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1979 COUNTY SCREENING COMMITTEE DATA 
JUNE, 1979 

Introduction 

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

lish unit prices to be used in the 1979 C~unty State Aid Highway Needs Study, 

to review and give approval or denial to the additional mileage requests in­

cluded in this booklet, and to review the results of studies previously 

requested by the Screening Committee. 

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

study current, we have removed the 1973 construction projects and added the 

1978 construction projects. Tlie abstracts of bids on all rural design State 

Aid and Federal Aid projects, let from 1974 through 1978, are the source of 

information for compiling the data used for computing the recommended 1979 

rural design unit prices. The gravel base unit price data obtained from the 

1978 projects was transmitted ta each county engineer for his approval. Any 

necessary corrections or changes received from the county engineers were made 

prior to the Subcommittee's review and recommendation. 

Urban design projects are included far Hennepin and Ramsey counties be­

cause rural design construction is such a minor part of their construction 

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

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

bituminous base projects in the unit price study, we have converted the proj­

ect quantities and costs ta standard design quantities and costs such as sub­

base, gravel base, etc. 

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

prices was transmitted to each county engineer immediately after the Subcom­

mittee's meeting. 

Minutes of the Subcommittee meeting held April 20, 1979 are included in 

the "Reference Material" section of this report. Walt Benson, Chairman of the 

General Subcommittee, will attend the Screening Committee meeting to review 

and expla:in their recommendations. -l.-
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19?9 COUNTY SCREENING COMMITTEE DATA 
JUNE, 19?9 

Price Trends of C.S.A.H. Rural Design Unit Prices 
(Based on State Averages from 1960-19?8) 

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 2351-2361 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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PRICE TREND OF C.S.A.H. RURAL DESIGN UNIT PRICES FDR·SUBBASE - 2211 CLASS J & 4 
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1960 3,144,061 $2,837,956 

1961 2,447,233 2,243,086 

1962 3,418,509 3,172,018 

1963 2,823,1,62 2,777,800 

1964 2,614,863 2,490,391 
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PRICE TREUD OF c.s.A.H. RURAL DESIGN UNIT PRICES llOR GRAVEL BASE - 2211 CLASS 5 & 6 
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PRICE TREND OF c.s.A.H. RURAL DESIGN UNIT PRICES JroR BITUMINOUS~. ~}1 
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1962 344,627 1,850,079 

1963 316,721 1,749,315 

1964 434,264 2,384,432 

1965 471,875 2,574,599 

1966 548,675 3,079,321 

1967 567,705 3,037,165 

1968 803,280 4,526,105 

1969 1,372,351 7,730,513 

1970 1,367,874 8,599,817 
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1972 1,471,537 10,158,546 

1973 1,617,830 11,810,186 

1974 1,139,037 12,383,193 
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PRICE TREND OF C.S·.A.H. RURAL DESIGN" UNIT PRICES FOR BIT. SURFACE - 2fil 
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PRICE TREND OF c.s.A.H. RURAL DESIGN illHT PRICES IDR BIT. SURFACE - 2351-2361 
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PRICE THEND OF C.S.A.H. RURAL DESIGN UNIT PRICES FOR GRAVEL SURF~C__E_~ 2l.la 
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1960 429,626 I 412,503 

1961 368,190 373,178 

1962 433,63□ 457,164 

1963 539,226 570,336 

1964 437,939 463,693 

1965 653,729 701,383 

1966 717,918 806,694 

1967 741,724 871,701 

1968 610,839 751,467 

1969 577,092 775,762 

1970 490,061 728,963 

1971 459,593 733,025 

1972 492,030 773,279 

1973 459,436 747,360 

1974 337,805 601,285 

1975 371,96] 684,525 

1976 302,814 656,844 
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PRICE TREND OF c.s.A.H. RURAL DESIGN UNIT PRICES FOR GRAVEL SHOULDERS - 2221 
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14,420 

15,148 

23,645 

61,657 

101,044 

114,449 

242,260 

317,896 

386,386 

510,407 

518,0lJ 

578,640 • 

648,058 
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649,216 

617,397 

748,028 

£Q§l 

s 18,807 

24,435 

34,626 

68,849 

146,572 

l??,881 

343,175 

412,434 
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1979 C.S.A.H. Rural Design Gravel Base Unit Price Data 

Copies of the following map were sent to each county engineer imme­
diately 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 1978 C.S.A.H. needs study gravel 
base unit price, the gravel base data in the 1974-1978 five year 
average unit price study for each county, and a recommended gravel 
base unit price for use in the 1979 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 April 20, 1979 meeting: 

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

If a county has less than 50,000 tons of gravel base 
material in their 5 year average unit price study but 
has over 50,000 tans of Subbase material in their 5 year 
average unit price study, the gravel ~ase unit price 
would then be established by adding $0.Dl which is the 
statewide increment between subbase and gravel base ta 
that county's five year average subbase unit price. 

If a county has less than 50,000 tons of subbase or 
gravel base in their 1974-1978 5 year average unitprice 
study, then a gravel base unit price is arrived at by 
using the average unit price of the surrounding counties 
that have more than 50,000 tons of gravel base in their 
5 year average unit price 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. Therefore, these prices were determined using 
either the second or third part of the procedure above. Walt 
Benson, the Subcommittee Chairman, will attend the Screening 
Committee meeting to discuss their recommendations. 
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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 1978 

C.S.A.H. and H.S.A.S. needs studies, the 1974-1978 five year average unit 

prices (based on actual projects on each system) and the unit prices recom­

mended by the respective Subcommittees for use in the 1979 needs studies. 

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

Subcommittee at their meeting April 20, 1979. Minutes of this meeting are 

included in the "Reference Material" portion of this booklet. 





Construction Item 

1979 COUNTY SCREENING COMMITTEE DATA 
JUNE, 1979 

c.s.A.H. - M.S.A.S. UNIT PRICE COMPARISON 
(Based on State Averages) 

1978 Need$ Studies 1974-1978 1979 M.s.A.s.l 
c.s.A.H. M.S.A.S. M.S.A.S. Unit Price 
(Average) (Same for 5-Year Rec~m~end:d 

1

. 

All Cities) Average Dy 1'-1.::;.A.S. 
Subcommittee 

1974-1978 
c.s.A.H. 
5-Year 
Ave r,'lgc• 

1979 C.S.A.H. 
Unit Price 
Recommended 
Hy c.s.A.H. 
Subcommittee 

i 

!================t+==========a::=====tt======f==========tt======~ . _____ _ 
Rural Desi~n 

Subbase 2211 Class 3 & 4/ton 
Gravel Base 2211 Class 5 & 6/ton 
Bi . Base 2331/ton 
Bit. Surface 2331/ton 
Bit. Surface 2341/ton 
Bit. Surface 2351-2361/ton 
Concrete Surface 2301/sq. yd. 
Gravel Surface 2118/ton ---
Gravel Shoulders 2221/ton 

$ 1.87 
1.96 
9.38 

10.38 
12 .11 
19.87 
9.67 
L92 
2.29 

SAME -
-

AS 
... 
-

URBAN -
-

DESIGN --
$2.25 -

SAME $ 2 .11 
2.12 

AS 10.70 
10.70 

UR.BAN 12 .41 
19 .. 90 

DESIGN 7.45 
2.17 

$2..50 2.50 

G.(2 - ,,..-11 _lJ 4\..._J 

,-. -t c·c,, 
\_:')-, , , ._.) 0 

6-. B5)3 
6·. + Jo.:J..~t 
G-. + 17 178 
,..-, 0 · Q C", b- o. T o, -:J,;;1---
, .. , n· c::: 
l:Y· j_j, t- o.o J 

G.13 -r 0,33 

------~--------H-----1----+-----t----711-----r-----7 
Urban Desis_n 

Grading/Cubic Yard 
Subbase 2211 Class 3 & 4/ton 
Gravel Base 2211 Class 5 & 6/ton 
Bit. Base 2331/ton 
Bit. Surface 2331/ton 
Bit. Surface 2341/ton 
Bit. Surface 2351-2361/ton 
Concrete Surface 2301/sq. yd. 

~isc. 

Storm Sewer-Complete/mile 
Storm Sewer-Partial /mi lA 

~idewalk Construction/sq. yd. 
Curb &: Cutter Conetruction/lin. ft. 
Tree Removal/tree 
Sidewalk Removal/sq. yd. 
Curb & Gutter Removal/Un. ft. 
Concrete Pavement Removal/sq. yd. 

$ 2.25 
2 .50 
3~30 

11.00 
12~00 
13.50 
20 .. 50 
12~50 

$140,000 
43,000 

9.50 
'• ,00 

80 .. 00 
2.50 
,l,50 
3.00 

$ 2.25 
2.50 
3.30 

12.00 
12.00 
13.50 

. 20 .50 
12.50 

$140,000 
43t000 

9.50 
I+ .00 

80.00 
2.50 
1.50 
3.00 

$ 

$ 

-
2.61 
3-.03 

10.57 
10.57 
12.26 
19.91 
12.31 

--
8.50 
3.50 

82.66 
2.09 
1.19 
2.59 

$ 2.50 
3.25 
3 .50 

13.00 
13.00 
14.50 
21.50 
14.00 

$154,000 
48;000 

10.50 
,~ .50 

100.00 
3.00 
1.50 
3.25 

-
... 
-
-
---
-

~·:).So 
G./3. -t- (,t3 
G.6 + 1-3'3 
(:_'j. 0. /0· 89:> 
6. /3 + f 0, 815 
G.B f;J. 
6 6 1 /9,3'3 
G. 6 1- I /.8'6 

$154/-~0 

Joo.oo 
3.oo 
I, 

3d25' 

~ II I II Ii:~;~~) II 1~~~cN) 
0-79 $32 .SO - 0 JLICJ 
80-149 33.25 _ - r 

s 

0-399 Feet Long/sq. ft. 
400-599 Feet Long/sq. ft. 
600-399 Feet Long/sq. ft. 

