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TO 

FROM 

SUBJECT: 

October llf, 1980 

County Engineers 
District State Aid Engineers 

William Strand, Director,~/.,?.. 
Office of Highway StudieUV~ 

County Screening Committee Report 

Distribution: I 

Enclosed is a copy of the 1980 Fall County Engineer's 
Screening Committee Report. This report, compiled 
from data submitted by each county engineer, reflects 
the estimated cost of constructing the County State 
Aid Highway System over a 25 year period. 

.The data included in this report will be used by the 
County Screening Committee in making their annual 
mileage and money needs recommendation to the Commis­
sioner of Transportation for the 1981 apportionment. 

If you have any questions or comments, please contact 
your Screening Committee representative or this office. 
The district representatives should be well informed 
regarding any mileage requests or other specific items 
which may involve your county. Possibly, district 
meetings could be held in advance of the Screening 
Committee meeting to discuss any problems. 

This presentation has only preliminary status. The 
final determination of the apportionment will be made 
in January by the Commissioner with the assistance of 
the recommendations of the County Screening Commi.ttee. 
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1980 COUNTY SCREENING COMMITTEE DATA 
OCTOBER, 1980 

C.S.A.H. Mileage, Needs and Apportionment - 1958 Through 1981 

The information listed below is presented as historical data for the 23 years of 

County State Aid Apportionments and preliminary data for the 24th year. 

Since 1958, the first year of State Aid Apportionment, County State Aid mileage has 

increased more than 1,000 miles of which over 700 miles can be attributed to the turnback 

law which was enacted in 1965. Needs have increased since 1958 substantially due to re­

vised design standards, increasing traffic, and ever rising construction costs. 

The apportionment for 1981 has been estimated to be the same as the 1980 apportion­

ment figure. This is purposely done to alleviate any misconceptions which could arise 

from an over estimate or an under estimate. The actual apportionment which will be made 

by the Commissioner in January will reflect any increase or decrease in income, to the 

County State Aid Highway Fund. 



1980 COUNTY SCREENING COMMITTEE DATA 
OCTOBER, 1980 

C.S.A.H. Mileage 2 Needs and AEEOrtionment - 1958 Through 1981 

Accumulative 
Year Milea&!_ Needs AEEortionment ~ortionment 

1958 29,003.30 $ 705,318,817 $ 23,895,255 $ 
1959 29,128.00 792,766,387 26,520,631 50,415,886 
1960 29,109.15 781,163,725 26,986,118 77,402,004 

1961 29,177.31 881,168,466 29,195,071 106,597,075 
1962 29,183.50 836,684,473 28,398,346 134,995,421 
1963 29,206.63 812,379,561 30,058,060 165,053,481 

1964 29,250.40 844,850,828 34,655,816 199,709,297 
1965 29,285.26 1,096,704,147 35,639,932 235,349,229 
1966 29,430.36 961,713,095 36,393,775 271,743,004 

1967 29,518.48 956,436,709 39,056,521 310,799,525 
1968 29,614.63 920,824,895 45,244,948 356,044,473 
1969 29,671.50 907,383,704 47,316,647 403,361,120 

1970 29,732.84 871,363,426 51,248,592 454,609,712 
1971 29,763.66 872,716,257 56,306,623 510,916,335 
1972 29,814.83 978,175,117 56,579,342 567,495,677 

1973 29,806.67 1,153,027,326 56,666,390 624,162,067 
1974 29,807.37 1,220,857,594 67,556,282 691,718,349 
1975 29,857.90 1,570,593,707 69,460,645 761,178,994 

1976 29,905.06 1,876,982,838 68,892,738 830,071,732 
1977 29,929.57 2,014,158,273 84,221,382 914,293,114 
1978 29,952.03 1,886,535,596 86,001,153 1,000,294,267 

1979 30,008.47 1,964,328,702 93,482,005 1,093,776,272 
1980 30,008.25 2,210,694,426 100,581,191 1,194,357,463 

1981 30,035.57 $2,443,735,175* J $10 0 , 5 81, 191 Est . $1,294,938,654 

I * Needs do not include results of District State Aid Engineers grade widening reconnnendations. 
N 
I 
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1980 COUNTY SCREENING COMMITTEE DATA 
OCTOBER, 1980 

ComEarison of the Basic 1979 to the Basic 1980 25-Year C.S.A.H. Construction Needs 

The following tabulation indicates the five phases of the 1980 C.S.A.H. needs study update 
and shows the needs effect each phase produced. 

