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1978 COUNTY SCREENING COM:MITTEE DATA 
JUNE, 1978 

Introduction 

The primary tasks of the Screening Committee at this meeting are to 

establish unit prices to be used in the 1978 County State Aid Highway 

Needs Study, to review and give approval or denial to the additional 

mileage requests included in this booklet, and to review the recommenda

tions from the recent General Subcommittee meeting. 

As in other years, in order to keep the five year average unit price 

study current, we have removed the 1972 construction projects and added 

the 1977 construction projects. The abstracts of bids on all rural de

sign State Aid and Federal Aid projects, let from 1973 through 1977, are 

the source of information for compiling the data usen for computing the 

recommended 1978 rural design unit prices. The gravel base unit price 

data obtained from the 1977 projects was transmitted to each county 

engineer for his approval. Any necessary corrections or changes were 

made prior to the Subcommittee's review and recommendation. 

Urban design projects are included for Hennepin and Ramsey counties 

because rural design construction is such a minor part of their construc

tion program, and as such, we would have a very limited sample from which 

to determine their respective unit prices. Also, in order to include deep 

strength bituminous base projects in the unit price study, we have con

verted the project quantities and costs to standard design quantities and 

costs such as subbase, gravel base, etc. 

A state map showing the Subcommittee's recommended gravel base unit 

prices was transmitted to each county engineer immediately after the Sub

committee's meeting. 

Minutes of the Subcommittee meeting held May 1, 1978 are included in 

the "Reference Material" section of this report. Ervie Prenevost, Chairman 

of the General Subc~mmittee, will attend the Screening Committee meeting to 

review and explain their recommendations. 
-1-
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1978 COUNTY SCREENING COMMITTEE DATA 
JUNE, 1978 

Price Trends of C.S.A.H. Rural Design Unit Prices 
(Based on State Averages from 1960-1977) 

The following graphs and tabulations indicate the unit price trends of the various construction 

items. As mentioned earlier, all unit price data was retrieved from the abstracts of bids on State 

Aid and Federal Aid projects. Three trends are shown for each construction item: annual average, 

five year average, and needs study average. 

The graphs for bituminous surface 2341 and 2351 are very erratic. This is mainly due to the 

small number of rural design projects constructed with these types of surfacing. 
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1978 COUNTY ~CREBNING·COMMITTEE DATA 
'JUNE, 1978 

PRICE TREND OP c.s.A.H. RURAL DESIGN UNIT PRICES FOR SUBBASE ~2211 CLASS 3 &_4. 
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1978 COUNTY SCREENING COMI1UTTEE DATA 
JUNE, 1978 

PRICE TREND OF c.s.A.H. RURAL DESIGN UNI_T~PRIQES FOR GRAVEL BASE - 2211_ _CLASS 5 & 6 
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1960 2,940,897 $3,151,270 

1961 2,783,989 3,041,085 

1962 2,864,373 3,028,018 

1963 2,519,527 2,801,368 

1964 2,450,883 2,862,285 

1965 2,635,941 3,137,427 ' 

1966 2,583,917 3,199,194 
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1978 COUN~ .... ~REENING, COMMITTEE Di\TA 
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PRICE TRENJlOP c.s.A.H. RURAL DESIGN UNIT PRICES FOR BITUMINOUS - 2331 
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PRICE TREND OP~ C.S .A.H. WRAJ'.. DESIGN UNIT PRICES roR BIT. SURFACE - 2341 
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1960 33,121 $176,763 

1961 11,638 73,003 

1962 38,895 244,712 
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1964 44,624 301,238 
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1966 17,230 125,398 
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1960 429,626 $412,503 

1961 368,190 373,178 

1962 433,630 457,164 

1963 539,226 570,336 

1964 437,939 463,693 

1965 653,729 701,383 

1966 717,918 806,694 
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1970 490,061 728,963 

1971 459,593 733,025 
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PRICE TREND OF C.S.A.H. RURAL DESIGN UNIT PRICES FOR GRAVEL SHOULDERS - 2221 
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1960 14,420 $ 18,807 

1961 15,148 24,435 

1962 23,645 34,626 

1963 61,657 88,849 
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1978 COUNTY SCREENING COMMITTEE DATA 
JUNE, 1978 

1978 C.S.A.H. Rural Design Gravel Base Unit Price Data 

Copies of the following map were sent to each county engineer immediately 
following the Subcommittee's meeting. This was done so that all county 
engineers have as much time as possible to review the information on the 
map prior to the Screening Committee meeting. 

The map indicates each county's 1977 C.S.A.H. needs study gravel base 
unit price, the gravel base data in the 1973-1977 five year average 'unit 
price study for each county, and a recommended gravel base unit price 
for use in the 1978 C.S.A.H. needs study. 

The recommended unit prices were determined using the following procedure 
which was established by the General Subcommittee at their May 1, 1978 
meeting: 

If a county has at least 50,000 tons of gravel base in their 
current five year average unit price study, that five year 
average unit price is used. 

If a county has less than 50,000 tons of gravel base material 
in their current five year average unit price study, a unit 
price is established using the five year average unit price 
data from the surrounding counties which have 50,000 tons of 
gravel base. However, the recommended unit price for these 
counties is limited in that the percentage change from last 
year's needs study unit price cannot be greater than the 
percent~ge the current statewide five year average unit price 
differed from last year's statewide five year average unit 
price. 

Last year's statewide five year average unit price equaled 
$1.84 and this year's is $1.96. Therefore, any county who 
did not have a 50,000 ton sample could not change more than 
7 percent ($0.12/$1.84) from their gravel base unit price 
used in last year's needs study. 

As you can see, the counties whose recommended unit prices have either 
a circle or a square around them, have less than 50,000 tons of gravel 
base material in their current five year average unit price study. There
fore, these prices were determined using the second part of the procedure 
above. Ervie Prenevost, the Subcommittee Chairman, will attend the Screen
ing Committee meeting to discuss their recommendations. 
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1978 COUNTY SCREENING COMMITTEE DATA 
JUNE, 1978 

C.S.A.H. - M.S.A.S. Unit Price Comparison 
(Based on State Averages) 

The following tabulation shows the average unit prices in both the 1977 C.S.A.H. and M.S.A.S. 

needs studies, the 1973-1977 five year average unit prices (based on actual projects on each sys

tem) and the unit prices recommended by the respective Subcommittees for use in the 1978 needs 

studies. 

The prices in the last column were determined by the C.S.A.H. General Subcommittee at their 

meeting May 1, 1978. Minutes of this meeting ar~ included in the ''Reference Material'' portion of 

this booklet. 