$30.00 $30.00 -
35.00 35.00 -

900 Feet & I~nger/sq~ ft. 
Widening/8q. ft. 
RR over Highway-1 track/lin. fL 
Each Add.-Track/lin. ft. 

Railrdad Protection 

Signs 
Si ls-1 Track or low speed trains 

ls·•HulL track or high speed 
trains 

Signals & Gates 

$ 

40.00 
55.00 
70.00 
2,250 
1,750 

200 
50.,000 

75,000 
75 ,,)00 

L1rO .00 
55.00 
70.00 
2,250 
1,750 

I 
$ 200 

II 50;000 

I 75,000 
II 75,000 

-
-
-
--

- l -
-

l -

150-499 .oo 
500+ 46 .60 

$ 

75.00 
2,250 
1,750 

2.00 
50 000 

80,000 
90,000 

r' -

II 
-
-

II 
--

I 

/5o~ 4qq 
5Co+ 

·76.oO 
(;z .J, 50 

I 

I, -1 

---

,;too 
0 

80,000 
C/ 0/::JOQ 

j 

I 
I 
I 
I 

~Tlt,- ()r"('t"<·,'{Ji~-1\,'i'--f"'\ () D ·, -,). r-:"r·,"' 1\\- - t:. n (.: . ...., V r-, ' t-,, I V l) I::, !J i\ th_{--, :__ L (:~ s CT I ,:.i--) \)CL . 

'5ASE" U,\JrT Pi?.1CE !=oR,.., 6 A<~H t Di\JI OuAL Cou~n-y 
f $ 0-H Ow tv O Iv -r HE ST:P1TE: fvl ft{) FCX.J) C£.lT A-J 

G Jj. - '"'THE R.uR.ltL DE'StGtJ GIZFtUt:L. l)ASf: Ut-J1T Pr:?..tcE· 
AS ~;;ilOW!'-.> ().~ -n-JE' ,S'TATE MAP 
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1979 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, 
st·,1te 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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l.979 COUNTY SCREENING CCMIITI'EE DATA 

Risto!):'. of C.S.A.H. Additional. Mileage Reguests 
A:e:eroved by The 

County Engineer's Scr een ing Committee 

':.'otal 
1vlileagc 

1960 1961 1962 1963 1964 1965 1966 1967 1968 1969 19 70 1971 1972 1973 1974 1976 
heques Lr'1 

1958 1959 1975 1977 197a & Approv•>d 
To Da t<" j 

5 .60 
u . 10 I 

0 1 Aitkin o. 50 I 
02 Anoka 1. 33 0.71 2.011 I 
0 3 Becker 5 .90 4. 17 10.07 

1 
04 Beltrami 2 . 54 4.30* 0.51 0. 18 0 .16 7 . 6') 

05 Benton o.66 1. 40* 1.12 . 3. 1a 

o6 Big Stone 1.40 0 ,16 1.56 

07 Blue Earth 4 . 75* 7.10* 3. 44 0 . 25 15. 54 

I 
08 Brown 3.00 0.81 3.63 o. i 3 7-57 
09 Carlton 3 . 62 3 . 62 

10 Carver 1.55 0.94 0 ,48 2 . 97 

I 
11 Cass 7 .40 0.50 7 .90 
12 Chippewa 14.00 1. 00 15.00 

13 Chisago 1.0 4 1. 20 1.00 3.21, 

I 
14 Clay 0.06 0.21 0.91 o.82 0. 10 2.10 

15 Cl earwater 0 .30* 1.00 1. JC, 

16 Cook 3.60 \ . GO 

I 
17 Cottonwood 3.00 0.37 1. 80 1.10 0.20 f, .4'( 

18 Cr ow Wing 1. 50 9.70* 1.80 1 >.J,) 

19 Dakota 1. 25 o.4o* 0.07 2.40 11.l" 

20 Dodge 
7 . 40* 21 Douglas 3 . 25 1-J. (,:) 

I 

22 Faribaul t 0 .08 0 . 29 1.20 1.,7 

I 23 Filllllore 1.12 l. lc 

24 Freeborn 0.05 0 . 90 0 . 65 
I 

l.t,:: 

25 Goodhue 0 .08 I 
G. Oc 

26 Grant 5, 30 0. 12 5 .lt,' 
27 Hennepin 0,80 3 . 70 0.19 0.05 4 -7 

28 Houston 0. 12 O.lc: 

29 Hubbard 0.60 1. 25 0 .26 0.06 tM 
30 Isanti 1.00 0.06 o. 74 

31 Itasca 
. _J . -

j 32 Jackson 0 . 10 
- I .J. 1 J 

33 Kanabec -
I -

34 Kand iyohi L_ 0.44 J.1,11 

- 6 .60* 
_J ,-,.( ) 

35 Kittson -L -
J 

36 Koochi ching 0 . 50 7.67* 1.10 
-1 - r - - •. I 

I 

I 
-~--

37 Lac ~ui Parle 1.70 0.23 J. .J 

3t' Lake 0. 20* 3 .04 1. 58 o . 56 •; . j~ 

39 Lake of the Woois o.46 0.10 o. 33 I 
).e•·, 

40 Le Sueur 2 .70 0.0E I 1. C -{ 

41 Lincoln 4.oo* 0 .82 0.83 0 . 90 I. " 
42 Lyon 2.00 I 

1 
?, ·, 

43 McLeoi 0.09 0.50 I .'lJ 

44 Mabnomen 1. 00 o . 42 I • • I 

45 Marshall 15.00* l.OC 
I li. , i.._)l 

I 
I 

1 46 Mar tin 1.28 0.24 l. 

u7 Meeker o.eo r_ ._,.. 

I 

I I 1. ,, 

4f Mille Lacs r • 7I, . r 
I 

j_ 

4:, Morrison I -

:,C Mower 0,50 2.J\j 6 .1e* 0 .15 2. 53 1.1;, 
1..~ I 

I 
51 M•.1rr,sy \,..c-\., ~ .4, '-'• . u.2--) 

- -~-
I 

l. -
SL· Nl c,llet I 
;; ~ocles 13. 41 0.30 .11 . - • I 

54 Nor man o.41 O.'}CJ I 
7 ,77* 

--

' 
-

55 Olmstei 3.00 2 .00 2 . 55 I 
J'-. 

5f: Otte, Tail _,)( 

57 Peonington o.84 ). ~ 

- -
58 Pine 9 . 25 )· 

59 Pipestooe 0.50 Jo 

60 Polk 4 .00 0 . 55 LOO l•I. 

- - -
61 Pope 0.50 1.13 2 .00 1. 20 ;J . b 

62 Ramsey 6 .16 2.76 o . 53* 0.67 0 .21 o . 4o 'l .7 

63 Rei Lake 0 .50 ( ,r 

64 Red,mod 2.30 l.ll J . 'I 1 
65 Renville -
66 Ri ce 1.70 1.7) 

67 Rock 0.50 - -
6E' Roseau 1.00 2.20 2 . 00 1.60 

'l . 50 

69 St . Louis 4 , 83* 1. 10* 3.43* 
-l__ 6 .b(' 

1.50 0.25 0 . 03 1.00 7,00 - 19 . 11.t 

70 Scott 7 . 65* 1. 00 2.50 0.04 0 . 90 3. 51 1.07 0 .5 7 
71 Sherburne 2.92 2.50 

17 . 24 
5 . 42 

72 Sibley 0 . 50 1. 00 1.50 

73 Stearns o.oe 0.57 0. 13 
74 Steel e 0 . 78 0 . 50 0 . 27 

3 . ) 4 . 66 

75 Stevens 1. 00 1.5;, 

' 1.00 

76 Swift 0.78 0 . 78 77 Todd 1.40* 0c-5...Q__ 
7E Traverse 0.20 ----- -·-- - - - - 1. ~~) 

0.07 0.49 o. /t. 
79 Waba sha o. 43* 0 .10 eo Wadena 0 .20 o. 7 3 
81 •.r, eca 4 . 10 o .43 

-
0 .1.4 4 , t-'I 

82 Washington 1.80 * 
0.53* 

83 Watonwan 
o.4o 2 . 7, 

84 Wilkin 
o . o4 0,08 0 .12 

) -

85-=Winona 3 . 70* 3.70 

I 
86 Wr i ght o.45 r 7.IH, 

87 Yellow Medi c ine I 0,45 
1. 39 1.39 

TOTALS 16 .60 39.48 65 .09 45. 79 19 . 71 40 . 38 19. 55 25.14 30.17 12 . 16 ll .21. 8. 37 5.38 11. 38 3,34 6.08 1.85 1. 61 1 . .:l'' 0.50 4.15 369, 33 
* Some Trunk Highway Turnback Mi leage - --- - -- -----
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MN/ro·r 307 sa < 4-n) UHEE.SOTA DEPAlTHSNT OF T.~Ld..t\SPOffL~TION 
:t.S(.U~ST F0:1 STATE AID DCSIGNATION 

JATE 

TO 

F10H 

SUBJt~GT: 

~lc/2~1 
Local load Studies Engineer t IC , (! [ It~c ~" /.€lat1<29:1/ District State Aid Engineer 

Recuest for Preliminary Approva .for .i1eview 
(l;JJJ.ai cipalltj') (County) of " 

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

a revision to the fy!Sii.SJ (GSIJ-I) system. It is recommended that this 
revision be (..-ipproved) E.Jerr!t!&.). 