Normal U£date 

1980 Unit Prices 

Traffic Update and 
Traffic Factor U£date 

Grade Widening Update 
(as directed at the 
June Screening Commit­
tee) 

Widening/Complete Grading 
(results of District 
State Aid Engineers 
review) 

Reflects the needs change due to 1979 construction, system 
revisions and any other necessary corrections. Under normal 
conditions, this phase should show a decrease in needs, how­
ever, instances do arise where the needs remain the same or 
actually increase. We have documented explanations for these 
cases and these are listed in the "Reference Material" section. 

Shows the needs impact of the unit prices approved at the 
June 5-6, 1980 meeting. This includes the revisions in the 
needs costs on all bridges. 

Indicates the needs change from the use of the new traffic 
counts in the 21 counties which were counted in 1979. These 
figures also reflect the needs change resulting from the use 
of the new 20-year traffic projection factors computed using 
the new traffic counts. A map showing the new factors is in­
cluded in the "Reference Material" section. 

Shows the effect of revising the rural design grade widening 
needs as follows: 

a) change segments which have 13 feet or more of grade 
widening needs to complete grading needs at the average 
cost of complete grading established for each county. 

b) revise the needs cost of segments with 9-12 feet of 
grade widening to 75% of the complete grading cost/mile. 

c) revise the needs cost of segments with 4-8 feet of grade 
widening to 50% of the complete grading cost/mile. 

Indicates the effect of revising certain segments which 
presently have 4-12 feet of grade widening needs to complete 
grading. 
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1980 COUNTY SCREENING COMMITTEE DATA 
OCTOBER, 1980 

Restriction of 25-Year Construction Needs Increases 

In order to temper any large needs increases, the County Screening Counnittee adopted the 

resolution below: 

That, for the 1976 C.S.A.H. Apportionment, the increase in basic 
25-year C.S.A.H. construction needs of any one county, from the 
1974 to the 1975 C.S.A.H. needs studies, shall be restricted to 
20 percentage points greater than the statewide average percent 
increase from the 1974 to the 1975 basic 25-year C.S.A.H. con­
struction needs. For future years' apportionments, the C.S.A.H. 
needs change in any one county from the previous year's re­
stricted C.S.A.H. needs to the current year's basic 25-year 
C.S.A.H. construction needs shall be restricted to 20 percentage 
points greater than the statewide average percent change from the 
previous year's restricted C.S.A.H. needs to the current year's 
basic 25-year C.S.A.H. construction needs. 

This year the statewide needs increased 13.6%, thereby limiting any individual county's 

needs increase to 33.6%. The following tabulation indicates the method of computing the 

three restrictions necessary for 1980. 
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1980 COUNTY SCREENING COMMITTEE DATA 
OCTOBER, 1980 

FAS Fund Balance Deductions 

The following resolution was adopted by the 1973 County Screening 
Committee. The maximum balances allowable were increased by the 
Committee at its June 5-6, 1980 meeting. 

That in the event any county's FAS fund balance exceeds 
either an amount which equals a total of the last five 
years of their FAS allotments or $350,000; whichever is 
greater, the excess over the aforementioned amount shall 
be deducted from their 25-year County State Aid Highway 
construction 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 circumstances are justified to the satis­
faction of the State Aid Engineer and the Screening 
Committee. 

In conforming with this resolution, the following data is presented 
for the Screening Committee's information. 

Count.z 

Cass 
Cook 
Hennepin 

FAS Fund 
Balance as of 
June 30 1 1980 

$ 765,241 
464,233 

1,591,954 

Maximum 
Balance 

$673,688 
350,000 
409,186 

Tentative Deduction 
From the 1980 

25-Year C.S.A.H. 
Construction Needs 

$ 91,553 
114,233 

1,182,768 

A letter of "justification" has been received from Hennepin County 
and follows this write-up. We have not received any written justi­
fication from Cass or Cook Counties. 

The Screening Committee must review this data and determine which 
counties, if any, are to receive a deduction in their 1980 25-year 
C.S.A.H. construction needs. 
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HENNEPIN 

DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION 
320 Washington Av. South 
Hopkins, Minnesota 55343 

935-3381 

~­
;-+., ~\ 
w, !; 
}i~~~ 

:rives 

September 5, 1980 

CSAH Screening Committee 
c/o Gordon M. Fay 
Director, Office of State Aid 
Minnesota Department of Transportation 
420 Transportation Building 
St. Paul, Minnesota 55155 

Gentlemen: 

RE: Excess Federal Aid Secondary (FAS) Account Balance 

Hennepin County plans to spend a major portion of the current FAS balance of 
$1,591,954 on a project on CSAH 144 (S.P. 27-744-01) in northern Hennepin County. 