1978 COUNTY SCREENING COMMITTEE DATA 
JUNE, 1978 

C.S.A.H. - M.S.A.S. UNiT PRICE COMPARISON 
(Based on State Averages) 

Construction Item 

Rural Design 

1977 Needs Studies 

C.S.A.H. 
(Average) 

M.S.A.S. 
(Same for 
All Cities) 

1973-1977 
M.S.A.S. 
5-Year 
Average 

1978 M.S.A.S. 
Unit Price 
Recommended 
By M.S.A.S. 
Subcommittee 

1973- 1917 
C.S.A.H. 
5-Year 
A,,erage 

1978 C.S.A.H. 
Unit Price 
Recommended 
By C.S.A.H. 
Subcommittee 
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1978 COUNTY SCREENING COMMITTEE DATA 

Criteria Necessary for County State Aid Highway Designation 

In· the past, there has been considerable speculation as to which require

ments a road must meet in order to qualify for designation as a County State Aid 

Highway. The following section of the Minnesota Department of Transportation 

Rules which was updated in January, 1977 definitely sets forth what criteria 

are necessary. 

Portion of Minn. Rule Hwy. 32, (E) (2): 

State Aid routes shall be selected on the basis of the following cri-

teria: 

a. County state-aid highways which: 

(1) Carry relatively heavier traffic volumes or are 
functional classified as collector or arterial 
as identified on the county's functional plans 
as approved by the county board; 

(2) And connect towns, communities, shipping points, 
and markets within a county or in adjacent coun
ties; 

(a) Or provide access to rural churches, schools, 
community meeting halls, industrial areas, 
state institutions, and recreational areas; 

(b) Or serve as principal rural mail routes and 
school bus routes; 

(3) And occur at reasonable intervals consistent 
with the density of population; 

(4) And provide an integrated and coordinated high
way system, affording within practical limits a 
State-Aid highway network consistent with traffic 
demands. 
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MN/IDT 30753 (4-77) !Hl~i~'.::SOTA DEPAEaSNT 01.1 'N.:.1.NSPO:tL:~l'ION 
:~z:r~u:::sT FO_{ STATE AID D;::3IGN.c' .. TI.ON 

TO 

F10U 

3--9-78 
: !..ocal 0a<l Stu di es 2ngineer 

: ? . .t:_c Q _,t_J~ District State Aid Engineer 

SUBJSCT: Recuest for Preliminary Approval for System ~{eview· 
(>·tufli; ipality) (County) of __ fi_._,.;;.~---_.;;;... ___________ _ 

t 
j 

to 

I □ 
I_ 5a. 

D 

Attached is a reouest and supporting data for preliminary approval o[ 

a revision to the ~) (:::;S:J{) syste.'11. It is recmnr,1cnded that this 
revision be (.:i.t1provecl) (denied).-$~ ~o.,.J..., 

This proposed new State Aid route meets the following criteria (in~icated 
by an 11::11 ) necessary for c1 e.sienation: 

carries relatively heavier traffic volumes or is functional classified as 
collector or arterial as identified on the county's functional vlans 

and connects tovms, co~--nunities, sl1ipping points and markets v1it11in a 
county or in adjacent counties; 

or provides acc8SS to rural churches, schools, conmunity meetinG halls, 
industrial areas, state institutions and recreational areas; 

.Q£ serves as a principal rural mail route and school bus route; 

1\71 and occ~rs at a reasonable interval consistent with the density of 
PJ opulation; 

D 
D 
D 

__::i provides an integrated and coordinated highway system----------
--------------- consistent with traffic denands. 
-- ..._ _______ --... -----~--------- ,,.._#_# ..... ,. ......... *-·"'•'-•#-

carries relatively heavier traffic volumes or is functionally clnssifiec os 
collector or arterial as identified on the urban municipality's functional plan 

and connects the points of major traffic interest within an urban municipality; 

&nd provides an integrated street system affording i:-:rithin practical limits 
a State-Aid street network consistent with traffic cem.::nds. 

Local ~oad Studies 2ngineer Date 

A?P .tO"IZD OJ. DZEED: 
St2te Aid 3ngineer Date 
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TO: COUNTY SCREENING COMMITTEE 

Request for additional mileage to the County State Aid Highway System. 

COUNTY OF LAKE 

DESCRIPTION:' 

PROPOSED c.s.A.H. NO. 24 

Beginning on the center line of an existing County Road at a 
point on the southeasterly right of way line of Trunk Highway 
No. 61, which point is located approximately 1000 feet west 
and 650 feet south of the North Quarter corner of Section 31, 
Township 52 North, Range 11 West; thence southeasterly along 
said County Road to the western terminous of Central Avenue 
in the townsite of Knife River; thence continuing southeasterly 
along said Central Avenue to Third Street; thence southeasterly 
along Third Street to First Avenue \vest; thence in a southerly 
direction along First Avenue West and a projection of said 
First Avenue West to County State Aid Highway No. 61; thence 
continue southeasterly along an existing County Road a distance 
of approximately 450 feet; thence southeasterly along said 
existing County Road a distance of approximately 250 feet 
to the center of Section 31, Township 52 North, Range 11 West; 
thence southeasterly along the established County Road to the 
waters edge of the Knife River Harbor a distance of approximately 
450 feet and there terminating. MILEAGE: 0.58 Miles. 

The following information is submitted as justi£ication for designation 
as a County Stpte Aid Highway. 

1. The proposed route will connect Trunk Highway No. 61 which 
is the four lane divided expressway between Duluth and 'lwo Harbors 
and County State Aid Highway No. 61 which is the former Trunk 
~ighway No. 61 and is now the scenic route along tee shore of 
Lake Superior. Said C~tu~ty State Aid High•_.,a_y No. 61 has a 
relatively high traffic count during the tourist season. 

2. The proposed route will also service as an access road 
from both Trunk Highway No. 61 and County State Aid Highway No. 61 
to a marina at the Knife River Harbor and to the heavy used 
recreation area adjacent to Knife River in the townsite of 
Knife River. 

3. The nearest State Aid connection for County State Aid Highway 
No. 61 to Trunk.Highway No. 61 is approximately 4 miles southwest 
of Knife River or 6 miles north of Knife River. 

4. Tne proposed route serves as an access to a rural church and to 
a Day Activity Center School. 

5. It will provide an integrated and coordinated highway system 

Date :cons~/~,;i th local :::::~~ de6s~J-~ (~~ _ l~~ 
County Highway Engineer 

1> -
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MN/IDT 30753 (4-77) Hli\NESOTA DE1-' .. \1T.i:1£NT 01"' '.:.':.1 . .c\lJS· .. :,ortr..Ynmr 
~!Z~UE:ST FO~{ 31'1 .. TE i>-ID D2SIGt:.i:' .. TION 

April 3, 1978 

TO 

0istrict State Aid Engin~er 

SUDJE8T: l{ecuest for Preliminary npproval for System ~{eview 

D 
D 
D 

~) (County) of __ Pi_·-=-p_e_s_t_o_n_e __________ _ 

Attached is 2 rcr:1aest and supportine r'\ata for prelir.1inary approval o[ 

a revision to t:1e (~) ( c:s .... a) sys tern. It is recommended th.'.:lt:. this 
revision be (ar,provecl) (de~). 