Tl1i s I)roposed ne.T,J State Aid route meets the following criteria (indicated 
by an 11 :·:11 ) necessary for designation: 

·~. S.A. H. c:nn:.UA 

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

D and connects tovms, cmTuuunities, sl-dpping points and markets vTithin a 
county or in adjacent counties; 

~..Q.!. provides access to rural churches, schools, community meetin;; halls, 
l,0', industrial areas, state institutions and recreational areas; 

D 
D 
D 

.2!. serves as a princiµal rural mail route and school bus route; 

and occurs at a reasonable interval consistent with the density of 
population; 

and provides an integrated and. coordinated highway system----------­
----------------- consistent with traffic denands. '--------------~---------------~·~-----·. ·--·-······ ···•-·•··--··•· 

D 
D 
D 

________ .......,..._...~. ,.._,,........., __ .. ,_~ ... -
M.S.A.S. C~ITZ~IA 

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

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

and provides an integrated street syste.rn affording i:-:ithin practical limits 
a State-Aid street network consistent with traffic c:!21nonds • 

PA .. A .A~ 

........... ~ ___ ...._._ ...... ~ ... ...._ _____ .........,_ ___ __ 

co1,rr~rz1~ .. 1, s : ~~ , •• 1 

J.K.:OHHSND ZD ii.PP :~01.:~ 0.'1 !)ENIAL: 
Local ~oad Studies 2ngineer Date 

ri.l'P10'/W O:l D2NIZD: 
State Aid 2ngineer Date 

.15., 
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DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPOR1ATION 
320 Washington Av. South 
Hopkins, Minnesota 55343 

HENNEPIN I ' 

935-3381 

- I 

~\ 
\ '-· -

- ,.,,-•· I 
,.,,,,-\,--.,.,. 

-· 

\ ... ,.~;' \ 

__ . .- .,,,,/- _ _,, 

--· I 
_ .......... \ 

~ \ 
_,,~\ 

' ~- ~' 
/ 

January 15, 1979 ,,,~_;.,. .,. / ,/ •• ~\ 
~ -- ~_,,/ ·, \ ___ v -, 

_.,..,,. ___ ,,,.,.-\;...-·'\_ .. :. --

Mr. Charles E. Weichselbaum 
District State Aid Engineer 
District 5 
Minnesota Department of Transportation 
2055 North Lilac Drive 
Golden Valley, MN 55422 

Dear Mr. Weichselbaum: 

-----

--­~----...... ----

RE: Request for Add·ition to Hennepin County's State Aid Highway System 

The Hennepin County Board of Commissioners has been requested by the Minne­
sota Department of Natural Resources (DNR) pursuant to Minnesota Statutes 
162.06, Subdivision 5, to designate portions of Bloomington Road and Minne­
haha Avenue, within Fort Snelling State Park, as a County State Aid Highway 
(CSAH). The DNR request, dated December 11, 1978, is attached. 

The Hennepin County Board of Commissioners passed Resolution Number 78-12-
1353 directing the Hennepin County Department of Transportation to take 
actions to comply with the DNR request. A copy of this resolution and a 
map of the proposed CSAH 204 designation are attached. 

We, therefore, request approval of the designation, as CSAH 204, of Minne­
haha Avenue from Taylor Avenue to Bloomington Road, and Bloomington Road 
from Minnehaha Avenue to the first exit ramp intersection from Minnesota 
Trunk Highway 5. 

The proposed addition of CSAH 204 will result in an increase of 0.52 miles 
to the County's State Aid system. 

Please review this request, and if it is in order, transmit to the State 
Aid office for processing through the Screening Committee. 

/) 
Sincrreli 

a; Cee, P.E. 
Asso iate County Administrator 
and aunty Engineer 
AJL/DBM: bg 
Attachment 
cc: Erv Prenevost 

Joseph N. Alexander, DNR HENNEPIN COUNTY 
an equal opportunity employer 



PROPOSED DESIGNATION CSAH 204 

■ ■■ DENOTES CSAH 204 

1111111111 DENOTES STATE PARK BOUNDARY 
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PHONE,--------- file No. 3 5 0 0 

Decer:lber 11, 1978 

Mr.· Art Lee· 
Associate City Administrator and City Engineer 
Public Service Bureau 

?-t.ct.\\l'.J) - p., 

~t.C \\ \~1~ 
. ,: : •,• '• ... :.::·: .li~; \ 

2303A Hennepin County Government Center 
Minneapolis, Minnesota 55487 

Dear Mr. Lee: 

'\'l-•··~'-' ~· . •c. 
i)w,u:J o< "u<;l~ s, 

·under 11innesota Statutes 162.06, Subdi,..1"ision 5, as amended in 1969, 
$200,000 of County State Aid Highway funds are set aside in each 
calendar year for use in the location, relocation, construction, 
·reconstruction, and improvement of roads, included in the County 
State Aid Highway System which provide access to the he.adquarters 

·or principal parking lot located within a State Park. 

This statute further provides that: ''at the request of the Conm1issioner 
of Natural Resources, counties wherein such roads are located 
shall do such work as he map specify and the cnunty shall be reim­
bursed for the reconstruction or improvement from the account set 
aside under this subdivision". Funds for each.of the calendar years 
become available on January 1. 

Pursuant to Section 162.06, Subdivision 5, I h~reby request that 
the He:mepin County Board request to the Commissioner of the Hinnesota 
Department of Transportation (DOT) dcsi~nation·of those portions 
of Bloomington Avenue and Minnehaha Avenue as described; Minnehaha 
Avenue beginning at the intersection with Taylor Avenue, Northwest 
to Bloomington Avenue, thence Northeast on Bloomington Avenue to 
the first exit ramp intersection from Minnesota Highway 5; as an 

·additicn to the Hennepin Co1-111:ty State Aid Highway System .. 

·The balance of Bloomington Avenue running ·southeast from the intersection 
of Minnehaha Avenue to its terminus is also requested to be included 
for transfer to Hennepin County Highway System; however, funds from 
this statute for parkway improvements would not apply to this portion. 

County State Aid Highway designation, funds for construction, and 
designs are subject to the approval of the Commissioner of the 
M~nnesota Department of Transportation. 

Yours very truly; 

M,Cce~ 
Joseph N. Alexander 
Acting Commissioner 

~INA:mmr 
cc: James Harrington, DOT 

- 18- Gord0n Fay. • AN EQUAL OPPORTUNITY EMPLOYER 
Don D. Davison 
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MN/IDT 3075J (4-77) !HNNSSOTA DEPA .. 1.THBNT OF T~l..~~SPOJ.tr~~l'ION 
:tEC~U2ST Fm. STATE AID DESIGNATION 

8AT~ /.-c:?tt?- 72 
TO Local load Studies Engineer 

n.011 J. J?.../. _Ls ""4~ so#' District State Aid Engineer 

SU:BJ!~GT: Recuest for Preliminary Approval for Sy stern i{eview 
(liuniciJ:3al.:e:,-) (County) of __ A __ 'd._~------------

Attached is a request and supporting data for preliminary approval o[ 
a revision to the (~ (CSL,H) system.· It is recorrnnended that this 
revision be (approved) (,J.iaieel). 

Tliis proposed ne,.,1 State Aid route meets the following criteria (indicated 
by an 11::11 ) necessary for designation: 

, \Al M";J Gd ,J $ T' IC '1 C. tt;;i:> c. S.A. H. c:nTZJ.IA 

i@ 

gJ 

I~, 
~ 
@ 

~ 

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

and connects tovms, com.11unities, shipping points and markets ,;.1 it11in a 
county or in adjacent counties; 

.2£:. provides access to rural church:?s, schools, community meetin;; halls, 
industrial areas, state institutions and recreational areas; 

.2£ serves us a principal rural mail route and school bus route; 

and occurs at a reasonable interval consistent with the density of 
population; 

and provides an integrated and coordinated highway system----------­

----------------- consistent with traffic denands. ------------··---~---------~-----~-------------------·-------------............ --~ . .,.,_, •• ....._. __ _....,.,.. __ _ 

M.S.A.S. C~ITZRia 

D 
□ 
□ 

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

and connects tl1e points of major traffic interest T,;rithin an urban municipality; 

~ provides an integrated street system affording i:-rithin practical limits 
a State-Aid street network consistent with traffic c.erno.nds • 

....... --~---....__, .... ..i..., ..... --... - ... __ .._....,.._ ••• _ .. 

