unencumbered construction fund balances in excess of the
allowable amount. The twenty-one Cities affected are listed,
along with all pertinent data, on page 46. Straus plans to
send another memo at the end of June to warn these Cities of
the consequences if the excess balance is not eliminated
prior to September 1, 1990.

Issue - Storm Sewer Needs Guide

Straus referred to the "Storm Sewer Needs Guide'" contained on
pages 47 and 48 and asked if the attendees had any questions
about it. Chairman Bullert called upon Dan Edwards (Needs
Subcommittee Chairman) to discuss the establishment of a unit
price recommendation for special drainage needs for rural and
suburban section design. Edwards noted that a City could
receive greater needs than the special drainage unit price if
approved by the District State Aid Engineer. Straus stated
that the special drainage unit price would be included in the
calculation of the 1991 apportionment if approved by the
Screening Board. He will send a memo regarding this issue in
November along with the annual needs update material.

Chairman Bullert expressed his appreciation to Ken Straus for
the memos and updates he has prepared explaining the

operation of the State Aid System.

Issue - Bond Account Adjustment Request

Chairman Bullert passed the gavel to Vice Chairman Grube to
handle this item. Vice Chairman Grube directed the members
to pages 49 - 51 which includes the request from the City of
Savage for a bond account adjustment to offset an incurred
apportionment loss. He then summarized the details behind
the City of Savage request. He then called upon Mike
Eastling (Metro West) to comment on discussions by the City
Engineers in his area regarding this issue. They considered
three options; no action, allow late submittal for 1990 needs
( 1 year adjustment), or allow all three years to be
recovered as an adjustment. Pages 55 - 57 of the Report

" shows the effect on other Cities if the adjustment was
included in the 1990 apportionment. Eastling (Metro West)
noted the majority of participants at his area meeting
favored a one year adjustment.

Vice Chairman Grube referred to the Needs Subcommittee
recommendation on this issue shown on page 22. Edwards
(Subcommittee Chairman) stated that the subcommittee
considered this reporting error to be an honest oversight in
an infrequently used area for most cities and thus
understandable. TFor this reason the Needs Subcommittee
recommended that the full three year loss be recovered.
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Bullert (City of Savage) then briefly commented on his
request for the adjustment and the reasons for the original
loss. Vice Chairman Grube noted that it was brought out at
the District meeting that the City Engineer was a municipal
employee rather than a consultant. The feeling being a
municipal employee was more likely to be familiar with the
finer details of the State Aid System and therefore should be
held to a higher degree of responsibility in this situation.

Hoshaw (Minneapolis) questioned whether the State Aid Office
staff thought there were any constraints on the Screening
Board regarding the options discussed previously. Eastling
(Metro West) asked if there were other cities which might be
in a similar position with Savage. Straus referred the
members to pages 52 - 53 for a summary of the bond account
status of the various Cities. He noted that if a City does
not apply the bond to a specific project they will not
receive a bond adjustment.

Fay (Director of State Aid) pointed out that in the past some
Cities have sold bonds but not spent the funds on State Aid
Projects and yet continued to spend their regular

allotments. He felt that the State Aid Office may be able to
provide better oversight of the bond accounts by requiring
correct, timely, reporting regarding specific projects on
which bond money is intended to be spent.

Roy Hanson (Assistant Director of State Aid) discussed more
specific details regarding the contracts, dates, expenditure
of various funds, etc. in the City of Savage. Vice Chairman
Grube suggested that this item be discussed further in the
evening session.

Vice Chairman Grube passed the gavel back to Bruce Bullert.

Issue - Maintenance Needs Resolution

Straus referred members to page 58 for maintenance needs
costs. He suggested that these costs be incorporated into a
Resolution in the same manner in which other costs are
currently handled. He noted that every segment receives
these maintenance needs costs in their annual apportionment.

Issue - Mankato Population

Mankato's letter and response from Demographer's Office is on
pages 60 - 62. Straus explained that Mankato had annexed a
trailer court area (511 people) by ordinance but the increase
was not recognized by the State Demographer's Office: This
has resulted in a loss of $8,140 in 1990 apportionment to the
City. Straus handed out an Atterney General's Opinion which
stated that when annexation is done by ordinance the State
Demographer's Office has no authority to adjust the
population for that City. Mankato will continue to suffer
this loss in apportionments until an official census
adjustment is made to the population figures.
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Saffert (District 7) noted the significance of this opinion
to other Cities. Annexation by Ordinance in 1991 could lead
to a major loss in future apportionments before an official
census adjustment (2000) was made. Saffert had understood
that in the past MnDot used all population increases in their
calculations irregardless of the method by which they were
derived. Hanson (Assistant Director of State Aid) responded
that previously they had successfully used data from the
Secretary of State's Office or Municipal Board Orders that
contained a specific population adjustment figure. Straus
contacted the Municipal Board on this issue and they thought
Mankato had proceeded properly and the figures should be used.

Chairman Bullert questioned if there is any current method,
other than a special census, that will assure that population
adjustment figures could be used by MnDot. Straus replied
that MnDot, The State Demographer's Office, and The Municipal
Board should meet to resolve this problem. General
discussion followed on the reasons for and procedural
difference in annexation by Ordinance versus Municipal Board
Order.

Issue - One Way Resolution

Straus directed the members attention to page 106 where he
has added the details of the St. Paul one-way MSA street
system to the Resolution. This was done at the suggestion of
the Screening Board so that there would be a record of
designated one-way streets receiving credit for one-half of
their actual mileage.

Issue - Off-System versus On-System Expenditures

1 1 A +
he handout sheet he has p

showing a comparison between off-system and on-system
expenditures. He explained the possible gain in needs that
can be achieved with an off-system expenditure which was
contrary to the intent of the rules. He asked if members
thought the off-system adjustment to needs should be
increased to 20 years or related to the balance available.

R 1 e
cried INeinueL > e t

Pruzak (District 1) asked why the 10 year reduction in needs
was originally established as an adjustment for an off-system
expenditure. Many Cities are required to participate in
funding County and State Projects they need and State aid
Funds are often the only means available to accomplish it.
Hanson (Assistant Director of State Aid) responded the
adjustment is intended as an equalizer between cities which
spend all funds on-system and thus draw down their needs
resulting in a lower apportionment and Cities which would
spend all their funds off-system without decreasing their
needs thus maintaining their full apportionment.
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Iv.

Bettendorf (District 8) asked if there is a way in which a
City that is obligated to spend money through a cooperative
agreement with MnDot, and chooses to use State Aid funds, can
include these mandatory expenditures as part of their State
Aid System Needs. Fay (Director of State Aid) doesn't think
MnDot has a standard formula for cooperative agreements but
the Districts might. He is also concerned that an excess
amount of off-system expenditures is in fact providing
support to other systems at the Cities expense and without
them receiving any credit for it.