This proposed new State Ai<l route meets the following criteria (indiccted 
by an "::11 ) nec~ssary for desisn.::.tion: 

cc::::.rries rcl;_1tiv2ly :u;avier traffic volumes or is functi011al classified as 
collector or art~rial as identifie~ on the county's functional plans 

and connects to·pns, corxnunities, shipping points and -;narkets within a 
county or in adj2cent counties; 

Q£ provide:~ access to rural church2s, schools, cou:m.mity meetin£ halls, 
industrial areas, state institutions and recr~ational areas; 

or serves .2s a r,rincipal rural r;iail route and school bus route; 

and occurs at a reasonc!ble interval consistent with the density of 
pof->ulation; 

and provides an integrc!ted and coor<lim:ted highvay system---------"'.'
----------------- consistent with traffic dernands. 

carries relatively heavier traffic volumes or is functionally classifie~.: as 
collector or arterial as identified on th~ urban municipality's functional plan 

and connects the points of m~jor traffic interest ~ithin an urban municipality; 

and provides an inte3rate~ street systa1 affording ~ithin practical limits 
;-state-,:\.id street nett:ork consist~nt ·with traffic c.~e-:i.and.s. 

C0:-.!12!rfS: This is the most direct route from the Pipestone Area Vocational Technical 

Institute and the Good Samaritan Rest Home with a total aggregate population 

of 800. This route is a prime traffic generator to Pipestone and priority should -------------------P~-~lY~D-fQ_~~bB_desigoatiou. ____________________________________________________ _ 

Local ~oa<l Studies 2ngineer Date 



February 21, 1978 

Mr. J.Jo Hoeke 
Assistant District Director, State Aid 
Minnesota Department of Transportation 
Tran_sportation Building 
Willmar, MN 56201 

Pipestone County Hiynway f ngineer 
DENNIS K. STOECKMAN / TELEPHONE 507 - 825-4445 

COURTHOUSE / PIPESTONE, MINNESOTA 56164 

Re: Request for Additional Mileage to the County State Aid Highway System 
PIPESTONE COUNTY 

Dear Sir: 

We are hereby requesting approval of the State Aid Office and the County Screening 
Committee for the addition of mileage to the County State Aid Highway System in 
Pipestone County. The proposed C.S.A.H. No. 23 begins at the end of North Hiawatha 
Av8nue in the City of Pipestone, at or near the south quarter corner of Section 1, 
T106N, R45W, Thence north for a distance of 1.09 miles to its intersection with CoHc 67. 

The proposed route serves in providing the primary access to the Pipestone Area Vocational 
Technical Institute which has a present enrollment of 520 plus a staff of 50. Also 
located in the same are is a Good Samaritan Rest Home with 230 residents and employees. 

Pipestone County Highway Department took a traffic count in December of 1977 whi~h showed 
an average daily traffic of 1108. This is a 43 percent increase since the latest Mn/Dot 
traffic count of 775 taken in 1973. This route is classified as a Collector as indicated 
on the City of Pipestone's 1990 Functional Classification Map. 

The City of Pipestone has let a contract for the reconstruction of North Hiawatha Ave. 
from the central business district to the southern end of the proposed CoSoAoHo 23 to 
a 9-ton urban design. Future plans by Pipestone County is to reconstruct this section 
of road to accomodate the higher traffic volumns and provide facilities for both 
pedestrian and bicycle traffic. This need has been shown by a number of accidents in 
the past few years and a pedestrian fatality in 1977. Because of other needs and a 
restricted local budget, Pipestone County is finding it difficult to program the needed 
facilities. 

Enclosed herewith a!'e copies, in duplicate, of resolutions by the Pipestone County Bo:ard 
of Commissioners and the Pipestone City Council requesting the designation of S.A.H. 23, 
and of maps showing the routes location. 

Kindly review, and if found. to be in order, approve and submit the request to the Local 
Road Studies Engineer. 

S;4ic erely , 0-1)--;
.,,l~:1?//.,,-,--'-, ~1(' -<24~~-+'L
Dennis K. Stoeckman 
County Engineer 
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,RESOLUTION ESTABLISHING COUNTY STATE AID HIGHWAYS 

WHEREAS, it appears to the County Board of the County of Pipestone that the road 
hereinafter described should be designated a County State Aid Highway under the provisio:r...3 
of Minnesota Laws of 1967, Chapter 162: 

NOW THEREFORE,, BE IT RESOLVED, by the County Board of the County of Pipestone that 
the road described as follows, to-wit: 

~eginning at a point on Hiawatha Avenue in the City of 
Pipestone, .said point located near the south quarter 
corner of Section 1, Township 106 North, Range 46 West; 
thence northerly along or near the established centerline 
of a public road a distance of 3481.4 feet, thence north 
and easterly a distance of 401.9 feet on a 15 degree 00 
minut6 curve having a delta angle of 60 degrees 53 minutes 
right, thence in a northeasterly direction a distance 104.5 
feet, thence east and northerly a distance of 396.5 feet on 
a 15 degree 00 minute curve having a delta angle of 59 degrees 
28 minutes left, thence northerly along or near the established 
centerline a distance of 782.1 feet, thence north and westerly 
a distance of 614.5 feet on a 15 degree 00 minute curve having 
a delta angle of 92 degrees 06 minutes left, to a point on 
County Highway No. 67 and there terminating. 

qe, and hereby is established, located, and designated a County State Aid Highway of 
said County, subject to the approval of the Commissioner of Highways of the State of 

• Minnesota. 

BE IT FURTHER RESOLVED, that the County Auditor is hereby authorized and directed 
to forward two certified copies of this resolution to the Commissioner of Transportatic 
for his consideration, and that upon his approval of the designation of said road or 
portion thereof, that same be constructed, improved and maintained as a County State 
Aid Highway of the County of Pipestone, to be numbered and known as County State Aid 

::::: ;:~ruary 82 1978. ;/,) , / 

,t<-, (// . I/ ;'' / / .►;?'1//'>//0 / _; .".-7 ;;,7·',1/'/ 
,/. l / f ;l' ,, ', • .,I /•' .,, ,.: : _:-,,,,,. e""" _/.,i,.-• l,..__ -

v,,e.-(Chairn{rui of County Board) 
/ 

ATTEST: 

!iJ~nc~ 
County Auditor 

CERTIFICATION 

I hereby certify that the above is a t~ue and correct copy of a Resolution duly 
passed, adopte~ and approved by the County Board of said County on February 8, 1978. 
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(County Audi tor) 
County of Pipestone 



MN/IDT 30753 (4-77) Him'lESOT.\ DEP.\1TN£NT OF 'i.' 1.tANSi)OJ.tf.:'1.TimI 

~!Z(~UEST FO:I 3Tl1.TE iHD DiZSIGN.d .. Tiot~ 

November 21, 1977 

1'0 

F·.Wll District State Aid Engineer 

SUBJECT: :iecucst for Preliminary Approval for System ~teview 
~~x (County) of Redwood -------------------
Atta~h2d fs 2. rcr:1;,,iest and supporting data for preliminary approval of 
a revision to t~1e (:-te~ (G3al1) system. It is recommended thot. this 
revision be t.:jf:J2:&G,r@) ( <l eni ed). 