C01·11·1Z!-~'"f S : s c:: ~fi:' ,J, +J ~ <:!..cm m , T"'f~ rs l!J:5::_-, J C ~ JZ~u,a~b 

OJ~-~• tJA '1,1 <l J ~.~ 7 !'_a'IL~lf 1 ...) (!F'+¢ '9"S$ C-P :: Ve> OQ7'.,-o,,J , 

-kl~ ~m7 
J.EGOHl·ENDZD APP~~O'/AL o:.t DENIAL: 

Local ~oad Studies Zngineer Date 

rtf P~W'/ZD O~l D2NI::m: 
St~te Aid Zngineer Date 

.. 19-



ADMIN 1000 (Rev. 1/78) STATE OF MINNESOTA 

DEPARTMENT Mn/DOT - Highways 
Bemidji Office Merriorandum 

TO 

FROM 

SUBJECT: 

-20-

William Strand, Coordinator DATE: January 22, 1979 
Transportation svstems Characteristics Section 

Jo R. Je Isaacson , J -~~~ 
District State Aid En;ile~------~ 

Request for Addition to 
Polk County's State Aid Highway System 

PHONE: 755-3808 

Enclosed is a request from Polk County to be brought before 
the Screening Committee to have □ .67 mile added to their 
CSAH Systemo 

The new designation (2o67 miles) is badly needed in Crookston 
because of the increased congestion in the downtown area. At 
the present time it is necessary far all truck traffic on 
T.Ho 2 and T.H. 75 to go through downtown Crookston. Construction 
of the proposed bypass route would relieve much of the congestion 
caused by this traffic. 

Previously the County considered revoking a portion of CSAH 16 
South of Crookston but this would eliminate continuity on the 
Federal Aid System. The County is prepared to revoke the two 
mile segment on CSAH 71, but it is difficult for the County to 
find any other mileage that it could revoke ta gain the additional 
Do6? mile. 

cc: Bo Lieder 
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NJTY HIGHWAY DEPARTMENT 
TH 75 AND CR 233 

CROOKSTON, MINNESOTA 56716 
!JJ BERNARD LIEDER 

HIGMWAY IENGINRl:R 

January 19, 1979 .---. 
0 TELl!l'HONIE 28~-.~~.-2 '.;' 1 

:;_;:,~ 

.' .... 1'>.. •-~=:;'.\ 

Mr. J.R.J. Isaacson 
Director of State Aid Engineer 
Minnesota Department of Transportation 
Bemidji, MN 56601 

; .:.~ 
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'\' ,,)\ 11"":' ,' 

-~·-~,\v •~:·ts.,_..,, 
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___ ,,,.. ............. -

Dear Mr. Isaacson: 

RE: Request for addition to 
Polk County's State Aid 
Highway System 

After many public hearings and informational meetings on a proposed 
by-pass route around Crookston, the Polk County Board of Commissioners 
responded and authorized the necessary actions to implement the design 
and construction of the by-pass. 

Data from the hearings and traffic studies indicate the necessity 
for the by-pass which would carry considerable truck and other vehicular 
traffic from the ·north and west side of Crookston to the industrial area 
in South Crookston consisting of the American Crystal Sugar processing 
plant; J.R. Simplot potato processing plant; Dahlgren Company sunflower 
processing plant; several large grain elevator complexes as Cargill and 
Farmers Elevator Co.~ Red River Alfalfa dehydrating plants; Cargill and 
Fert-L-Flow fertilizer plants and many smaller industries. The present 
route through Crookston is restricted by three 90° turns and several 
traffic control singnals funneled into a single river crossing. The 
problem has increased in scope because of the commercial growth along 
the northern end of the route. These problems did not exist fifteen 
years ago. 

The length of the proposed route is 2.67 miles. The county board 
proposed to revoke existing county-state-aid mileage in the amount of 
2.67 to make an internal exchange of mileage. The mileage proposed to be 
exchanged did not have county-state-aid construction fund expenditires. 
The County Board proceeded to pass the necessary resolutions revoking 
and re-designating these routes and requested concurrence by the State 
Aid Division. This was done in summer of 1978. The State Aid Division 
did not concur in the revokations, specifically the portion in excess 
of 2.0 miles. They will concur in the revokation and re-designation 
of a 2.0 mile portion. We have again reviewed our county-state-aid 
highway system and find that we are unable to trade-off the 0.67 miles. 
Consquently, we are requesting the screening committee to approve an 
addition of 0.67 miles to the system. 



On the enclosed map we have indicated the proposed route, the proposed 
revokation and redesignation of the 2.0 mile portion which requires the 
additional 0.67 miles to provide continuity. 

Traffic studies by Minnesota Department of Transportation indicate a 
traffic forecast of 3230 ADT with 356 HCADT (1995). The proposed road 
does meet the criteria for designation as a county-state a.i.d highway. 

Please review this request, and if it is in order, transmit it to the 
State Aid Office for processing through.the screening committee. 

Sincerely, 

~/--a4 
Bernard Lieder, P.E. 
Polk County Highway Engineer 
Crookston, MN 56716 
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MN/I.OT 30753 (4-77) MINNESOTA DEPAITHENT OF '.C!.l.AN S'i'Ol~T.ii.'rimr 
~U::~UEST F0:1 STATE AID D23IGr:l .. TION 

:)..\T!i: 

TO 

.#c.o/ze 
Local ~oad Studies Zngineer 

F:.WM Gln,er Morru District State Aid Snginaer 

.SUBJECT: :le~_uest for Preliminary Approval fot>2stern,.{2,~:.~ 
(l1unici;,ality) (County) of IA/Q.1",,t12f"'---w•~.-c 

l~ 
,~ 

~ 
~ 
~ 
ti) 

D 
□ 
□ 

Attached is 2 rc0uest and supporting ~ata for prelbainary approval of 
a revision to t!1e (~ (CS.'J{) system. It is recommended that this 
revision be (,1;:,provecl) ()t,t)tn. 

This propos~d new St,'lte Aid route meets the following criteria (indicz.ited 
by an "}:•i) nec~ssary for cesienation: 

c. s ... • ... :r. s.~IT~~1Ii~ 

c~rries rcl,iti,1 ~ly :,~avier traffic volumes or is functional classified as 
collector .or art.:;rial as identifiec on the county's functional plans 

~ conn.;cts toPns, cor:1.11unities, shipping points and markets wit~1in a 
county or in adj~cent counties; 

.Q£. provide~, access to rural churches, schools., coi;1munity maet.:f.n£ halls, 
indust~ial areas, state institutions and recreational areas; 

.££ serves as a principal rural mail route imd school bus routej 

fil.11 occurs nt a reasonable interval consistent with the density of 
por1ulation; 

~ provides an integrc:lted and coordinnted highway system----------­
_______________ ,;._ consistent with traffic demands. 

·---~·-· ·--•.; ........ __ ------------......... ,..........,,...., ... _.~ -
M.s.~.s. C~IT3aIA 

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

and connects the points of m~jor traffic interest ,dthin an urbim municipality; 

and provides an integrated street system affording within practical limits 
a ~tate-Aid street network consi.st8nt wit:h traffic de..r::i.ands. 

crr~li:WTS: ~~:e~o=~ ·~ ~--L:: \ ~~:= 
'-I.e.\- . t= , ~= · ... +2 1-c.. ~ •k-c.L 

·-~---------~----------~-----------------~-----~---------~~---~~---~~:,;:..: ____ ~----~~-----~---~-----
- .. rn-.:;ON1·1ZND~D APl'~~O\f .. ~ o .. ~ nz:nAL: 

Local load Studies Sngineer Date 

&1novw o:.~ n::n:zo: 
5tate ~id Zngineer Date 

.. ...,_; 
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HDGHWAY DEPART~lrlENT 
11660 MYERON RD. N. o STILLWATER, MINNESOTA 55082 
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·-• August 17, 1978 CHAR LES J. SWANSON P.E. 

Mr. Elmer Morris Jr. 
District State Aid Engineer 
Minnesota Department of Transportation 
3485 Hadley Ave. No. ' 
Box 2050 
North St. Paul, Minnesota 55109 

RE: Addition to County State Aid Highway System 
Washington County 

Dear Mr. Morris, 

COUNTY HIGHW'A¥' ENGINEER 

Washington County respectfully requests that the portion of County 
Road 19A (3.2 miles) as shown on the attached map be added to the County 
State Aid Highway System at Washington County. This request is based on 
two factors, the first being it would provide continuity in the C.S.A.H. 
system with a direct link with T.H. 61 on the south and F.A.I. 94 on the 
north. This highway is the major north-south roadway bisecting the two 
fastest growing cities in Washington County, Woodbury and Cottage Grove 
with a combined population of 30,000. The 3M Chemolite manufacturing 
plant is located on County Road 19A immediately south of T.H. 61. 

The second area that concerns the city of Cottage Grove is that 
because of expanding residential development they wish to extend their 
Municipal State Aid Street System on 80th Street easterly to County Road 19. 