Kuhfeld (St. Paul) questioned if a City making an off-system
expenditure doesn't already suffer a penalty because the
dollars they spend replaces outside money that would have
been spent in the City which is then transferred to other
areas. Hoshaw (Minneapolis) is concerned that if we allow
off-system expenditures without a penalty we are
inadvertently supporting trunk highway system funding
increases at our expense. He also stated that Cities need to
force MnDot into funding its own trunk highway projects
otherwise it appears the Cities don't have enough needs of
their own to spend their State Aid Funds.

Pruzak (District 1) pointed out that according to the data in
the Fall Report Cities making off-system expenditures have
received $26,000,000 in negative needs adjustments for the
years 1978 - 1987. Kreager (Duluth) didn't feel that the
example presented necessarily was correct under the more
complex realities of the actual system. He thought there was
not enough evidence of an actual problem to justify
considering making any changes in the current system that we
might later regret.

Reed (District 3 State Aid Engineer) offered further
explanation of the original discussions regarding this issue
when the negative adjustment was first approved. It was
agreed at that time that a negative adjustment was required
to provide equality for Cities. The length of 10 years was
used because it was thought that inflation would tend to take
away any possible gains after that length of time thus.
preserving the equality that was desired.

Issue - Street versus Bridge Needs

Straus presented another handout which compared needs
received for streets versus bridges over an 80 year period
(two street life cycles). It appears based on this example
that bridges would receive more needs than streets over the
long run. He brought this up as an observation that might
merit study by the Needs Subcommittee.

OLD OR NEW BUSINESS
Chairman Bullert asked the attendees if there was any old or

new business that they would like to bring before the
Screening Board.

Page 13



Kuhfeld (St. Paul) inquired if a staff position in the State
Aid Office could be created to handle Municipal Agreements.
The position might be funded through the State Aid
Administrative Account.

Chairman Bullert introduced Dennis Carlson (Future Director
of State Aid) and asked him to address the members. Carlson
stated he is attending this session as an observer. He
starts work on June 18, 1990 and begins a two week transition
period where he will be working closely with Gordon Fay. He
comes from Benton County (14 years) and prior to that he was
with Hennepin County (14 years).

Carlson feels we only have 60 days at the outside to have an
impact on the actions of the Transportation Study Board.
Tomorrow the TSB will be approving some preliminary findings.
He has copies of these preliminary findings relating to
Cities and will distribute them for discussion during the
evening session.

Chairman Bullert noted for the attendees information that
Chuck Siggerud, Ken Saffert, Ken Larson, John Flora, Lowell
Odland and himself are on the Transportation Study Committee
representing the Cities' positions to the Transportation
Study Board.

Chairman Bullert reminded the members that the evening
session would convene at 8:30 P.M. for informal discussion on
the topics raised today. Formal action on the issues would
take place during tomorrow's scheduled session which will
convene at 8:30 A.M. With that the meeting was adjourned at
3:12 P.M.

Page 14



EVENING SESSION

Chairman Bullert called the informal session to order at 9:05 P.M. He
noted that no action will be taken tonight on the issues discussed.
This session is for gathering facts, hearing ideas, and encouraging all
members to express their opinions on the issues before the Screening
Board.

Issues discussed during the session are summarized as follows:

Issue - Municipal Agreements

Some Cities are having problems scheduling projects because
of long delays in the processing of needed Municipal
Agreements with MnDot. Previous suggestions from the
Screening Board to MnDot have resulted in improvements for
specific projects but the basic problem of excessive
processing time in general has not been corrected.

The consensus was to have a committee meet with the
Commissioner of Transportation and MnDot staff to resolve
delay problems in this area. The Executive Committee of the
City Engineers Association should handle this issue.

Issue - Transportation Study Board

Handouts on preliminary findings were presented and discussed
at length by the members. The CEAM Transportation Committee
will be meeting with the Transportation Study Board in the
near future to further discuss their preliminary findings.
Formal action on a CEAM transportation paper outlining the
organization's position on the Municipal State Aid System
will be taken at the League of Cities meeting in Duluth later
this week. Chairman Bullert reviewed the CEAM draft position
paper with the members.

Opinion was that the lLegislature wants a change in the way
some transportation system funds are distributed and the MSA
System is a prime candidate because its intricacies are
little understood by the majority of elected officials. We
must make greater efforts to explain the fairness of funding
distribution through the current system to the Transportation
Study Board and our legislators.

We need to emphasize that the current system is a pavement
management system with a sound basis for its rules and
regulations. The system also has the flexibility and
procedures to initiate changes (modernization) through the
Screening Board and MnDot Office of State aid. ,

The evening session adjourned at 11:15 P.M.
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SECOND SESSION

Chairman Bullert called the Municipal Screening Committee back into
session at 8:34 A.M., June 13, 1960. Roll call was taken and the list
of attendees was the same as the June 12th session.

V.

VI.

CONSIDERATION OF UNIT PRICES.

Chairman Bullert asked if there was any further discussion on
the unit price recommendations presented in the first
session.

MOTION: By Saffert (District 7), seconded by Larson
(Duluth) to adopt the unit prices as recommended
was passed.

BOND ACCOUNT ADJUSTMENT REQUEST

Chairman Bullert passed the gavel to Vice Chairman Grube for
discussion and action on this item. Vice Chairman Grube
referred attendees to the City of Savage request on pages

49 - 51 of the Report. He then recapped the discussion from
the first session on this issue after which he requested
comments from the members.

Pruzak (District 1) stated that the consensus at their
District meeting was to support the one year adjustment
option affecting only the 1990 apportionment. They were
concerned with the idea of dealing with apportionments for
the previous years and further hoped that a mechanism could
be set up to monitor the Bond Account and prevent future
occurrences of this nature. Grube {Vice Chairman) noted that
the majority of District 5 Engineers also supported the one
year adjustment.

Drake (District 6) asked what the State Aid Office can do to
eliminate problems in the use of the Bond Account. Straus
said that this is under review at this time. Fay (Director
of State Aid) explained past problems with administration and
the need for improvement in many areas which will directly
involve the Cities themselves as part of the solution. Drake
then questioned the fairness in penalizing a City for
procedural oversights because its Engineer wasn't. familiar
enough with the State Aid System. Grube asked if the members
had any thoughts on the length of time it would be fair to go
back to correct an administrative error. Hoshaw
(Minneapolis) is concerned about going back to correct an
error rather than just going forward from the time it is
discovered to make any adjustments. Hanson (Assistant
Director of State Aid) suggested that any adjustment be tied
to a specific project so that the State Aid Office could come
up with the correct number.
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V11.

MOTION:

By Hoshaw (Minneapolis), seconded by Walker
(District 2), to adjust the 1990 needs - 1991
apportionment based on the Bond Account data for
the 1987 projects only.