I -

This propos·e,1. new St:J.te L~id route meets the following criteria (indic2.ted 
by an •i:~~• 1) nec0ssary for cesisn.:!tion: 

cc:!rries rcL.1tively :1cavi.3r traffic volumes or is functional classified as 
collector or art2rial as identifie~ on the county's functionnl plans 

2nd connects to,.•rns, coa-nunities, shipping points and markets wit:1in a 
county or in adj~cent counties; 

.Q£ provider, access to rural churches, schooJ.3, coumunity meeting halls, 
industrial areas, state institutions and recr~ational areas; 

or serves as a principal rural r;1ail route and school bus route; 
"' 

D 
and occurs nt a r2asonc!ble interval consistent vdth the density of 
poDulation; 

D 
D 
D 

provides an integra.ted and coor<linnted high,;.--ray system----------
------------- consistent ·with traffic demands. 
-- .. __ .,.,. -... --,.-•.,.. .. ---:,.-.-, .... ___ ~~-.... _ ......... ..,....,. ·~ ..... ·-·· .. 

carries relatively heavier traffic volumes or is functionally classifie~ as 
collector or arterial as identified on th~ urban municipt1lity•s functional plan 

and connects the points of rnDjor traffic interest vithin an urban municipality; 

and provid0.s an inte;~ratecl street syste.rc1 n[fording i:•7ith:i.n practical limits 
a St ate-Aid street net ,,mrk consist ~nt with traffic c:1.er:iands. 

cmrr-::mTS: According to County Engineer, there is no trade off mileage that 
can be taken off the CSAH system. On this basis, it is recommended 

that this revision be denied. 

Local 1oa<l Studies 2ngineer Date 

3tv. t e .id <l 2nzi neer 
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RAYMOND L. MUCHLINSKI, HIGHWAY ENGINEER 

REDWOOD COUNTY HIGHWAY DEPARTMENT 
BOX 6, REDWOOD f'ALLS, MINNESOTA 56283 

November 16, 1977 

Mr . J . J . Hoeke 
Assistant District Director - State Aid 
Minnesota Department of Transportation 
Willmar, MN 56201 

Re: Addition to County State Aid System 
Ci:ty of Be1view 

Dear Sir: 

The Redwood County Board of Commissioners has been requested by the City;:Counci 1 
of Belview to take what steps may be necessary to have the Department of Trans
portation consider the addition of approximately 0.5 mile of their city streets 
into the county state aid system of highways. This segment is a combination of 

. their Second Avenue East and Hibbard Avenue as shown on the enclosed map. 

-24-

I reviewed the request with the County Board at their ]ast meeting on November 15th 
and was instructed at that time to institute the normal procedural paths for con
sideration of the proposed transfer. Therefore, -1 would like to request a formal 
review of this segment by your office. If it is found by your office that the 
segment warrants consideration at a higher level, I will recommend a pub1ic hearing 
followed by a formal request by Resolution to the Commissioner of Transportation. 

The segment serves a recreational area and school complex. One block is semi
industrial as it is in the business district. The majority of the segment is 
residential. I have no avai I able data as to traffic count or structural condition 
at this time. 

I am sending a copy of this letter and map to our district representative on the 
state screening committee. 

ruly, 

~. 
ch -inski 

County Highway Engineer 

RLM/no 

cc: County Board 
Audi tor 
Harold Beavers - Mayor 
Judy Viergutz - City Clerk 
Elroy Dragsten - County Highway Engineer, Chippewa County 



C. 8 
N. W. R 

PROPOSED c.s.A.H. 

APPROX. 0.50 MILE 

MAP OF 

BELVIE\V 
REDvVOOD COUNTY 

POP. 429 

~1/54) 

r:-7 
1273] 
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1978 COUNTY SCREENING COMMITTEE DATA 
JUNE, 1978 

FAS Fund Balance Deductions 

The following resolution was adopted by the County Screening Committee 
in 1973. 

That in the event any county's FAS fund balance 
exceeds ·either an amount which equals a total 
of the last three years of their FAS allotments 
or $200,000; whichever is greater, the excess 
over the aforementioned amount shall be deducted 
from their 25-year County State Aid Highway con
struction needs. This deduction will be based 
on the FAS fund balance as of June 30th of each 
year. The needs adjustment resulting from this 
resolution may be waived if extenuating cir
cumstances are justified to the satisfaction 
of the State Aid Engineer and the Screening 
Committee. 

The following data is presented for the Screening Committee's informa
tion and to forewarn the counties involved of a possible ''needs deduc
tion''. Please note that these figures are current only through May 8, 
1978 and do not represent the final data to be used for the 1979 appor-
tionment. 

. 
Tentative Deduction 

FAS Fund From the 1978 
Balance as of Maximum 25-Year C.S.A.H. 

County May 8, 1978 Balance Construction Needs 

Benton $ 227,828 $ 200,000 $ 27,828 

Cass 468,678 376,817 91,861 

Cook 291,784 200,000 91,784 

Crow Wing 451,242 363,684 87,558 

Hennepin 1,346,572 200,000 1,146,572 

Lac Qui Parle 338,352 254, 796 83,556 

Lyon 281,363 266,565 14,798 

Pine 802,112 348,349 453,763 

Ramsey . 321,458 200,000 121,458 

Todd 422,803 325,681 97,122 



Minutes of the County Enn;-ineers Screenine Cormni ttee Meeting 

October 27-28, 1977 

Chairman Ray Guttormson called the meeting to order at 1:10 P.M. on 
October 27th at the Vacationaire Resort in Park Rapids, Minnesota. 