There is no_C.S.A.H. mileage that can be revoked. However, it is not 
anticipated that there will be any construction on the requested roadway 
mileage in the near future as this roadway was reconstructed in 1969 at 
County expense to the following standards: 

ADT 1969 - 345 
ADT 1978 - 1100 
Design - 7 Ton-Ultimate 9 Ton 
Design Speed - 60 M.P.H. 
Roadway Width - 40 Ft. 
Surface - 24 Ft. Bituminous 
Ditches - 8 Ft. Width 
Slopes - 4:1 
Functional Classification - Minor Arterial 

I would again request that MN/DOT and the County Screening Committee 
consider this request and thank you for your consideration. 

cc: City of Cottage Grove 
CJS:cs 

Y_~mrs tr~ly},.., {} • 

{/((/,:cli f (1',tY/,?{:fr;?J,(_,/ 
Charles J. Swanson 
County Engineer 
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MN/IDT 30753 (4-77) HINHSSOTA DEPAlTHBNT OF T.i:L\J.'\SPORT~i.TION 
:!.SC,V~ST Fm. STATE AID ns::aGNl;.TION 

DAT:2: August 15, 1978 

TO 

n.ou 
Local load Studies Eng~- 813 

D. __ ~_Reed, P. E. P District State Aid Engineer 

SUBJg::;T: ReC'.uest for Preliminary Approval for Systeru i{eview 
(;<lli(P(i(~'t>.tl (County) of ___ w __ r __ i __ gh __ t _____________ _ 

Attached is a raquest and supporting data for preliminary approval o[ 
a revision to the OX¾~ (GS1Ji) system. It is recommended that this 
revision be (.ipproved) (1..D~.)UMli. 

This proposed new State Aid route meets th~ following criteria (inrlicated 
by an 11::11 ) necessary for designation: 

;:;. S.A. H. c.nn:.IIA 

I~ carries relatively heavier traffic volumes or is functional classified as 
collector or arterial as identifiec. on the county's functional plans 

~ 
lo 

D 
(Ll 

~ 

~ connects to"t-ms, cotTuuunities, sbipping points and markets r,rit;_lin a 
county or in adjacent counties; 

.2.!:. provides access to rural churchas, schools, community meetins halls, 
industrial areas, state institutions and recreational areas; 

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

jlnd occurs at a. reasonable interval consistent with the density of 
population; 

~ provides an integrated and coordinated highway system----------­
----------------- consistent with traffic demands. 

------------·~·--------~·· ·--··-· ,_ .... ···~•··•-···· 

D 
D 
D 

·----------... ~···-··· ...... --.,-,_ 

M.S.A.S. C~ITZRla 

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

~ connects tDe points of major traffic intarest within an urban municipality; 

~ provides an integrated street system affording w-ithin practical limits 
a State-Aid street network consistent with traffic c.ernands. 

co1~n~1z1;rr S: Jbi s ror ,te ,,,as t11r □ ed back to l:lri gbt Go11otv □□ November 1 , 1968 
and should have been placed on the State Aid System then 

see attached letter 

------~-~-------~-~-~---------------~----~-----~----~~~----------------------~-------~---~----------· 
:lEGOi'-Il·ENDZD .i-\PP:~01.:'.~ OJ. DENIAL: 

Local ~oad Studies 2ngineer Date 

.ct.PP~mnn O:l D2NIZD: 
State Aid Zngineer Date 

.29 ... 
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WRIGHT COUNTY 

Department of Public Works 

• 
Buffalo 

August 11, 1978 

Mr. David 0. Reed 

Route 1, Box 97-B 
Buffalo, Minnesota 55313 
T.H. 25 North of T.H. 55 

Telephone (612) 682-3900 

District State Aid Engineer 
301 Laurel St. 
P. 0. Box H 
Brainerd, MN 56401 

Subject: Addition to County State Aid System 

Dear Mr. Reed: 

As you are aware, the City of Elk River has recently exceeded a population 
of 5,000 and is in the process of designating their Municipal State Aid 
Street system. One of Elk River's prime transportation concerns is the 
bridge over the Mississippi River which presently carries Wright County 
Road 130 (former T.H. 101) and an Elk River City Street. The City and 
County wish to replace this bridge using State bonding funds and/or 
Federal funds for bridge replacement. Because of the size of the bridge, 
the local share of the bridge replacement cost (approximately 1.25 million 
dollars), will still represent a considerable expenditure. Elk River 
feels they can handle their local share only through the use of their 
State Aid funds. Using those funds requires that the city street and the 
bridge be on their State Aid system and for that to happen the State Aid 
designation must continue on our present County Road 130 south to the 
junction of County State Aid Highway 39. 

The City of Elk River has designated the street in question, as State Aid 
contingent upon Wright County being able to designate County Road 130 as 
State Aid. Therefore, I am requesting State Aid designation of present 
County Road 130 and further requesting the additional 1.38 miles necessary to 
do so be added to our present State Aid mileage. A study of our system 
reveals no comparable mileage that could be traded and still maintain 
continuity requirements. 

The present bridge inplace is posted as "Closed to all trucks and busses 
of 3/4 ton and over" because of the narrow width (16' 8") and a vertical 
curve over the bridge which does not allow one to see oncoming vehicles 
before beginning crossing. Structural rating of the bridge is 9 tons per 
vehicle, 16 tons combination. Traffic count on this roadway based on the 
latest count in 1973, is 1885 A.D.T. The posting on the bridge was inplace 

f?y-31-
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Mr. David 0. Reed -2- August 11, 1978 

at the time of the count. Since the latest traffic count, considerable 
residential development has occurred in the area immediately south of the 
river and west of present County Road 130, with 360 housing starts of 
record within the square mile west of County Road 130. This roadway 
serves all local traffic destined for Elk River and Trunk Highway 10. The 
only alternate route is east to Trunk Highway 101 and north to Trunk Highways 
10 and 169 and Elk River. This interchange area of Trunk Highways 10, 101 
and 169 is already heavily congested. 

As a condition for the roadway being placed on the State Aid system, Wright 
County would agree to have it placed on the system without bridge needs 
being drawn. 

Sincerely, 
~ -. r,,,,/ ~ 

"--) -J./ 

r;;<, C\..'~0-.....1.. I"-. t,---L0-* 

Larry G. Koenig, P. E. (// 
Wright County Public Works Director 
County Highway Engineer 

LGK:ph 
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1979 COUNTY SCREENING COMMITTEE DATA 
JUNE, 1979 

1974 • 1978 Five Year Average Subbase (Class 3 & 4) Unit Price Data 

The following map simply indicates the subbase (Class 3 & 4) unit 

price information that is in the 1974 - 1978 five year average unit 

price study. This data is being included in the report this year 

because in some cases the gravel base unit prices recommended by the 

Subcommittee, as shown on Fig. A, were detennined using this subbase 

information. This is explained in detai_l on page 10. 



1979 COUNTY SCREENING COMMITTEE DATA 
JUNE, 1979 

Results of 1978 C.S.A.H. R/W Needs Uedate 

As requestsd by the 1978 Screening Committee, we transmitted a listing 
of C.S.A.H. segments which had additional R/W needs reported to each 
county for their review and update. Even though R/W needs are not an 
"apportionment needs" item at the present time, the Committee felt an 
update was in order. 

The following tabulation indicates the results of the R/W needs up­
date. When time permits we will compute a sample apportionment with 
R/W needs included. 

C.S.A.H. Miles % of Total Needs 
Which Require Total Cost of 

Additional C.S.A.H. Additional 
R/W S~stem R/W 

Carlton 136.99 47 $ 184,415 
Cook 102.76 58 129,124 
Itasca 356.20 55 864,950 
Koochiching 132.33 53 115,275 
Lake 140.49 66 696,724 
Pine 407.38 86 1,367,935 
St. Louis 847.63 62 7,567,553 

District 1 Totals 2,123.78 62 10,925,976 

Beltrami 267.27 57 1,574,532 
Clearwater 191.32 59 395,667 
Hubbard 180.26 55 403,320 
Kittson 307.30 82 1,908,142 
Lake of the Woods 124.28 66 140,909 
Marshall 452.87 71 1,776,749 
Norman 260.84 66 2,692,534 
Pennington 177.26 68 453,600 
Polk 446.35 55 1,928,086 
Red Lake 101.60 54 274,920 
Roseau 303.41 63 877,850 

District 2 Totals 2,812.76 63 12,426,309 

-35-



C.S.A.H .. Miles % of Total rJeeds 
Which Require Total Cost of 

Additional C.S.A.H. Additional 
R/W Sy_stem R/W 

Aitkin 290.79 79 2,255,427 
Benton 85.93 38 381,545 
Cass 384.00 72 1,516,430 
Crow Wing 217.73 58 2,760,820 
Isanti 85.51 38 698,200 
Kanabec 118.77 56 187,046 
Mille Lacs 131.54 54 187,810 
Morrison 146.86 34 209,330 
Sherburne 110.38 51 798,960 
Stearns 169.54 29 699,280 
Todd 62.35 15 126,450 
Wadena 142.68 62 221,893 
Wright 242.51 60 1,840,664 

District 3 Totals 2,188.59 49 11,883,855 

Becker 124.50 27 345,190 
Big Stone 52.90 25 167,076 
Clay 297.86 73 2,332,580 
Douglas 261.30 67 888,650 
Grant 134.35 59 410,690 
Mahnomen 108.27 55 503,400 
Otter Tail 262.42 29 964,900 
Pope 70.72 24 415,704 
Stevens 22.59 9 109,200 
Swift 248.44 75 656,275 
Traverse 134.48 55 699,816 
Wilkin 226.43 72 1,141,978 

District 4 Totals 1,944.26 46 8,635,459 

Anoka 98.46 41 793,232 
Carver 117.10 57 1,130,366 
Hennepin 331.31 66 97,385,300 
Scott 113.66 61 1,128,400 

District 5 Totals 660.53 58 100,437,298 

Dodge 150.16 60 1,419,300 
Fillmore 300 .. 22 76 1,861,721 
Freeborn 76.82 18 461,100 
Goodhue 175.81 54 726,500 
Houston 115.83 46 604,468 
Mower 252.91 68 1,525,500 
Olmsted 112.17 35 940,704 
Rice 61.21 22 657,878 
Steele 67. Li, 7 24 495,360 
Wabasha 129.44 47 1,252,733 
Winona 164.75 52 1,189,300 