Eastling (Metro West) said he would oppose the
motion as there is no basis to exclude the 1986
projects which were also part of the request.
Hanson ‘responded that on the 1986 projects there
was no request for advance encumbrance of funds or
prior notice that the City was going to seek
bonding from State Aid. Walker asked how long
after a project is let should we allow for a City
to decide it wants to use bonds.

MOTION WITHDRAWN: By Hoshaw, second withdrawn by Walker, so

MOTION:

MOTION:

that further study could take place on this issue.
By Hoshaw, seconded by Walker, to table this issue.

Vice Chairman Grube pointed out that if the members
are looking for further guidance to consider that
the Needs Subcommittee has already made a
recommendation on this issue.

The motion to table was defeated on a voice vote.

Hoshaw questioned whether this issue can be handled
by the Office of State Aid without Screening Board
action. Grube referred to page 108 in the Report
where a specific date of December 31 is noted in
the Screening Board Resolutions regarding such
adjustments. The Screening Board will have to take
action if it wants to accept an adjustment based on
a different time frame.

By Eastling, seconded by Drake, to allow the 1990
needs to reflect a Bond Account adjustment for the
City of Savage for both the 1986 and 1987 projects

. (4 MSAP No.'s) was passed.

The gavel was passed back to Chairman Bullert.

UNENCUMBERED CONSTRUCTION FUND BALANCES

Chairman Bullert asked if there were any questions or
comments on the Unencumbered Construction Fund data shown on
pages 45 and 46 which was discussed during the first

session.

Straus will be again notifying the Cities on this

list of the consequences if they don't take action to reduce
their construction fund balance to the allowable limit.

No action was taken.

Page 17



VIIT.

IX.

XI.

XIT.

STORM SEWER NEEDS GUIDE

Chairman Bullert summarized the first session discussion on
this topic emphasizing that the $25,000.00 per mile drainage
needs for rural and suburban sections would be automatic
unless a special request is made by the City and approved by

the District State Aid Engineer.

No action was taken.
MAINTENANCE NEEDS COST RESOLUTION

Chairman Bullert referred the members to page 58 of the
Report which contains the current maintenance prices used in
the needs study. The State Aid Staff would like to see these
prices included in the same Resolution as the other unit
prices used in the needs study. There was no increase in the
maintenance costs recommended for this year.

MOTION: By Hoshaw (Minneapolis), seconded by Drake
(District 6) to include these maintenance costs in
the "COST" Resolution, in the same manner as the
other unit prices, was passed.

MANKATO POPULATION ADJUSTMENT

Chairman Bullert asked the members if they wished to take any
action or set a direction on this issue.

Kuhfeld (St. Paul) asked if the State Aid Office felt that
the Board could even suggest any action in the face of the
Attorney General's Opinion. Hanson (Assistant Director of
State Aid) stated that based on that Opinion his office could
not make any population adjustment no matter what action the
Board might decide to take. Hoshaw did not feel it would be
appropriate to take any action on this issue.

The Board agreed that no action should be taken on this issue.
TRAFFIC COUNTS

Chairman Bullert referred the members to the Traffic Counting
Procedures shown on page 59 as an informational item. There
were no comments.

No action was taken.

OFF-SYSTEM EXPENDITURE ADJUSTMENT

Chairman Bullert referred the members to the handouts from

the first session which showed a possible benefit to Cities
spending their State Aid funds off-system. He listed three

" options for consideration; take no action, decide today, or

refer to Needs Subcommittee.
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XIII.

XIV.

MOTION: By Drake (District 6), seconded by Hoshaw
(Minneapolis), to refer the off-system expenditure
adjustment issue to the Needs Subcommittee and to
commend Ken Straus for providing this information
was passed.

Saffert (District 7) wanted to be sure that the Subcommittee
considers the continuing need to coordinate projects with the
Counties and the State which may involve continued off-system
expenditures. This relationship between governmental units
must be included in the analysis of the effect of off-system
expenditures and adjustments to the Cities needs so that
equality is maintained in the way the system operates.

BRIDGE VERSUS STREET NEEDS

The issue is whether or not bridges receive more needs than
streets over a long period of time due to the effect of their
respective life cycles as currently projected.

MOTION: By Larson (Duluth), seconded by Kuhfeld (St. Paul),
to request the Need Subcommittee to evaluate the
bridge versus street needs comparison and to
determine if 40 years for streets and 70 years for
bridges are appropriate life cycles was passed.

MUNICIPAL AGREEMENTS

Chairman Bullert summarized the result of the evening session
discussion on this item. The consensus was to reactivate the
CEAM Committee dealing with Municipal Agreements at the
League of Cities meeting of the City Engineers Association.
This Committee would try to resolve the problems through
discussions with MnDot staff and the Commissioner of
Transportation. If this does not provide a satisfactory
solution, then the Committee would bring it to the Screening
Board for further action.

This was the action agreed to informally by the Screening
Board.

APPORTIONMENT TO NEEDS RATIO

Chairman Bullert referred members to page 44 of the Report.
He noted we anticipate another increase of approximately 100
million dollars when area storm sewer needs are included next
year. This issue will still be of great concern because even
with that addition the figures will show that we could
complete our State Aid System in 12-13 years. )

Drake (District 6) suggested a study be done of typical
projects to compare actual costs versus the amount of
construction needs allowed. A multiplier could then be
formulated to account for this difference. The multiplier
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XVI.

XVITI.

could then be applied automatically to our construction needs
to make our final figures more in line with real expectations
of cost. Eastling (District Metro West) said the study could
also include "mandatory" off-system expenditures in an
attempt to get a handle on actual required expenditures.
Kuhfeld (St. Pau1)~thought the study should also include
reconstruction projects which were drawing full needs.

Pruzak (District 1) said each city could do a preliminary
review of its records to see if a full study is warranted.

Hoshaw (Minneapolis) felt we needed to come back this fall
with some ideas on where we can realistically increase our
needs. We also must preserve the fairness of our system for
growing communities. Kuhfeld stated that each District
Representative should make a review of total cost and submit
the results to the Need Subcommittee and Office of State Aid
for further review. Fay (Director of State aid) thought it
would be better to have a number of cities in each District
conduct a review and submit the results. Grube (Vice
Chairman) said we should invite all City Engineers to do
likewise. Hoshaw suggested the District Representatives
contact cities within their Districts about conducting the
study.

Chairman Bullert asked what kind of time frame we should
consider in performing this study and having the results
submitted. A deadline date of August 1, 1990 for submittal
of data to Office of State Aid was thought to be reasonable
by the members.

MOTION: By Hoshaw, seconded by Kuhfeld, for each District
to have some cities conduct a review of total costs
versus allowable needs, supply data to State Aid Office
and Needs Subcommittee, and have same report back at
Fall Screening Committee meeting was passed.