1 

At the request of the Chair, roll call was taken by the secretary as 
follows: 

District 1 ~ Ben Beauclair 
District 2 - Adolph Andert 
District 3 - Bill Rice 
District 4 - Robert Ellestad 
District 5 - Paul Ruud 
District 6 - Ray Guttormson 
Dist~ict 7 - Dwight Herman 
District 7 - Jack Cousins 
District 8 - Mike Y,.a,czrowski 
District 9 - Leon Johnson 

Others present were: 

- St. Louis County 
- Hubbard County 
- Stearns County 
- Pope Cour.ty 
- Anoka County 
- Mower County 
- Jackson County 
- Waseca County 
- Renville County 
- Chisago County 

Gordon Fay - Director of State Aid 

- Present 
- Present. 
- Present 
- Present 
- Present 
- Present 
- Absent 
- Present 
- Present 
- Present 

Bill Strand 
Dave Miller 

- Bureau of Policy and Planning - Mn/pOT 
- Bureau of Policy and Planning - Mr~/DOT 

Ken Hoeschen 
Roy Hanson 
Lynn Olson 
Monte·Berend 
Elroy Dragsten 
Bob Elleraas 
Jack Isaacson 
Dennis Carlson 

- Bureau of Policy and Planning - Mn/DOT 
- Office of State Aid 
- Alternate District 4 
- Alternate District 2 
- Alternate District 8 
- Alternate District 3 
- State Aid Engineer - District 2 
- Screening Committee Secretary 

Ade Andert moved and Ben Beauclair second to dispense with the reading 
of the June 23-24, 1977 minutes and approve them as mailed. Motion carried. 

The Chair then requested Dave Miller to go thru the report in its 
entirety to comment and clarify items that may concern the Committee. Mr. Miller 
began with Figure A and noted that Beltrami County had a considerable increase 
in the 1976 Traffic and Traffic Factor Update but noted that this was rechecked 
and they did infact have a considerable increase in traffic over the last six year 
period. 

There was a question from Paul Ruud on Figure B regarding the 1977 Turnback 
Mileage not being included in this figure. Dave Miller responded that the 
29,924 miles recm .. ·ded on Figure B includes something over 400 miles of Turnback 
in the past but not 1977 Turnback Mileage. 

Page five (5) deals with the Screening Committee Resolution regarding 
restriction of 25 year construction needs increases. The present wording is 
subject to interpretation and the State Aid Unit asks that the wording in the 
last sentence be chru1tged from "State Wide Average Percent Increase" to 
"State Wide Average Percent 9,hange." 
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Page six (6) deals with the FAS Fund Balance Deductions. Ben Beauclair 
commented that the preliminary engineering is getting loneer each year due 
to additional red tape and therefore it 1 s becorr.ing al~ost impossible for some 
counties, such as Cook County, to expend their FAS and State Aid Balances in 
the time periods referred to in this rep0rt. He also not~d that Pat Hines 
is new in the.position as Cook County Enr:ineer and felt the request for an 
excessive FAS Fund Balance should be granted to Cook County. Gordon Fay 
mentioned that the 1976 Federal Aid Off-System Balances will present a problem 
in making available additional Bridge ReplaceEent Funds. This would include 
3.8 million from the Federal Bridge ReplaceTient Progr~~ and the 1977-78 Bridge 
Bonding money. 

Rar Guttormson presented letters saying that Freeborn County has let 
four (4) projects totaling over half a million dollars in August 1977. The 
letting of these projects brings their balance down to about $93,000 which 
is we 11 be low the ma.."Cimum allowable for their county. 

Paul Ruud presented a letter from Hennepin County indicating that their 
Federal Aid money is programmed on County State Aid Highway 144 for expenditure 
in 1980. There was a brief discussion on how Hennepin County's balai.'1.ce got 
to 1. 2 million dollars as well as how long it has remained at that level and 
their .current FAS Apportio~.JJ1ent. 

Ben Beauclair spoke in behalf of Pine County and discussed the numerous 
county engineer changes in that county. Mr. Beauclair feels that the request 
for waiver of deduction is ,justified and Pine County's balai.7.ce will be broug...i.i. t 
below the allowable maximum balance as indicated in their letter of August 23rd. 

Leon Johnson passed out a letter from Ramsey County requesting that their 
excessive ftu1d balance deduction be waived. Nr. Johnson Llentioned that Ramsey 
County has a new county engineer and feels that the letter does ~ustify a 
waiver of the deduction. There was a comment that although }1r. Weltzin was new 
to the position of county engineer, he was familiar with the operation of the 
organization from past experience. 

The discussion then moved to Page fifteen (15) and the Rural Design Grading 
Costs Adjustment. After a brief review by Dave Hiller it was pointed out that 
Cass County's adjustment should be negative rather than positive. 

On Page twenty-five (25) is the Screening Committee Resolution dealing with 
County State Aid Construction Fund Balance l~eeds Deductions. The State Aid 
Needs Unit received a letter from Cook County re~uesting a waiver of County 
State Aid Fund Ea.lance Needs Deduction. Dave Hiller commented that this was 
the first such request and felt it was a, matte:!:' for the Screening Committee 
rather than the State Aid Needs Unit to make a decision on. 

The Committee then turned to the Bond Account Adjustments and there were 
no comments or questions on this subject. 

Dave Miller coF.I.mented that there was soI!le question as to why the cost of 
special resurfacing projects is deducted for a period of ten years rather than 
15 years which is the time period for other needs exclusions due to construc
tion. Gordon Fay mentioned that nationally the life expectancy for overlays 
is si.x to seven years and that ten years is an a:9propriate tir.ie period for 
deducting those costs. Mr. Fay also mentioned that surfacing overlays are 
not lasting long enough and we are slowly falling behind in the level of 
service provided. 



Dave Miller then moved to Page thirty-three (33) and briefly went over 
Mill Levy Deductions. There were no questions from the Committee. 

Page thirty-seven (37) and Figure E is a summary of all data :prior to 
this :page and indicates a tentative 1978 CS.AH Money Needs A);)portionment. 
There were n~ questions from the Committee at this time. 

Page thirty-nine (39) t~..ru forty-four(44) give a complete breakdovm for 
each county on all parts of the apportionment formula and give the tentative 
1978 apportionment for each county based on 1977 Funds. Pages forty-six (46) 
and forty-seven (47) give a comparison of the 1977 Actual Apportionment to 
the 1978 Tentative Apportionment. The increase or decrease for each county 
is also listed. There were no questions from the Committee on any of the 
last eight (8) pages. 

Dave Miller commented that on pages seventy-three (73) and seventy-four (74) 
are explanations for needs increases and small decreases due to 1977 normal 
u:pdates. 

The discussion then moved to the comparison of the.old and new 20 year 
traffic pro;jection factors on pages sevenLy-five (75) and seventy-six (76). 
Eob Eliestad said that their District would like to change the traffic 
counting frequency to e-BrJ three ( 3) years rather than every six ( 6) years. 
He suggested that possibly the State Aid Unit could initiate their own counting 
program in order to upgrade the frequency to three (3) years. Gordon Fay felt 
it would probably require legislative action in that the funding would have to 
come from the 1.5fa Federal Planning Fund. 