District 6 Totals 1,606.79 46 11,134,564 
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C.S.A.H. Miles % of Total Needs 
Which Require Total Cost of 

Additional C.S.A.H. Additional 
R/W S~stem R/W 

Blue Earth 77.27 19 976,580 
Brown 64.00 20 612,000 
Cottonwood 63.97 20 187,080 
Faribault 168.94 52 1,914,600 
Jackson 54.70 15 424,560 
Le Sueur 99.82 37 845,900 
Martin 78.24 21 506,110 
Nicollet 82.10 34 677,820 
Nobles 31.52 9 186,450 
Rock 30.78 12 92,568 
Sibley 70.06 24 664,400 
Waseca 56.04 22 399,600 
Watonwan 38.65 17 382,283 

District 7 Totals 916.09 23 7,869,951 

Chippewa 88.44 36 720,360 
Kandiyohi 204.88 49 836,010 
Lac Qui Parle 70.06 19 330,540 
Lincoln 119.66 47 168,105 
Lyon 166.82 53 738,375 
McLeod 159.57 67 1,120,275 
Meeker 144.96 53 765,079 
Murray 59.23 17 366,064 
Pipestone 130.45 57 504,625 
Redwood 190.66 49 1,869,288 
Renville 265.82 59 1,084,400 
Yellow Medicine 53.30 16 197,715 

District 8 Totals 1,653.85 43 8,700,836 

Chisago 77.06 34 154,540 
Dakota 183.23 67 6,717,620 
Ramsey 5.79 3 318,300 
Washington 106.71 57 2,167,175 

District 9 Totals 372.79 41 9,357,635 

STATE TOTALS 14,279.44 48 $181,371,883 
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1979 COUN'lY SCREENING COMMITTEE DATA 
JUNE, 1979 

c.s.A.H. Rural Desi,S!l Grade Widening Study 

The 1978 Screening Committee directed the Needs Section to proceed with the rural 
design grade widening study which was initiated a few years ago. The following 
procedures were developed: 

A. Send a computer listing of all rux·al design segments with grade 
widening needs to each county engineer. 

B. Instruct the county engineers to review the listing with the fol­
lowing instructions in mind. 

1) Rural design grade widening needs will be limited to a range 
of from 4 to 8 feet total (2 to 4 feet per side) with a needs 
cost of $2,000 per foot per mile. 

2) Any rural design segments with more than 8 feet of proposed 
grade widening shall be changed to either partial grading or 
complete grading. You should indicate on the listing which 
type of grading is needed. This instruction also applies to 
any segment presently in the 4 to 8 feet of grade widening 
category which you feel, due to extenuating circumstances, 
should receive partial or complete grading needs. 

3) Any segment whose needs are revised to partial grading shall 
receive a needs cost of $16,000 per mile. Any segments re­
vised to complete grading shall receive that county's average 
"needs" cost/mile of all complete rural design grading as 
approved by the Screening Committee in October, 1975. 

4) Any counties which do not submit a revised listing by 
December 1, 1978 will automatically receive partial grading 
needs at $16,000 per mile for any segments which presently 
have grade widening needs greater than 8 feet. 

c. The results of the restudy be tabulated and presented to the 1979 
Screening Committee at the Spring meeting. 

The following tabulation (Fig. E) shows what the results of the restudy would be. 
No changes have been made in the actual needs study as yet. 



1979 COUNTY SCREENING COMMITTEE DATA 
JUNE, 1979 

FAS Fund Balance Deductions 

The following resolution was adopted by the County Screening Connnittee 
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 circum­
stances are justified to the satisfaction of the 
State Aid Engineer and the Screening Committee. 

The following data is presented for the Screening Committee's information 
and to forewarn the counties involved of a possible "needs deduction". 
Please note that these figures are current only through April 16, 1979 and 
do not represent the final data to be used for the 1980 apportionment. 

Tentative Deduction 
FAS Fund From the 1979 
Balance as of Maximum 25-Year c.s.A.H. 

Count!_ April 16, 1979 Balance Construction Needs 

Benton $274,022 $200,000 $74,022 

Cass 610,856 401,227 209,629 

Cook 374,112 205,677 168,435 

Dodge 263,975 200,000 63,975 

Hennepin 1,449,362 241,940 1,207,422 

Lyon 369,632 266,801 102,831 

Pennington 208,696 200,000 8,696 

Pine 481,737 353,442 128,295 

Ramsey 330,071 200,000 130,071 

Wright 547,818 418,549 129,269 
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Minutes of the County Engineers Screening Committee Meeting 

October 26-27 2 1978 

Meeting was called to order by Chairman Paul Ruud at 1:05 P.M. on 
October 26th at the Holiday Inn in Willmar, Minnesota. 

At the request of the Chair, the secretary called the roll of the 
committee members: 

District l ..... Ben Beauclair ....... St.Louis County .... Present 
District 2 ..... Monte Berend ........ Red Lake County .... Present 
District 3 ..... Bill Rice ........... Stearns County ..... Present 
District 4 ..... Ernest Lynn Olson ... Douglas County ..... Present 
District 5 ..... Paul Ruud ........... Anoka County ....... Present 
District 6 ..... Richard Skalicky .... Steele County .... o.Present 
District 7 ..... Dwight Herman ....... Jackson County ..... Present 
District 8 ..... Elroy Dragsten ...... Chippewa County .... Present 
District 9 ..... Leon Johnson ........ Chisago County ..... Absent 
District 9 (Alt.) Bob Sandeen ...... Dakota County ...... Present 

Others Present were: 

Gordon Fay ............. Director of State Aid 
Roy Hanson ............. Office of State Aid 
Bill Strand ............ Bureau of Policy and Planning - Mn/DOT 
Ken Hoeschen ........... Bureau of Policy and Planning - Mn/DOT 
Walt Benson ............ Carlton County ...... Sub-Committee 
Ervie Prenevost ........ .A.lternate - District 5· 
Roger Diesen ........... Alternate - District 2 
Bob Elleraas ........... Alternate - District 3 
Dennis Berend .......... Alternate - District 4 
Jack Cousins ........... Alternate - District 7 
Dennis Carlson ......... Screening Committee Secretary 
Ken Madole ............. District #8 Director - Mn/DOT 
John Hoeke ............. Assistant District #8 Director - Mn/DOT 

Ken Madole was introduced and welcomed the Screening Committee members 
and attendees to the Willmar area and offered to transport and guide anyone 
around the Willmar area if they were interested in any sites, projects or 
whatever. 

Walt Benson reported on the Sub-Committee recommendation regarding grade 
widening. Their conculsion was that the 1975 Screening Committee Resolution 
is adequate as passed with the exception that the base price should be $2,000 
per mile per foot of widening. Dwight Herman commented that $2,000 per foot 
of widening per mile may be higher than actual costs. Walt responded that 
after some research they determined that $2,000 would be a good average through­
out the state. 



Ken Hoeschen then explained the Fall Screening Committee Report in 
detail and noted that Pages 1 and 2 were informational/historical data. 
Page 3 and Figure A deal with 1978 - 25 year construction needs and the 
changes as a result of updating for this report. Ken said that the 
counties that received the biggest change were due to segments of road 
shifting from under 100 vehicles per day to over 100 vehicles per day 
as a result of updating traffic counts and changes in the traffic projection 
factors. 

Figure B shows a breakdown of 1978 CSAH mileage and needs by rural and 
municipal location. There were no questions from the Screening Committee 
members. 

Page 5 and Figure C - These pages deal with the restriction of 25 year 
construction needs increases. In order to temper needs increases, the 
Screening Committee adopted a resolution to limit needs increases to 20% 
above state-wide average increases. There were no questions from Screening 
Committee members of Ken Hoeschen on this item. 

Pages 6-15. Ken explained the FAS Fund Balance Deduction for counties 
with excessive Federal Aid Fund Balances. There are eight (8) counties with 
excessive FAS Fund Balances and letters were received by the State Aid Unit 
from Benton, Cass, Crow Wing and Lyon Counties. No letters were received 
from Cook, Hennepin, Pine and Ramsey Counties. The district representatives 
of the counties involved were asked if they had any additional information 
to justify not applying the FAS Fund Balance Deduction to the counties 
involved. No additional information had been received to the district 
representatives. However, Monte Berend noted that several of the counties 
with excessive balances were also in the same situation during 1977. The 
four letters of justification were included in the report on Pages 7 thru 15. 

Ben Beauclair asked for some discussion on waivers or similar justifi­
cation for deviation from rules other than FAS Fund Balances. There apparently 
has been no other justification adequate to deviate from the current rules. 

Roy Hanson noted that Federal Aid processing is necessary, not just 
programming. His office will verify each county's status and determine if 
they are actively processing their projects. 

Benton County - Dennis Carlson commented that they are processing a project 
adequate to utilize the entire FAS Balance, but lack of approval of Wetlands 
and Goose Refuge have delayed the project beyond the County's control. 

Cass County - Bill Rice said he is confident Cass County is processing a 
project to utilize their FAS Funds. 

Crow Wing County - Bill Rice said to the best of his knowledge, a contract 
has been let utilizing Crow Wing County's FAS Funds. 