Further discussion centered on the details of conducting the
study and submitting the data. It is essential that the
study be a well documented and unbiased comparison of actual

total costs versus allowable needs for specific road segments

and projects.
MEMBER RECOGNITION

Chairman Bullert recognized Jon Ketokoski (Minneapolis) for
his years of involvement with the Screening Committee.
Gordon Fay was also commended for his leadership as Director
of State Aid and his work with the Screening Board.

TRANSPORTATION STUDY BOARD
Chairman Bullert brought up for further discussion the _
handouts of the previous session (Transportation Study Board

Preliminary Findings & CEAM draft position paper) and the
options discussed at length in the evening session. Do the
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XVIII.

IXX.

members wish to set a special Screening Board meeting? Any
comments on the draft position paper? Should we request a
meeting with Tom Johnson and Peter Fausch to explain how our
system functions? Consider any other options to address the
apparent legislative initiative to change our current system.

Drake (District 6) said we should point out to the
Transportation Study Board that our system is currently user
orientated with funds being distributed by a formula that
includes population and construction needs but covers only
207 of municipal mileage. We should emphasize how the
Screening Board has changed the system operation over the
past 30 years to maintain equality between the Cities. We
should make every effort to save the system in its current
form. Hoshaw (Minneapolis) feels that what we are doing now
is not out of sync with what the TSB is suggesting. Eastling
(District Metro West) is concerned if we become too user
orientated (i.e. existing vehicle miles travelled) we will
hurt cities with undeveloped roads on their system.

Fay (Director of State Aid) thinks we need to actively pursue
the support of the League of Cities and the Association of
Counties on this issue as the outcome should be very
important to them also. We need this political leverage to
get our point across. Drake feels that we can address and
defend our current system on all the issues raised in the TSB
preliminary findings.

Chairman Bullert summarized the direction he has heard from
the Board members in today's discussion. We should put
together more support information on mileage, more
documentation showing that our system is very usage - ‘
orientated with better explanation, address the deficiency
versus needs aspect of the system especially regarding
terminology, meet with the League of Cities to address the
political aspects of the effect that potential changes might
have on our system funding, and finally to provide a positive
outlook on the Screening Board as the regulator of the
Municipal State Aid System.

It was left with the Transportation Committee to work
directly with the State Aid Office to determine if an extra
Screening Board meeting will be necessary before the Fall
Session.

OLD OR NEW BUSINESS
There was no discussion or action taken.
REPORT OF GORDON FAY, DIRECTOR OF STATE AID

Fay thanked the people he has worked with in the Office of
State Aid and the District State Aid Engineers for making it
4 very enjoyable experience. He is looking forward to
retirement with the one exception being he will miss the many
people with which he will no longer have frequent contact.

Page 21



MOTION: By Hoshaw, seconded by Saffert, to express the
gratitude of the Screening Board and City Engineers
as a whole, for the hard work and leadership that
Gordon Fay has provided this organization for many
years, and to wish him well in his retirement was
passed.

The attendees gave Gordon Fay a standing ovation.
ADJOURNMENT

MOTION: By Hoshaw, seconded by Eastling, to adjourn was
passed.

The meeting adjourned at 10:55 A.M.
Respectfully submjtted:

Dan Edwards
Secretary
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M.S.A.S. NEEDS, MITAGE AND APPORTIONMENT

The continuous increase in M.S.A.S. milage is due to
the increase in the improved local street milage in the
municipality of which 20% is allowed for M.S.A. street

designation and the number of cities over 5,000 population.

The municipal share of the highway users fund is distributed
50% on population and 50% on the adjusted money needs. The
apportionment amount in this summary, and the remainder of
this report will use a projected amount of $82,000,000.

This approximate amount reflects an increase in revenue
since the last apportionment. The tentative increase is
largely due to higher interest on municipal balances and

additional revenue generated by the Motor Vehicle Tax.

The actual income is not known at this time but will be
announced in January 1991 when the Commissioner of
Transportation makes a determination of the 1991

apportionment.
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M.S.A.S. MILeaGce, NEeEDS AND APPORTIONMENT 1958 T10 1991

AcTuAL
' 25 YEAR
AppT.  NuUMBER OF CoNnsT. ACCUMULATIVE
YEAR MUNICIPALITIES MILEAGE NEEDS APPORTIONMENT APPORTIONMENT
1958 58 920.40 $190,373,337 $7.,286,074 $7,286,074
1959 59 938.36 195,749,800 8,108,428 15,394,502
1960 59 968.82 197,971,488 8,370,596 23,765,098
1961 77 1131.78 233,276,540 9,185,862 32,950,960
1962 77 1140.83 223,014,549 9,037,698 41,988,658
1963 77 1161.06 221,458,428 9,451,125 51,439,783
1964 77 1177.11 218,487,546 10,967,128 62,406,911
1965 77 1208.81 218,760,538 11,370,240 73,777,151
1966 80 1271.87 221,992,032 11,662,274 85,439,425
1967 80 1309.93 212,065,299 12,442,900 97,882,325
1968 84 1372.36 214,086,481 14,287,775 112,170,100
1969 85 1405.35 209,186,115 15,121,277 127,291,377
1970 86 1427.59 205,103,981 16,490,064 143,781,441
1971 85 1427.41 204,854,564 18,090,833 161,872,274
1972 .92 1490.86 216,734,617 18,338,440 180,210,714
1973 92 1557.31 311,183,279 18,648,610 198,859, 324
1974 92 1574.52 324,787,253 21,728,373 220,587,697
1975 99 1629.30 419,869,718 22,841,302 243,428,999
1976 99 1696.56 448,678,585 22,793,386 266,222,385
1977 101 1748.55 488,779,846 27,595,966 293,818, 351
1578 101 1768.90 494,433,948 27, 855,892 321,684,243
1979 104 1839.51 529,996,431 30,846,555 352,530,798
1980 106 1889.03 623,880, 689 34,012,618 386,543,416
1981 106 1913.57 695,487,179 35,567,962 422,111,378
1982 109 1995.74 712,299,816 42,032,978 464,144, 356
1983 109 2041.94 651,035,697 46,306,272 510,450,628
1984 109 2066.80 641,783,969 48,735,190 559,185,818
1985 110 2121.49 624,641,459 56,875,174 616,060,992
1986 107 2139.42 552,944,830 59,097,819 675,158,811
1987 107 2148.07 551,850,149 53,101,745 728,260,556
1988 108 2164.99 555,994,519 58,381,022 786,641,578
1989 109 2205.05 586,716,169 76,501,442 863,143,020
1990 112 2265.64 969,735,729 81,517,107 944,660,127
1991 112 2317.97 1,281,200,061 82,000,000 1,026,660,127

ANY NEW CITIES ADDED BEFORE THE 1991 APPORTIONMENT WILL CHANGE THE
MILEAGE AND NEEDS AMOUNT IN 1991.