The last subject discussed was mileage requests from various counties 
outlined on Pages forty-nine (49) thru seventy (?O). Ade Andert reviewed the 
letter from Hubbard County which requested revocation of 0.3 miles and a 
designation of 0.36 miles in Akeley. Mr. Andert indicated that the primary 
reason for the designation in Akeley was to serve a Fire Barn which provides 
fire service for the area. 

Mr. Andert then reviewed the request from Lake of the Woods County for 
designation of 2.0 miles in the south edge of Baudette. !1r. Andert had 
discussed the possibility of a revocation with the County Engineer, Charles 
Henningsgaard, and al thougb. they were willing to make such a trade the only 
possible route was a dead end road and the removal of two miles which would 
result in a shorter dead end road. Since there was no logic in revoking 
those two (2) miles, the idea was dismissed. 

Mike Kaczrowski then presented the request from Pipestone County for the 
designation of 1.09 miles in the City of Pipestone. Mr. Kaczrowski visited 
the proposed location and counted more than 375 ca.rs in the parking lots along 
the route being proposed. He also indicated the route was used as a Bike Route 
and a fatality has already occurred. The City of Pipestone plans to upgrade 
the southerly extension of this route thru a residential area to a 9 ton route. 
~1r. Kaczrowski indicated that with the current volume,and the existing cars 
parked in that area, and the proposed extension to the south, all indications 
are that this will be a major arterial. He therefore recommends that the 
addition of 1409 miles be granted to the County of Pipestone~ 
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Ben Beauclair then presented a proposal for the addition of 10.8 miles 
in St. Louis County. The proposed route will ultimately be an entrance to the 
Voyagers National Park. In Mr. Beauclair's opinion the road will serve 
State-Wide as well as a National Function and therefore outside funding should 
be obtained .. Mr. I3eauclair has made numerous efforts to obtain Federal and 
Park Funding with no success and therefore is requesting the route be added to 
the County State Aid Highway System. 

Jack Cousins presented a request from Watonwan County for the revocation 
of 0.354 miles and the designation of 0.433 miles. Mr. Cousins indicated that 
to his lmowledge no money· had been spent on the existing route a."'1.d the proposed 
location was based on the future interchange connection with Trunk Highway No. 60. 
The relocation of this route will ultima,tely result in a reduction of mileage for 
County State Aid Highway No. 5 in Watonwan County when the proposed Trunk Highway 
No. 60 is completed. 

This completed the review of the data in the Screening Committee Report. 
The meeting was then opened to new subjects. Bill Rice presented a letter from 
Crow Wing County requesting :plans be approved with a 7 ton ultimate 9 ton 
design. T'ne project being requested is to be considered a stage construction 
to be completed at a later date. The State Aid Office commented that Crow Wing 
County has not given a. commitment date for the final surface to be placed to 
bring the road up to a 9 ton design. There was also a comment; from the Committee 
regarding Cass County's lack of plans to bring their portion of the road to a 
9 ton design. 

Paul Ruud had a request from Ervie Prenevost, who is chairman of the 
Screening Corn.mi ttee Sub-Committee. Mr. Prenevost would lilrn a letter detailing 
subjects to be studied by his Sub-Committee and a priority on saic subjects. 
A letter will be sent to }1r. Prenevost with the appropriate direction from the 
Screening Committee after the completion of this meeting. 

Jack Cousins commented on a discussion a.t their District Meeting regarding 
Rural Design Grading Costs. It is the opinion of their District that when 
traffic reaches a point where the surfacing changes from gravel to bituminous, 
the increased grading costs should be reflected on the Needs Study., There was 
a comment that the adjustments made in this report on Pages fifteen (15) thru 
twenty-four (24) were intended to remedy arry iniquities that may exist. 

Bill Rice commented that the Right-of-Way costs should be included in the 
County State Aid Highways Needs Study. Gordon Fay agreed lOOT~ and said its 
going to be particula.rly important in future discussions regarding the 62-29-9 
split between the State, Count;:l, and City State Aid Ftmds. He also commented 
that it does not necessarily have to be used for a.p:portionment bu-ti only in 
determining total County State Aid Highway Needs .. 

Leon Johnson presented a letter dated August 16, 1977 regarding Gravel 
Base Unit Prices. Mr. Johnson indicated that due to an oversight, Chisago 
County had a reduction in apportionr.ient during 1977. The oversight was a 
project that was cor-ipleted but not included in the cor.1putations for Chisago 
County's 1976 needs study and was again overlooked until after the June, 1977 
Screening Committee which dealt with the 1977 needs study. Dave Miller indi
cated that because of the lateness of the discovery of the omission, the Re
port did not reflect the chan8e. Mr. Johnson indicated that even though it 
was late, it was not too late to make the correction at this tir.ie so the 
Report could reflect the true needs for Chisago County. 



There being no further discussion, the meeting rec~ssed at 5:30 P.M. 

The meeting reconvened at 9:10 A.M. on Friday, October 28th. 

The meeting opened with a discussion on the project that had been overlooked 
in the computation of the unit prices for Chisago County. Leon Johnson moved, 
Paul Ruud second a motion to include this project in the computations for the 
1978 Apportionment. A vote was taken by secret ballot and there were four (4) 
in favor, four (4) opposed, and one (1) abstained. The motion failed for 
lack of majority. 

The discussion then moved to the FAS Fund Balances and Ben Beauclair moved, 
and 11ike Kaczrowski second, that the Cook County letter of request be accepted 
as justification and the FAS Fund Balance Deduction not be made. The motion 
carried by a five (5) to three {3) hand vote. 

A motion by Jack Cousins, second by Ben Beauclair, that Freeborn County's 
letter be accepted as justification and the FAS Fund Balance Deduction not be 
made. Motion carried by nine (9) to zero (o) hand vote. 

Ade Andert moved, and Bob Ellestad second a motion to deny the Hennepin, 
Pine and Ramsey County requests of waiver the FAS Fund Balance Deduction. Motion 
carried on a six (6) to three (3) hand vote. 

Jack Cousins moved and Paul Ruud second a motion to take individual votes 
on each of the three remaining counties - Hennepin, Pine arid Ramsey. A motion 
carried five (5) to three (3) hand vote. 

A motion by Paul Ruud, second by Leon JoJ.,..nson, to accept the Hennepin 
County letter as justification 8.J.~d not apply the FAS Fund Balance Deduction. 
The motion failed by a three (3) to six (6) hand vote. 

Jack Cousins moved, Ben Beauclair second, a motion that Pine County's 
letter of ,justification be accepted and they not receive the FAS Fund Balance 
Deduction. The motion failed by a four (4) to five (5) hand vcte. 