Lyon County - Elroy Dragston is satisfied Lyon County is processing the 
FAS project as required. 
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Pages 17-27 deal with Rural Design Grading Costs Adjustments. Ken 
explained that the adjustments are based on 1975 estimates and the last 
three years of contract lettings. Ken also explained the method of 
adjustment computations, using the example of Cook County on Page 17. 
There were no additional questions from the Screening Committee members. 

Pages 28-30. These pages deal with special resurfacing projects and 
the deduction of those costs from the 25 year construction needs for a 
period of 10 years. Ken explained that those projects using State Aid 
Funds will be deducted from their needs study for a period of 10 years. 

Pages 31 & 32. Ken explained that those counties obligated by County 
State Aid Highway Bonds can receive an adjustment of their 25 year construction 
needs. These two pages list the State Aid Bond Record as of December 31, 1977. 
There were no comments or questions from the Screening Committee members. 

Page 33 and Figure D. These pages deal with County State Aid Construction 
Fund Balance Needs Deductions. Ken explained that those counties with 
unencumbered construction fund balances as of September 1st of each year will 
receive a needs deduction. Ken pointed out that their office had received a 
letter from Lyon County that bids were let on August 29, 1978 and the paper 
work delayed payment and fund reduction until September 19, 1978. Lyon County, 
therefore, is requesting that consideration be given to their county since it 
was not their fault the reduct~on could not be made. Roy Hanson pointed out 
that they received their figures from the Finance Division and the rules are 
set up that the Finance Division must distribute the funds prior to 
September 1st of each year. Gordon Fay pointed out that the project was not 
immediately awarded because of public objection to the realignment of the 
proposed road. 

Ben Beauclair said he received a letter from_.Eine County indicating they 
had completed or started three projects during 1978 that total $314,500.00. 
Pine County would also like these funds deducted from their balance for the 
new State Aid computations. Bob Sandeen asked if this problem had occurred 
prior to 1978. Ken Hoeschen responded that one request was made in 1977 by 
Cook County but was not granted. 

Pages 34 thru 36. These pages deal with Mill Levy Deductions for each 
county to reflect the ability to pay for road construction and maintenance. 
This results in a fonn of subsidation to the poorer counties. There were no 
questions from the Screening Committee members. 

Page 39 and Figure E. These pages deal with the tentative 1979 CSAH Money 
Needs Apportionment. Ken pointed out that Sherburne County is now a minimum 
county due to the incorporation of a township around the City of Elk River. Screen­
il:Jg. Committee members found it difficult to believe that a county such as 
Sherburne with a large tax base would now be a minimum county. Ken assured 
them that it was infact the current status for Sherburne County and the tax 
base wouldn't necessarily prevent a county from re~ceiving a minimum apportionment. 

Pages 41 and 42. These pages are self-explanatory and reflect the County 
State Aid Mileage in each county and the annual County State Aid Highway Money 
Needs. 





Pages 43 thru 46. These pages reflect the total tentative 1979 CSAH 
Apportionments based on 1978 Apportionment Sum. Ken pointed out which 
counties were at a minimum apportionment and there were no additional questions 
from the Screening Committee members. 

Pages 47 thru 49. These pages reflect a comparison of the 1978 actual 
to the tentative 1979 CSAH Apportionments and show a percentage increase or 
decrease. Roy Hanson was asked what the estimate was for receipts from gas 
tax to indicate if the 1979 Apportionments would infact increase or decrease. 
Roy's best estimate at this time was that it would be approximately the same as 
1978. There are several variables that can effect the next year's apportionment 
and after the plus and minus considerations, no change could be estimated in the 
1979 apportionments. There were no additional questions from the Screening 
Committee members. 

Pages 51 thru 55. These pages deal with County State Aid Highway Mileage 
and the historical approved requests for additional mileage to the County State 
Aid System. The only request for additional mileage to be considered at this 
meeting was from Blue Earth County. A letter of justification and a map are 
included in the Screening Committee Report and an additional letter and a new 
traffic flow map were handed out to the Screening Committee members at the 
meeting. Dwight Herman commented that based on the existing traffic flow 
pattern and the estimated number of vehicles using the requested route, he feels 
this segment merits the addition to the County State Aid Highway System. Bill 
Rice asked if signals were involved and Dwight Herman replied that to the best 
of his knowledge there were no signals involved. Lynn Olson asked if railroad 
signals would be ir~luded on this segment. Nobody at the meeting knew if 
railroad signals existed or would be included on the new segment after it is 
added to the system. Ben Beauclair asked if consideration has been given to 
providing parking along the requested route. Dwight Herman said it will be 
built according to current State Aid Standards, and also commented that Blue 
Earth County reviewed their entire system for the possibility of revocation of 
other segments of roadway instead of adding mileage to their system. 

Pages 57 thru 61. Ken pointed out that since needs are normally reduced 
due to accomplishments, an explanation is given on these pages for increases 
in some counties. 

Again, the question was asked how the State Aid Unit arrives at the 
minimum county apportionments. The formula is quite complex and the committee 
was asked to review the February 10, 1978 County State Aid Highway Apportionment 
Data Booklet. Page 26 of this Booklet refers to the Minnesota Statute and the 
Screening Committee Resolution establishing the minimum apportionment percentage. 
This minimum percentage for 1978 is .00586782. 

Page 62. This page deals with the 20-year traffic projection factors for 
each county. Ken Hoeschen reviewed each of the counties that changed and gave 
the percentage that the county had during 1978 prior to the change. 

Pages 63 and 64. These pages are informational and explains to all the 
counties the Screening Committee action taken at the June 15-16 Meeting, that 
was not included in that booklet. 

Pages 65 and 66. These pages deal with County State Aid Maintenance 
Transfers. There were no questions regarding these transfers. 

-43-



-44-

Page 67. County State Aid Hardship Transfers. Monte Berend noted 
that some counties had 16 or 18 transfers over the past years and wondered 
if it did or should affect their County State Aid Highway Needs. Gordon 
Fay commented that since Mike Doherty has been reviewing these transfers, 
it is pretty well controlled and it may be unreasonable to consider penalizing 
for people for being poor. Dwight Herman said that the poor counties get a 
benefi.t from the minimum criteria and how may times should a county be getting 
a break for being poor. 

Gordon Fay commented on the bonding records and use of Federal Revenue 
Sharing Funds to supplement their tax levy and State Aid. This type of funding 
for Road and Bridge indicates a hardship that should be put together in a 
package for the 1979 Legislature. 

Mr. Fay also commented on Federal Funding and gave estimates for FAS, SOS, 
and SBR Funding for the next five years. This information is available thru 
his office and he also indicated the local share would be 20% versus 80% 
Federal portion. A two year advance on FAS Funds is permissible by using other 
county Federal Funds. It was noted that this can be done through the State Aid 
Office without approval from the other county being borrowed from. 

Mr. Fay also mentioned parallel and diagonal parking on State Aid Streets 
and also the minimum standards that will be required for low volume roads. He 
noted that the slopes and recovery areas on these low volume roads were costing 
a considerable amount of money, of which there is a shortage. Dick Skalicky 
responded with a comment that a consultant has been hired to review and recommend 
changes in current standards through the Local Road Research Board. It was also 
noted that Gene Skok was doing a study on overweight vehicles and the damages 
they cause as well as consideration to alternative methods for paying for damages 
thru a permit or fine. It was also mentioned that weigh stations were being 
bypassed through the use of county roads and thereby excessively damaging county 
roads with traffic that should be using trunk highways. 

Several counties explained that they were having trouble getting Mn/DOT 
inspection services, particularly in out-state material locations. Mr. Fay noted 
that the Governor's Office is cutting down on out-state travel, thereby reducing 
inspection services. It was noted that other services were being provided to the 
MTC thru the planning of park and ride facilities, etc. 

Lynn Olson asked if the 40% maintenance 60% construction split for State 
Aid should be reviewed and possibly revised on a basis of traffic or lane mile 
or some other method. Gordon Fay responded that he felt it should be reviewed 
but doesn't know if it should be a Screening Committee matter. 

The Screening Committee recessed at 4:45 P.M. 

Meeting reconvened at 9:05 A.M. on October 27th. John Hoeke, District 
State Aid Engineer, said a few words and again welcomed the Committee Members 
and other attendees to Willmar. All Screening Committee members were present. 

Monte Berend commented that his district would not be in favor of using 
the sub-base price plus 9¢ to determine base unit prices, unless a trial run to 
determine the impact throughout the state was completed. He also felt that any 
other changes, such as right-of-way, the same procedure should be used. Dwight 
Herman said that his district is in favor of using sub-base unit price and adding 
9¢ to determine the base unit price. 



In a response to a question regarding right-of-way needs, Ken Hoeschen 
said that within the next two weeks a list of right-of-way needs will be 
distributed to each county for updating. 

Elroy Dragsten said that his district is in favor of using the sub-base 
unit price plus 9¢ to determine the base unit prices. Dick Skalicky said 
that his district is also in favor of using the sub-base unit prices. Lynn 
Olson said that he and his district would favor a trial run to determine the 
impact prior to using or determining whether they would favor sub-base unit 
price method computation. 

Dwight Herman commented that in determining total grading costs, only 
eligible contract prices should be used. He noted that two years ago they 
added turf establishment as an eligible contract item and now there is a push 
to include subsurface drainage as an eligible item. 