THE 1991 APPORTIONMENT AMOUNT IS ESTIMATED.
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MUNICIPALITY

ALBERT LEA
ALEXANDRIA
ANDOVER

ANOKA
APPLE VALLEY
ARDEN HILLS

AUSTIN
BEMIDJI
BLAINE

BLOOMINGTON
BRAINERD
BROOKLYN CENTER

BROOKLYN PARK
BUFFALO
BURNSVILLE

CHAMPLIN
CHANHASSEN
CHASKA

CHISHOLM
CLOQUET
CoLuMBIA HEIGHTS

CooN RAPIDS
CORCORAN
CoTTAGE GROVE

CROOKSTON
CRYSTAL
DETROIT LAKES

DuLUTH
EAGAN
EAST BETHEL

EAsT GRAND FORKS
EDEN PRAIRIE
EbinA

ELk RIVER
EVELETH
FAIRMONT

MuNICIPAL STATE-AID
1990 IMPROVED MILEAGE RECORD

(BASED ON 1989 CERTIFICATION)

MILEAGE
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MUNICIPALITY

FALCON HEIGHTS
FARIBAULT
FARMINGTON

FERGUS FALLS
FOREST LAKE
FRIDLEY

GOLDEN VALLEY
GRAND RAPIDS
Ham LAKE

HASTINGS
HERMANTOWN
HiBBING

HopPKINS
HUTCHINSON

INTERNATIONAL FALLS

INVER GROVE HEIGHTS

LAkE ELMO
LAKEVILLE

Lino LAKES
LITCHFIELD
LITTLE CANADA

LITTLE FALLS
MANKATO
MAPLE GROVE

MAPLEWOOD
MARSHALL .
MENDOTA HEIGHTS

MINNEAPOLIS
MINNETONKA
MONTEVIDEO

MOORHEAD
MORRIS
MounD

Mounps VIEwW
NEw BRIGHTON
New HorE

MILEAGE

187.12
39.46

23.52

10.62
11.98



MuNICIPALITY MILEAGE

New ULM 12.51
NORTHFIELD 9.45
NorRTH MANKATO 9.15
NorTH ST. PAUL 6.79
OAKDALE 13.06
OrONO 10.94
OWATONNA 17.24
PLYMOUTH 34.45
PrIOR LAKE 6.77
RAMSEY 15.16
RED Wine 18.39
Repwoop FALLS 4.32
RICHFIELD 25.49
ROBBINSDALE 10.33
ROCHESTER 36.91
RoSEMOUNT 11.62
ROSEVILLE 20.44
ST. ANTHONY 5.21
St. CLoup 32.42
St. Lours PARrk 22.43
ST. PauL 154.28
St. PETER 8.12
Sauk RaPiIDS 7.61
SAVAGE 7.55
SHAKOPEE 12.11
SHOREVIEW 8.47
SHOREWOOD 9.30
SoutH ST. PAUL - 13.58
SPRING LAKE PARK 4.21
STILLWATER 11.28
THIEF RIVER FALLS 10.64
VADNAIS HEIGHTS 4.45
VIRGINIA 11.71
WASECA 6.31
WesT ST. PAuL 11.62
WHITE BEAR LAKE 16.57
WILLMAR 22.98
WINONA 18.37
WooDbBURY 16.79
WORTHINGTON 9.80
TOTAL 2116.35
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CERTIFIED MILEAGE RECORD

(As oF DecemBer 31, 1989)

TRUNK
MILEAGE 1989 HIGHWAY
ALLOWED M.S.A.S. MILEAGE TURNBACK
FOR MILEAGE BELOW OVERAGE
MUNICIPALITY DESIGNATION DESIGNATED MAXIMUM DESIGNATED
ALBERT LEA 18.83 17.51 1.32
ALEXANDRIA 11.84 11.65 0.19
ANDOVER 30.20 26.76 3.44
ANOKA 12.28 11.94 0.34
APPLE VALLEY 28.57 22.31 6.26
ARDEN HILLS 6.23 5.18 1.05
AUSTIN 22.31 21.27 1.04
BEMIDJI 14.11 14.41 -0.30 -0.30
BLAINE 31.99 26.81 5.18
BLOOMINGTON : 73.81 72.93- 0.88
BRAINERD 14.36 14.19 0.17
BROOKLYN CENTER 20.92 21.29 -0.37 -0.37
BROOKLYN PARK 38.19 37.96 0.23
BuFFALO 5.88 5.82 0.06
BURNSVILLE 42 .67 40.56 2.11
CHAMPLIN 15.54 14.85 0.69
CHANHASSEN 17.48 13.36 4,12
CHASKA 11.14 8.59 . 2.55
CHISHOLM 7.10 6.93 0.17
CLOQUET 18.00 17.75 0.25
CoLuMBIA HEIGHTS 11.95 11.41 0.54
CooN RAPIDS 41.06 37.39 3.67
CORCORAN 13.61 13.11 0.50
CoTTAGE GROVE 26.84 23.20 3.64
CROOKSTON 9.66 10.82 -1.16 -1.16
CRYSTAL 17.94 17.40 0.54
DETROIT LAKES 9.08 9.01 0.07
DuLuTH 86.62 89.68 -3.06 -3.06
EAGAN 40.41 37.80 2.61
EAST BETHEL 22.86 21.75 1.11
EAsT GRAND FORKS 9.47 10.88 -1.41 - =1.41
EDEN PRAIRIE 36.59 29.99 6.60
EDINA 39.91 38.90 1.01
ELk RIVER 22.16 21.11 1.05
EVELETH 5.99 5.98 0.01
FAIRMONT 14.69 17.08 -2.39 -2.39