A motion by Ade Andert, second by Jack Cousins, to deny the reques·t for 
justification from Ramsey County and the FAS Fund Balance Deduction be made. 
The motion carried by nine (9) to zero (0) hand vote. 

A motion by Jack Cousins, second by Paul Ruud, to change the wording in 
the Screening Con~ittee Resolution dealing with restriction of 25 Year Construction 
Needs increases shown on Page five (5). In the last sentence the word "increase" 
will be revised to read "change", thereby eliminating the need for interpretation 
by the State Aid Office. Motion carried by a. nine (9) to zero (o) hand vote. 

Ade Andert moved and Bill Rice second a motion to deny a request from 
Cook County to waive the Cou..'Ylty State Aid Construction Fund Balance Needs 
Deduction. The Sc~eening ComIT1ittee Resolution adopted in July 1976 is specific 
and should be adhered to as in the past. The motion carried by a eight (8) to 
one (1) hand vote. 

The next item is Mileage Requests on Pages fifty (50) thru seventy (70) 
in the Screening Com:nittee Report and· after a brief discussion a secret ballot 
was taken on each of the five (5) mileage requests. The outcome of the 
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balloting is as follows: 

Hubbard County - eight (8) approve, one (1) deny - request granted. 
Lake of the Wood.s County - one (1) approve, eight (8) deny 

request denied .. 
Pipestone County - two (2) approve, seven (7) deny - request denied. 
St.' Louis County - one (1) apprcve, eight (8) deny - request denied. 
Watonwg,n County - eight (8) approve, one (1) deny - req_uest approved. 

Gordon Fay noted that possibly the Screening Committee could assist St. Louis 
County in obtaining outside funding to construct the 10.8 miles entrance to 
Voyager Park. The alternatives discussed were a State Grant from the General 
Fund, a Special Grant from Federal Funding or to change the boundaries of the 
park to include the entrance route. Ben Beauclair moved, and Paul Ruud second 
a motion to send two Screening Committee Resolutions, one to our State Legis
lators and a second to our Congressman in 1.vashington, D.C. requesting special 
funding for tho improvement of this route. The motion carried unani!Tiously and 
it was decided that :Ben Beauclair will draft the resolutions and su.b!_i:ti t to the 
committee members for review and approval. 

Ben Beauclair moved, Ade Andert second a, motion to set aside an amount 
not to exceed one quarter of one percent of the 1977 CSAH Apportionment from 
the 1978 Apportionrr:ent Fund and credit it to the Research Accou__n.t. The motion 
carried unanimously. 

Bob Ellestad moved and Ben Beauclair second a motion to request the Sub
Committee to study the traffic count frequency and explore the possibility of 
reducing the frequency to three ( 3) years. Ifotion carried unanimously. 

Bill Rice moved and Bob Ellestad second 2, motion to req_uest the Sub
Committee to study Right-of-Way Costs and their inclusion in the Needs Stud.y. 
The results of their study should be reported to the Spring Screening Committee 
Meeting. Motion carried unanimously. 

Jack Cousins moved and Paul Ruud second a motion requesting the Sub
Committee to study the feasibility and impact of reflecting increased g~ading 
costs in the needs study when new traffic counts change the proposed design. 
Motion carried unanimously. The Question of priorities for the Sub-Committee 
came up and it was decided that of the three requests, the Right-of-Way in
formation should get first priority. 

Ben Beauclair moved and Bill Rice second a motion to accept and approve 
the Needs and Mileage Report as discussed at this meeting and submit a 
recommendation to the Corri_rriissioner of Transportation that this report be used 
in determining the 1978 Apportionments. The motion carried. 

Bill Rice requested the reconsideration of an earlier action regarding unit 
price co:rnputation3 for Chisago Cotmty. This was determined not to be inappro::p::-iate 
in that Hr. Rice bad not voted in favor of the motion on the previous vote. Er. :2ice 
moved and Ben Beauclair second a motion to include the overlooked project in 
Chisago County in the computation for the 1978 allocation. The motion carried by 
a five (5) to four (4) vote. 



MINUTES OF THE CSAH GENERAL SUBCOMJ.v1ITTEE MEETING 

December 21, 1977 

The meeting convened at 10:00 A.M. in Room G-4 of the Transporta
tion Building, Saint Paul. 

Members present: 

Ervie Prenevost, Chairman - Scott County 
Walt Benson - Carlton County 
Hershel Koenig - Faribault County 

Others present were Roy Hanson, Bill Strand, Ken Hoeschen, Diane 
Gould, and Rich Peterson. 

Right of Way needs was the first topic discussed. It was pointed 
out that Right of Way costs are not an "Apportionment Needs!i item. The 
costs that are presently being used in the needs study were reported in 
1969. A motion was made by Walt Benson, seconded by Hershel Koenig that 
each county update their Right of Way costs using the same format as was 
previously used - on a segment by segment basis either by cost per acre 
or lump sum or both. Motion carried. 

The Needs Unit will be sending each county a segment listing to 
accomplish this.update sometime in 1978. 

A suggestion was made to make sure that after each Spring meeting, 
the new appointee to the General Subcommittee is informed as to when his 
term begins. There had been a misunderstanding this past year as to 
when the new chairman assumes his duties. Each new term begins after 
the Spring meeting. 

The General Subcommittee turned to the unit price determination 
procedure. It was decided to look into this when the new 5 year average 
unit price study is completed. In the meantime, Chairman Prenevost will 
contact Paul Ruud, Chairman of the Screening Committee, for further in
formation on what direction the Screening Committee wants the General 
Subcow.mittee to take on this matter. It was suggested that the Needs 
Unit send out the trial 1978 CSAH Rural Design Gravel Base Unit Prices 
Map to all county engineers immediately after the General Subcommittee 
makes it's recommendations instead of waiting for the Spring Book to be 
completed. This will allow all counties sufficient time to review their 
recommended unit prices and for discussion with their Screening Com
mittee representative, perhaps at a district meeting. 

A discussion was held concerning Urban Design Grading Costs. It 
was decided to wait until information can be obtained as to the impact 
of using cubic yard quantities and costs instead of costs per mile in 
the needs study. 
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Rural Design Grade Widening needs will be looked into at a later 
meeting when information already obtained by the Needs Section could 
be examined. 

A list of items included in the Trunk Highway, CSAH, and MSAS 
Needs studies was given to the General Subcommittee for their informa
tion and possible further analysis. 

The Screening Committee had suggested at the Fall meeting to 
look into a change in traffic counting cycles. The Subcommittee de
cided to discuss the feasibility of a change at a later date with 
DOT traffic counting personnel. 

The last topic to be brought up was revising Rural Design com
plete grading costs when new traffic counts indicate a change in pro
posed design. This will also be discussed at a later meeting. 

The meeting adjourned at 12:30 P.M. 