Gordon Fay commented that Chapter Five of the Mn/DOT Plan was rewritten 
to include or replace the former action plan. This rewrite was not approved 
and that portion was removed from the proposed Mn/DOT Plan. The current 
thinking is to again rewrite that portion of the Chapter and include three 
levels of projects and specify the proper procedure to go through to obtain 
approval for major, moderate or minimal level projects. 

There was a discussion regarding the authority and responsibility of the 
Screening Committee in making decisions with respect to unit prices, grading 
prices, grading needs, etc. Gordon Fay felt that it is the responsibility of 
the Screening Committee to make these decisions with or without outside help 
such as a sub-committee. This led to a discussion about the request from 
Lake County to increase their grading needs. Mr. Fay felt that it was important 
that the Screening Committee be informed of the history of the request from 
Lake County and asked Ken Hoeschen to bring the Screening Committee up to date 
on the past actions. Ken Hoeschen began the update with a request from Lake 
County dating back to 1974 when they requested an increase to $67,000 per mile. 
They again requested an increase in 1975 and this time to $100,000 per mile. 
In 1976 they reduced the request to $90,000 per mile to better reflect 1974 
prices because that was the base for the unit prices in the other 86 counties. 
During the last four years, Lake County has been invited to attend the Screening 
Committee to explain their unique situation, for various reasons they have 
chosen not to attend the Screening Committee meeting on their own behalf. 
Dwight Herman moved and Lynn Olson second a motion to inform Lake County that 
the Screening Committee is the proper place to adjust or change unit prices. 
It was thoroughly discussed and the facts were reviewed and there was no 
justification to change the Lake County grading prices and unless new facts and 
data is presented through the State Aid Engineer and the District Representative, 
it will not be considered again by the Screening Committee. The motion carried 
unanimously. 

FAS Fund Balance Deductions - Page 6. Bill Rice moved and Dick Skalicky 
second a motion to accept Benton County's letter as justification and make 
no deduction due to their excessive FAS Fund Balance. Motion carried unanimously. 

Ben Beauclair moved and Dwight Herman second a motion to accept Cass County's 
letter as justification and make no deduction from Cass County's needs due to 

.excessive FAS Fund Balance. Motion carried unanimously. 
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Dwight Herman moved and Ben Beauclair second a motion to make the 
deduction from Cook County's needs, since no letter of justification is 
available. The motion carried unanimously. 

Ben Beauclair moved and Lynn Olson second a motion to accept Crow 
Wing County's letter of justification and make no deduction from their 
needs due to excessive FAS Fund Balance. Motion carried unanimously. 

Monte Berend moved and Elroy Dragsten second a motion to make the 
deduction from Hennepin County due to an excessive FAS Fund Balance. 
Motion carried seven to one, and one member not voting. 

Ben Beauclair moved and Bill Rice second a motion to accept Lyon 
County's letter as justification and make no deduction from their needs 
due to excessive FAS Fund Balance. The motion carried unanimously. 

Ben Beauclair moved and Elroy Dragsten second a motion not to make 
a deduction from Pine County's needs due to excessive fund balance. Motion 
failed. Bill Rice moved and Dwight Herman second a motion to make the 
deduction from Pine County due to excessive FAS Fund Balance. Motion carried 
eight to one. 

Dwight Herman moved and Bill Rice second a motion to make the deduction 
from Ramsey County's needs due to excessive FAS Fund Balance. The motion 
carried by a vote of eight to zero. One member not voting. 

Page 33. Bob Sandeen moved and Dwigi-t Herman second a motion to approve 
the CSAH Fund Balance "Needs" Deduction as listed on Figure D. The motion 
carried eight to one. 

At this time the mileage and money needs approval letter as written on 
Page 40 of the Booklet was passed around for the appropriate signatures by 
Screening Connnittee members. 

Page 52. Dwight Herman moved and Bill Rice second a motion to approve 
the mileage request from Blue Earth County for an increase of 0.245 miles. 
The request was approved by a five to four ballot. 

Page 75. Walt Benson, Chairman of the Sub-Connnittee, recommended the 
use of the same resolution as passed in 1975 with the exception of upgrading 
the cost to $2,000 per foot per mile to determine grade widening needs. He 
also noted that partial grading could not exceed the complete grading cost 
per mile. Bill Rice moved and Ben Beauclair second a motion to accept the 
Sub-Committee's recommendation. The motion carried unanimously. 

After some discussion, Ken Hoeschen was directed to notify all counties 
that segments that have widening greater than eight feet will receive needs 
of $16,000 per mile, since that is the maximum allowable. 

Ben Beauclair moved and Dick Skalicky second a motion to set aside an 
amount not to exceed 1/4 of 1% of the 1979 CSAH Apportionment for research 
projects. The motion carried unanimously. 

Lynn Olson moved and Bill Rice second a motion to request the Executive 
Committee to review the 40% maintenance and 60% construction split and consider 
alternatives for revision. More specifically, the concern is a redistribution 
of the 40% based on a lam~ mile or some other new method. Motion carried. 





Gordon Fay noted that the Institute will be held January 8-12, 1979 
and this Institute will include meetings with the city engineers. He also 
connnented on how the Screening Connnittee in Minnesota was functioning and 
felt that based on discussions with other people throughout the nation, 
Minnesota was a leader in disciplining their own activities. 

Paul Ruud then thanked the outgoing District Representatives. 
District 1 - Ben Beauclair, District 3 - Bill Rice, District 7 - Dwight 
Herman, District 9 - Leon Johnson. In response, Ben Beauclair commented on 
the learning process that he had gone through and was impressed with the 
impartiality of the Screening Committee during the period he has served on 
it. Mr. Ruud also thanked others who had worked with him during his term 
on the Screening Committee and particularly when he served as Chairman. 

Meeting adjourned at 12:00 Noon. 

Respectfully submitted, 

/J ~/J ✓ 
~::·;"1,-~ (_ / _ L ct-t-,£~1t/ 

Dennis C. Carlson 
Screening Connnittee Secretary 

• 
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MINUTES OF THE CSAH GENERAL SUBCOMMITTEE MEETING 

APRIL 20, 1979 

l,Ieeting called to order at 10:00 A.M. on Friday, April 20, 1979. 

Members present: Walt Benson, Chairman - Carlton County 
Hershel Koenig - Faribault County 
Charles Swanson - Washington County 

Others present were Gordon Fay, Roy Hanson, Bill Strand, Ken Hoeschen 
and Diane Gould. 

Considerable discussion took place concerning various methods of deter­
mining individual gravel base (class 5 & 6) unit prices for the 1979 
c.s.A.H. Needs Study. 

The Subcommittee first recommended that for any county whose 1974-1978 
Five Year Average Unit Price Study included at lea.st 50,000 tons of 
gravel base (class 5 & 6) material; that five year average gravel base 
unit price shall be used for the 1979 Needs Study. 

Then the Subcommittee determined that their recommendation for gravel 
base unit prices for counties with less than 50,000 tons of gravel base 
material shall be based on the following procedure: 

A. If a county has less than 50,000 tons of gravel base 
material in their 5 year average unit price study but 
has over 50,000 tons of Subbase material in their 5 
year average unit price study, the gravel base unit 
price would then be established by adding $0.01 which 
is the statewide increment bet-ween subbase and gravel 
base to that county's five year average subbase unit 
price. 

B. If a county has less than 50,000 tons of subbase or 
gravel base in their 1974-1978 5 year average unit 
price study, then a gravel base unit price is arrived 
at by using the average unit price of the surrounding 
counties that have more than 50,000 tons of gravel base 
in their 5 year average unit price study. 

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 $0.0l less than 
ea.ch county's gravel base unit price. This is the same as the state­
wide five year average difference between the two. This procedure is 
also recommended for establishing the gravel surface, gravel shoulder­
ing, and all 3 bituminous surface (2331, 2341, 2351/2361) unit prices. 



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 2301 unit price, it 
is recommended that a 10% inflationary figure ($0.97) over last years 
price of $9.67 be used. Therefore, the difference between the $10.64 
and the five year statewide average gravel base unit price ($2.12)will 
be added to each county's rural design gravel base unit price to deter­
mine each county's rural design concrete surface 2301 unit price. 

The Subcommittee's recommendation for the c.s.A.H. urban design grading 
price will be based on the M.S.A.s. Subcommittee's recommendation of 
$2.50 per cubic yardo 

The Subcommittee recommended that the M.S.A.S. Subcommittee's recomm­
ended 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 state-
wide average of the c.s.A.H. urban desig~ unit prices. The increments 
between these prices and the c.s.A.H. statewide average rural design 
gravel base unit price ($2.12) will be added to each county's recomm­
ended rural design gravel base unit price to arrive at the urban design 
unit prices for each county. 

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. Subcomm.i tt ee. 

Concerning oridges, a recommendation was made to revise the costs for 
bridges based on data received from the bridge division of Mn/DOT. 

It was recommended to use the railroad crossing unit prices as receiv­
ed from the Chief of Railroad Operations cf Mn/IOT. 

Ken Hoeschen mentioned the results of the right of way study and the 
$ increase effect it would have on the needs stud.yo Also the grade 
widening study is undernay and this information will be in the Spring 
book. 

It was recommended by Bill Strand that the upcoming Subcommittee Chair­
man attend the Screening Committee meetingQ 

Meeting adjourned at 12:00 P.M. 

Respectfully submitted, 

&\0-;\~ t:Jou.icv 
Diane Gould 
Acting Secretary 
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