MUNICIPALITY

TRUNK
HIiGHWAY
TURNBACK
OVERAGE

DESIGNATED

FALcON HEIGHTS
FARIBAULT
FARMINGTON

FErRGus FALLS
FOREST LAKE
FRIDLEY

GOLDEN VALLEY
GRAND RAPIDS
Ham LAKE

HASTINGS
HERMANTOWN
HiBBING

HopPKINS
HuTCHINSON
INTERNATIONAL FALLS

INVER GROVE HEIGHTS
LAKE ELMO
LAKEVILLE

LiNo LAKES
LITCHFIELD
LxtTLE CANADA

LITTLE FALLS
*MANKATO
MAPLE GROVE

MAPLEWOOD (1988)
MARSHALL
MENDOTA HEIGHTS

MINNEAPOLIS
MINNETONKA
MONTEVIDEO

MOORHEAD
MORRIS
MounDp

Mounps VIEwW
NEW BRIGHTON
New HoPE

New ULM
NORTHFIELD
‘'NORTH MANKATO

MILEAGE 1989

ALLOWED M.S.A.S. MILEAGE
FOR MILEAGE BELOW
DESIGNATION DESIGNATED MAXIMUM
2.64 2.54 0.10
18.34 18.06 0.28
6.89 6.66 0.23
13.24 12.27 0.97
4,56 3.69 0.87
25.09 23.94 1.15
23.94 23.67 0.27
11.26 10.43 0.83
19.87 18.57 1.30
14.56 12.58 1.98
13.31 12.99 0.32
48 .45 48. 36 0.09
9.55 8.99 0.56
10.18 9.73 0.45
7.90 7.87 0.03
19.69 17.70 1.99
9.73 9.52 0.21
33.06 29.90 3.16
15.24 14.15 1.09
7.87 7.83 0.04
5.59 5.10 0.49
12.55 13.83 -1.28
23.39 25.14 -1.75
36.52 35.87’ 0.65
20.07 15.26 4.81
10.50 10.33 0.17
12.63 10.47 2.16
187.36 187.65 -0.29
49.03 48.12 0.91
8.17 7.54 0.63
25.10 23.65 1.45
6.62 6.45 0.17
8.02 7.17 0.85
8.57 7.40 1.17
13.55 13.25 0.30
12.68 12.38 0.30
14.39 12.51 1.88
10.27 10.13 0.14
9.83 9.15 0.68

-1.28
-1.75



MUNICIPALITY

MILEAGE
ALLOWED

FOR

DESIGNATION

TRUNK
HIGHWAY
TURNBACK
OVERAGE

DESIGNATED

NOorTH ST. PAUL
OAKDALE
ORrRONO

OWATONNA
PLYMOUTH
PRIOR LAKE

RAMSEY
Rep WiNeG
REpwooD FALLS

RICHFIELD
ROBBINSDALE
ROCHESTER

ROSEMOUNT
ROSEVILLE
ST. ANTHONY

St. CLoup
ST. Louis PARkK
ST. PauL

ST. PETER
SAUK RAPIDS
SAVAGE

SHAKOPEE
SHOREVIEW
SHOREWOOD

SoutH ST. PAUL
SPRING LAKE PARK
STILLWATER

THIEF RIVER FALLS
VADNAIS HEIGHTS
VIRGINIA

WASECA
WesT ST. PAUL
WHITE BEAR LAKE

WILLMAR
WINONA
WooDBURY .
WORTHINGTON

14.
12.

18.
44.
12.

25.
20.
5.

26.
10.
45.

16.
23.
5.

33.
26.
158.

8.
8.
11.

15.
16.
9.

14.
5.
12.

-0.32

-2.01

TOTALS
1988 MILEAGE

INCREASE FROM 1988

99.

1989
M.S.A.S. MILEAGE
MILEAGE BELOW
DESIGNATED MAXIMUM
8.00 0.47
13.06 1.02
10.94 1.24
17.51 0.66
39.70 5.09
11.49 1.11
24.89 0.92
20.45 0.31
5.01 0.86
26.07 0.22
10.33 -0.32
40.16 5.69
13.52 2.81
22.50 0.75
5.21 0.27
33.21 0.34
25.27 1.00
155.01 3.09
8.12 0.36
7.92 0.29
10.51 0.98
12.85 2.74
11.39 4.69
9.30
14.33 0.17
4.69 0.33
11.98 0.96
11.18 0.11
5.59 1.20
11.99 0.40
6.31 0.34
11.62 0.64
17.82 0.35
- 22.98 -2.01
19.06 0.60
21.67 5.04
9.80 0.78
2270.57 124.87
2181.83 129.13
88.74 -4.26



1990 MUNICIPAL STATE AID NEEDS REPORT

Theoretical 1990 M.S.A.S. Population Apportionment

The theoretical population apportionment is based on
estimated projected revenues. Fifty percent of the total
sum is distributed on a prorated share to the total
population. The population figures used in this report are
current as of December 31, 1989. The final population data
will be certified December 31, 1990 by the State Demographer
and the actual apportionment sum available to urban
municipalities in 1991 will be provided by the Office of

Finance and Accounting in January of 1991.

Each person earned approximately $15.93 in apportionment

from the 1990 population apportionment distribution. This
figure will be somewhat revised when the actual revenue for
thev199l appbrtionment becomes available, or if additional
cities should exceed 5,000 population prior to January 1,

1991.

Ostego Township will officially incorporate November 15, to
become the 113th city. Otesgo is the first city created in 15
years, the last being Hermantown, west of Duluth in 1975. The new
city abuts Elk River and has a population of 6,472.

The incorporation was not considered in this booklet but will be

included in the January apportionment booklet.
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THEORETICAL 1991 M.S.A.S. TOoTAL APPORTIONMENT
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THE FOLLOWING TABULATION SHOWS EACH MUNICIPALITY'S TENTATIVE MONEY
NEEDS AND POPULATION APPORTIONMENT AMOUNTS FOR 1991. THE TENTATIVE
PERCENTAGES SHOWN IN THIS SUMMARY ARE FOR INFORMATIONAL PURPOSES

ONLY.

THE ACTUAL REVENUE WILL BE ANNOUNCED IN JANUARY, 1991, WHEN THE

COMMISSIONER OF TRANSPORTATION DETERMINES THE ANNUAL MUNICIPAL STATE

AID ALLOTMENT.

MUNICIPALITIES

ALBERT LEA
ALEXANDRIA
ANDOVER

ANOKA
APPLE VALLEY
ARDEN HILLS

AUSTIN
BEMIDJI
BLAINE

BLOOMINGTON
BRAINERD
BROOKLYN CENTER

BROOKLYN PARK
BuFFaALO
BURNSVILLE

CHAMPLIN
CHANHASSEN
CHASKA

- CHISHOLM
CLOQUET
CoLUMBIA HEIGHTS

CooN RaPIDS
CORCORAN
CoTTAGE GROVE

CROOKSTON
CRYSTAL
DETROIT LAKES

DuLuUTH
EAGAN
EAST BETHEL

APPORTION-

MENT

$311, 652
121,968
150, 449

250,572
514,830
128,411

369,895
175,419
551,421

1,311,534

184,138

- 500,534

694,497
96,100
642,937

144, 342
101,918
133,764

95,042
178,577
321,012

686,692
81,964
304,423

138,284
409, 386
113,890

1,487,514

488,129
106,197

PopuLATION MONEY NEEDS
APPORTION-

MENT

$280,461
187,221
428,721

160,916
364,996
67,165

517,626
272,860
399,737

1,760,275

179,034
390,574

461,217
138,122
557,700

153,191
182,252
149,879

135,586
344,941
221,512

451,842
191, 363
406,883

199,193
332,875
124,316

2,003,347

518,163
108,098

PaGce 31

ToTAaL
MENT

$592,113
309,189
579,170

411,488
879,826
195,576

887,521
448,279
951,158

3,071,809

363,172
891,108

1,155,714

234,222

1,200,637

297,534
284,169
283,643

230,628
523,518
542,523

1,138,534

273,327
711,306

337,477
742,261
238,207

3,490,861
1,006,292

214,295

APPORTION~- DISTRIBUTION

PERCENTAGE
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PoPULATION
MUNICIPALITIES POPULATION APPORTIONMENT
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$41,

-

i

POPULATION APPORTIONMENT EQUALS TOTAL POPULATION APPORTIONMENT
DIVIDED BY TOTAL POPULATION TIMES THE CITY POPULATION.