Re~~pec~fu.~rl.y 
1
Submitted, . 

. r.', ,· , . 
•~ \.,.I I 

Rich Peterson 
Acting Secretary 



MINUTES OF THE CSAH GENERAL SUBCOMMITTEE MEETING 

May 1, 1978 

The meeting was called to order at 10:00 A.M. on Monday, May 1, 1978. 

Members present: Ervie Prenevost, Chairman - Scott County 
Walt Benson Carlton County 
Hershel Koenig Faribault County 

Others present were Gordon Fay, Roy Hanson, Bill Strand, Warren Gerber, 
Ken Hoeschen, and Rich Peterson. 

The meeting began with Warren Gerber reporting on the feasibility of a 
4-year traffic counting cycle to replace the present 6-year cycle. With 
the seven rural districts being contacted, it was the general consensus 
that a 4-year cycle would require more full-time people, more equipment 
and more vehicles. It would increase costs by at least 50%. The Sub
committee recommended to accept the report and to continue the 6-year 
cycle, as the 4-year cycle would not be economically possible at this 
time. Motion by Benson, seconded by Koenig. Motion carried. 

Concerning right-of-way needs reporting, the Subcommittee recommended 
that each county receive a listing of segments where a need for additional 
right-of-way requirements has been reported. A directive from the State 
Aid Office would indicate the importance of the update of this right-of
way reporting. Motion by Koenig, seconded by Benson. Motion passed. 

The Rural Design Grade Widening Study was originally brought up in 1975. 
Because of the unsettled situation concerning the rural design complete 
grading cost study, no changes were made in the widening segments at that 
time. The Subcommittee recommends that the Screening Committee pursue the 
study again. They also recommend that the costs be resubmitted and re
viewed because they are no longer up to date as a result of the traffic 
factor changes. Motion by Benson, seconced by Koenig. Motion passed. 

The next item for discussion concerned the proposed urban design segments 
with complete grading needs. In the M.S.A.S. needs study, a unit price 
per cubic yard is applied to the appropriate quantity in the Urban Design 
Quantity Table to arrive at a complete grading cost. Cost per mile figures 
for grading are not allowed. Presently, some of the C.S.A.H. proposed 
urban design grading needs are computed using costs per mile as reported 

'by the county engineers. The Subcommittee recommended using the M.S.A.S. 
procedure on all applicable segments. Motion by Benson, seconded by Koenig. 
Motion passed. 

Rural Design Gravel Base Unit Prices were discussed next. Inequities in 
the present resolution for determining those prices were reviewed. A mo
tion by Koenig, seconded by Benson that the following recommendation be 
made for determining Rural Design Gravel Base Prices: 
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A. If a county has 50,000 tons of gravel base material in the 
1973-77 five year average unit price study, the 1973-77 or 
current five year average unit price for gravel base is 
used. 

B. If a county has less than 50,000 tons of gravel base ma
terial in their current five year average unit price study, 
the gravel base price will be based on an averase of the 
surrounding counties which do have 50,000 tons of gravel 
base material in the current five year average unit price 
study. This new price cannot vary from last years needs 
study unit price by more than the percentage difference 
between this year's statewide 5 year average unit price 
and last year's statewid(e 5 year aver9e unit price. For 
1978 the range would be $1.96 - $1.84 or+ 7%. 

$1. 84 -

The Subcommittee then reviewed data in reference to the other rural design 
unit prices plus those for urban design, miscellaneous items, bridges and 
railroad crossing protection. 

The rural design subbase unit price is established at $0.09 less than each 
county's gravel base unit price. This would be the same as th2 statewide 
five year average difference between the two. This procedure is also rec
ommended for establishing the gravel surface and shouldering unit prices. 

The recommendation for establishing unit prices for rural design bituminous 
surface 2331, 2341, 2351 was to compute a four year (1974-1977) statewide 
average unit price for each of the items ($10.38, $12.11, $19.87 respec
tively) and then adding the increment between each of these and the five 
year statewide average unit price for gravel base ($1.96) to each county's 
individual gravel base unit price. To be consistent with last year, the 
rural design bituminous base 2331 unit price would be established at $1.00 
less than the rural design bituminous surface 2331 unit price. 

In determining the rural design concrete surface unit price, it is recommended 
that a 6% inflationary figure ($0.55) over last years price of $9.12 be 
used. Therefore, the difference between the $9.67 and the five year state
wide average gravel base unit price ($1.96) will be added to each county's 
rural design gravel base .unit price to determine each county's rural design 
concrete surface 2301 unit price. 

Motion by Koenig, seconded by Benson to approve all unit prices as recommended 
for Rural Design. Motion carried. 

The C.S.A.H. urban design grading price will be based on the M.S.A.S. Sub
committee's recommendation of $2.25 per cubic yard. 

The Subcommittee recommended that the M.S.A.S. Subcommittee's recommended 
urban design unit prices be used as a basis for the C.S.A.H. urban design 
unit prices. Therefore, the urban design unit prices recommended by the 
M.S.A.S. Subcommittee will be used as the statewide average of the C.S.A.H. 
urban design unit prices. The increments between these prices and the C.S.A.H. 



statewide average rural design gravel base unit price ($1.96) will be 
added to each county's recommended rural design gravel base unit price 
to arrive at the urban design unit prices for each county. To be con
sistent with rural design unit prices, the bituminous base 2331 unit 
price will.be $1.00 less than the bituminous surface 2331 unit price. 
Motion by Koenig, seconded by Benson. Motion carried. 

It was recommended that all miscellaneous unit prices be established 
for the c.s.A.H. needs study the same as those recommended by the 
M.S.A.S. Subcommittee. Motion by Koenig, seconded by Benson. Motion
carried.

Concerning bridges, a recommendation was made to use last year's unit 
prices. The State Aid Office will be conducting a study in the near 
future on bridge costs, which should provide updated information on 
cost increases for future unit price determination. 

The Subcommittee recommended to use statewide averages for railroad 
crossing protection unit prices. These will be presented at the 
Screening Committee meeting. Motion by Benson, seconded by Koenig. 
Motion passed .. 

A brief discussion was held concerning trunk highway turnback mainten
ance allotments. In the past, these figures were simply added to the 
total apportionment of a county and distributed as the rest of the 
apportionment (60 percent to construction and 40 percent to maintenance). 
The Subcommittee was informed that with the revision of the "Highway 
Rules", the entire turnback maintenance allotment could be included in 
the -""'ntena�ce part of a county's apportionment/ as was originally in-
tt.. Th� .::1bcommittee agreed that this procedure should be followed 
and will make th�t recommendation to the Screening Committee. 

Meeting adjourned at 2:45 P.M. 

Respectfully submitted, 

J);.11 ()n�
wJl��-

'Rich Peterson 
Acting Secretary 
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