$41,000, 000
———m e EauaLs $16.027344996 PER PERSON
2,558,128
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1990 Needs Study Update

The following tabulation reflects the total difference

between the 1989 and the 1990 25-year Construction Needs Studies.
This update was accomplished in three individual steps to measure
the effect each type of revision has to the total needs.

1. The 1989 Construction Accomplishments and system
revisions -- needs update, addition of storm sewer and
special drainage.

2. 1990 Unit Cost Revisions -- measures the effect
between last years unit prices to the unit prices
approved by the Screening Board at the 1990 Spring
Meeting.

3. 1990 traffic update -- shows the change in needs for
the municipalities that had their traffic counted in
1989 and were included in the update.

Revisions were made in the following apportionment items:

Gravel shoulders + $ 2.25 per ton

Curb and gutter removal -3 .15 per lin. ft.
Concrete Pavement removal + $ .25 per sq. yd.

Class 5 base -3 .25 per ton
Bituminous Base # 2331 - S 1.00 per 1lin. ft.
Bituminous surface # 2331 -9 1.00 per ton
Bituminous surface # 2341 - % .50 per ton
Bituminous surface # 2361 - S 1.00 per ton

Railroad signs + $ 100.00 per sign
Railroad Signals - low speed - + $ 5000.00 per signal
Railroad Signals and Gates + $11,000.00 per signal
Rubberized railroad crossing mat. + $ 50.00 per ft. of track
Bridges 500 ft and over - $ 5.00 per sqg. ft.
Bridge widening -3 50.00 per sq. ft.
Railroad Bridges over highways + $1750 - 1 track per lin. ft.
Railroad Bridges over highways + $1250 - ea. add. track per lin ft.

Storm sewer was reinstated into the apportionment needs at a rate of
$196,000 per mile.

Special drainage was added for rural and suburban roadways at a
rate of $ 25,000 per mile.

The resulting 1990 25-year Construction Needs as adjusted in the
following "Tentative Money Needs Apportionment Determination" will
be used in computing the 1991 money needs allotment.

These changes are discussed in more detail in the minutes of the June
Screening Board.
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G¢ 9bed

Municipality

Accomplish.

& System
Revisions

Unit Cost
Update

Traffic
Update

1990 M.S.A.S. NEEDS STUDY UPDATE

% Change
1989 to
1990

Albert Lea
Alexandria
Andover

Anoka
Apple Valley
Arden Hills

Austin
Bemidji
Blaine

Bloomington
Brainerd
Brooklyn Center

Brooklyn Park
Buffalo
Burnsville

Champlin
Chanhassen
Chaska

Chisholm
Cloquet
Columbia Heights

Coon Rapids
Corcoran
Cottage Grove

Crookston
Crystal
Detroit Lakes

$8,244,749
3,675,819
6,301,635

3,674,021
6,312,936
1,378,587

12,843,139
7,056,562
7,069,077

40,060,085
4,513,014
7,063,596

9,126,277
3,575,929
12,662,514

2,063,830
4,321,315
3,289,282

3,196,596
8,683,806
5,380,728

9,695,540
4,717,823
8,059,716

4,222,251
6,678,879
2,681,616

$741,824
2,289,408
6,126,606

1,878,160
4,358,603
878,536

3,426,399
1,212,223

6,313,210

14,175,162
678,543
5,465,186

6,370,844
608,250
3,265,471

2,648,424
1,179,330
1,686,890

923,543
2,335,241
1,673,011

2,711,641
1,061,650
4,297,930

672,757
937,195
1,167,912

($60,533)
(61,570)
(85,589)

(73,151)
(115, 639)
(23,696)

634,327
205,121
(172,318)

(233,776)
(39,332)
(179,401)

(182,243)
240,872
(200,782)

(45,834)
(46,087)
(34,573)

(19,120)
(56,122)
(72,802)

685,015
(40,663)
191,498

(42,168)
(64,197)
(21,412)

($16,809)
0
5,826

(38,008)
(94,296)
8,155

0
0
96,208

o
58,894
84,970

+ 83,349

0
243,912

(35,782)
11,005
257,146

0
0
10,559

(57,495)
0
(33,273)

(33,058)
4,875
0

$8,909,231
5,903,657
12,348,478

5,441,022
10,461,604
2,241,582

16,903,865
8,473,906
13,306,177

54,001,471
5,211,119
12,434,351

15,398,227
4,425,051
15,971,115

4,630,638
5,465,563
5,198,745

4,101,019
10,962,925
6,991,496

13,034,701
5,738,810
12,515,871

4,819,782
7,556,752
3,828,116

$664,482
2,227,838
6,046,843

1,767,001
4,148,668
862,995

4,060,726
1,417,344
6,237,100

13,941,386
698,105
5,370,755

6,271,950
849,122
3,308,601

2,566,808
1,144,248
1,909,463

904,423
2,279,119
1,610,768

3,339,161
1,020,987
4,456,155

597,531
877,873
1,146,500

8.0595%
60.6079%
95.9567%

48.0945%
65.7169%
62.6000%

31.6179%
20.0855%
88.2308%

34.8012%
15.4687%
76.0343%

68.7241%
23.7455%
26.1291%

124.3711%
26.4792%
58.0511%

28.2933%
26.2456%
29.9359%

34.4402%
21.6411%
55.2892%

14.1520%
13.1440%
42.7541%



o¢ a@bed

Municipality

1989
M.S.A.S.
Needs

Accomplish.

& System
Revisions

Unit Cost
Update

Traffic
Update

% Change
1989 to
1990

Eagan
East Bethel

East Grand Forks
Eden Prairie
Edina

Elk River
Eveleth
Fairmont

Falcon Heights
Faribault
Farmington

Fergus Falls
Forest Lake
Fridley

Golden Valley
Grand Rapids
Ham Lake

Hastings
Hermantown
Hibbing

Hopkins
Hutchinson
International Falls

Inver Grove Heights
Lake Elmo
Lakeville

$50,254,886
10,372,999
3,171,470

3,305,933
12,286,364
9,823,011

6,462,922
2,528,076
8,454,552

541,756
7,701,551
4,766,649

4,746,421
1,644,092
7,863,020

11,052,991
4,809,281
2,903,207

2,623,815
4,069,649
11,971,672

4,747,238
3,096,018
4,270,449

4,942,322
2,257,917
10,164,112

$8,825,516
2,552,429
68,840

(188,501)

9,040,482
9,720,001

1,978,276
868,776
3,964,007

146,104
1,733,892
1,428,718

2,402,327
481,378
1,995,895

2,054,556
263,930
350,056

1,944,377
1,763
8,935,359

790,987
1,088,335
669,569

2,315,298
297,606
7,999,173

$355,542
(154,390)
(26,060)

1,662
(238,630)
(241,259)

(71,443)
(28,409)
(96,179)

(6,924)
(50,740)
(78,499)

66,123
(20,739)
(92,492)

136,515
(41,471)
(31,687)

(51,578)
(39,885)
(103,998)

(17,047)
177,416
(41,487)

(62,358)
(18,943)
(165,624)

$0
(144,301)
12,321

(5,989)
(715,220)
144,545,

0
0
35,436

(200)
(20,596)
0

0
o
24,317

196,047
o
0

0
0
0

(31,744)
0
0

(55,135)
59,167
(181,357)

$59,435,944
12,626,737
3,226,571

3,113,105
21,012,996
19,446,298

8,369,755
3,368,443
12,357,816

680,736
9,364,107
6,116,868

7,214,871
2,104,731
9,790,740

13,440,109
5,031,740
3,221,576

4,516,614
4,031,527
20,803,033

5,429,434
4,361,769
4,898,531

7,140,127
2,595,747
17,816,304

$9,181,058
2,253,738
55,101

(192,828)
8,726,632
9,623,287

1,906,833
840,367
3,903,264

138,980
1,662,556
1,350,219

2,468,450
460,639
1,927,720

2,387,118
222,459
318,369

1,892,799
(38,122)
8,831,361

682,196
1,265,751
628,082

2,197,805
337,830
7,652,192

18.2690%
21.7270%
1.7374%

~-5.8328%
71.0270%
97.9668%

29.5042%
33.2414%
46.1676%

25.6536%
21.5873%
28.3264%

52.0066%
28.0178%
24.5163%

21.5970%
4.6256%
10.9661%

72.1392%
-0.9367%
73.7688%

14.3704%
40.8832%
14.7076%

44.4691%
14.9620%
75.2864%



LE 9beg

Municipality

1989
M.S.A.S.
Needs

Accomplish.

& System
Revisions

Unit Cost
Update

Traffic
Update

% Change
1989 to
1990

Lino Lakes
Litchfield
Little Canada

Little Falls
Mankato
Maple Grove

Maplewood
Marshall
Mendota Heights

Minneapolis
Minnetonka
Montevideo

Moorhead
Morris
Mound

Mounds View
New Brighton
New Hope N

New Ulm
Northfield
North Mankato

North St. Paul
Oakdale
Oronoe

Owatonna
Plymouth
Prior Lake

Ramsey
Red Wing
Redwood Falls

$5,267,615
3,146,291
1,015,624

5,520,686
8,123,858
13,739,921

7,623,281
2,704,747
2,706,173

138,023,805
18,005,688
2,388,322

11,409,769
2,061,624
2,234,980

2,255,539
5,317,168
3,109,139

5,284,744
5,793,468
2,603,977

2,795,411
4,318,008
3,607,388

7,937,384
11,110,206
3,899,788

6,091,146
10,324,861
1,672,332

$2,081,501
715,581
50,320

1,359,938
6,037,661
3,606,733

2,644,880
822,983
1,114,322

17,243,564
7,043,633
618,311

1,473,400
499,761
783,007

104,818
864,046
4,352,250

24,852
563,509
894,434

139,891
1,416,161
2,069,450

3,090,466
6,142,464
2,263,703

2,983,219
2,481,218
216,624

($66,550)
(41,996)
(5,543)

(85,926)
(133,018)
(176,611)

(111,270)
(24,168)
(29,321)

10,153,379
(283,849)
(32,564)

(116,374)
(30,444)
(32,194)

(37,724)
(28,656)
204,912

240,198
499,178
(44,262)

(38,741)
(62,948)
(32,819)

602,273
(189,624)
(49,626)

(60,237)
(81,342)
(24,565)

($4,375)
0

(151)

105,906
120,864
(139,496)

(197,687)
82,685
34,693

(378,749)
(274,344)
0

(73,302)
(7,032)
1,059

19,189
125,927
98,773

144,415
(15,448)
0

(56,672)
(40,696)
29,295

0
333,077
(17,120)

229
0
0

$7,278,191
3,819,876
1,060,250

6,900,604
14,149,365
17,030,547

9,959,204
3,586,247
3,825,867

165,041,999
24,491,128
2,974,069

12,693,493
2,523,909
2,986,852

2,341,822
6,278,485
7,765,074

5,694,209
6,840,707
3,454,149

2,839,889
5,630,525
5,673,314

11,630,123
17,396,123
6,096,745

9,014,357
12,724,737
1,864,391

$2,010,576
673,585
44,626

1,379,918
6,025,507
3,290,626

2,335,923
881,500
1,119,694

27,018,194
6,485,440
585,747

1,283,724
462,285
751,872

86,283
961,317
4,655,935

409,465
1,047,239
850,172

44,478
1,312,517
2,065,926

3,692,739
6,285,917
2,196,957

2,923,211
2,399,876
192,059

38.1686%
21.4089%
4.3939%

24.9954%
74.1705%
23.9494%

30.6420%
32.5908%
41.3756%

19.5750%
36.0188%
24.5255%

11.2511%
22.4233%
33.6411%

3.8254%
18.0795%
149.7500%

7.7481%
18.0762%
32.6490%

1.5911%
30.3964%
57.2693%

46.5234%
56.5779%
56.3353%

47.9911%
23.2437%
11.4845%
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Municipality

1989
M.S.A.S.
Needs

" Accomplish.

& System
Revisions

Unit Cost
Update

Traffic
Update

1990
M.S.A.S.
Needs

% Change
1989 to
1990

Richfield
Robbinsdale
Rochester

Rosemount
Roseville
St. Anthony

St. Cloud
St. Louis Park
St. Paul

St. Peter
Sauk Rapids
Savage

Shakopee
Shoreview
Shorewood

South Sst. Paul
Spring Lake Park
Stillwater

Thief River Falls
Vadnais Heights
Virginia

Waseca
West St. Paul
White Bear Lake

Willmar
Winona
Woodbury
Worthington

TOTAL

$9,466,428
2,998,380
21,742,731

5,369,150
5,494,987
935,016

10,519,690
8,541,226

118,773,082

2,718,825
3,225,970
5,015,127

5,