The project is well along in the federal process. We received Location and 
Design approval on August 19th and published a Notice of Design Approval on 
September 3, 1980. Right of Way is currently being acquired and work is 
progressing on plans, specifications, and estimates. The project is scheduled 
for letting on March 1, 1981. 

We estimate the federal share on this project to be $1,322,000. When obligated, 
this will reduce our FAS balance to within the Screening Committee's prescribed 
limits. Consequently, we request the committee to waive the penalty to Hennepin 
County for excess FAS funds for the 1981 CSAH apportionment. 

A. J// Le-e, P. E. 
Assctt.:iate County Administrator 
and County Engineer 

AJL/DJJ: pj 
cc: C. Weichselbaum 

HENNEPIN COUNTY 
an equal opportunity employer 

I 
,,··l 

~)> 
)..· 
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1980 COUNTY SCREENING COMMITTEE DATA 
OCTOBER, 1980 

Rural Design Grading Cost Adjustments 

The following explanation is to reacquaint you with how we arrive at the rural design grading 
cost adjustments. 

If, in the five years from 1975 through 1979, a county has constructed 30 percent or more of 
its' rural design grading, then 100 percent of the rural grading cost factor is applied to 
that county's total rural complete grading cost. 

If, in the same period, a county constructed less than 30 percent of its rural design grading, 
then the rural grading cost factor is proportioned to the percent of rural design grading con­
structed. 

The adjusted rural factor, can range from zero, when less than 1 percent of the system is graded, 
to 100, when 30 percent or more of the system is graded dependent on the actual and estimated 
costs in the needs study. 

Only State Aid and Federal Aid projects have been used in the grading comparison since these 
are the only projects for which we have data on file. 

Below is an example of Cook County's grading cost adjustment computation: 

• During the years 1975-1979, inclusive, 2% of their C.S.A.H. system has been graded. 

• 1979 rural grading cost factor is +45%. 

(Difference between average construction cost/mile ($165,869) and average needs 
cost/mile ($114,679) divided by the average needs cost/mile.) 

• Adjusted grading cost factor is 2/30 of 45%, or +3%. 

• 3% of $5,396,298 (complete rural grading cost in the 1980 needs study)• +$161,889 
(the effect on the 25-year construction needs). 

• The approximate increase in the 1981 C.S.A.H. Apportionment, due to this adjustment 
is $3,712. This is a result of the $161,889 noted above times $22.93 (apportionment 
earnings per $1,000 of needs). 

The next ten pages show the results of this study by individual counties by district. These 
adjustments (effect on 25-year construction needs) have been used in computing the 1980 annual 
County State Aid Highway money needs. 



l 9ao COUNTY SG1:,Ei~NUJG COl-11·:IT T'l'EE DATA 
OC'iOBER, 1980 

Compartson ef 1975-!._979 Rund Desi.gn Cradin~ Constructi.on Costs to Needs Studv Costs 

t? of 
County Proj. 

.. 

Carlton 2 

Cook 2 

Itasca 2 

Koochiching 3 
-

Lake 5 

Pine 8 

St. Louis 6 

,_ __ --·-

-· I 

F-~--- I 

I 
I 

j _j 
I 

28 j Dist. 1 Tota ls l 
__ J_. 

I 
...... 
0 
I 

1975-1979 Rural Design Grading 
0/., of 
Rural Average Average 

Uesign Construction Needs 
Miles System Cost/Hi le Cost/Uile 

2.20 1% $ 65,137 $ 61,273 

3.90 2% 165,869 114,679 

8.60 1% 67,808 50,093 

6.90 3% 49,761 41,449 

6.20 3% 138,692 75,434 

8.20 2% 123,092 58,390 

21. 70 2% 146,494 96,032 

57.70 2% i. 
...J 

$117,242 $·75,030 

DISTRICT 1 

Adjusted Rural Corn-
Rural itural plete Grad- Effect on 

Grading Grading ing Cost in 1980-25 year 
Cost Cost the 1980 Construction 

Factor Facto; Needs Study Needs 

+ 6% . --
+ 45% + 3% $ 5,396,298 $ + 161,889 

+ 35% + 1% 16,478,430 + 164,784 

+ 20% + 2% 4,715,088 + 94,302 

+ 84% + 8% 8,622,230 + 689,778 

+111% + 8% 10,018,270 + 701,279 

+ 53% + 4% 66,035,920 +2,641,437 

-

-
-

.. 

+ 56% -- $111,266,236 $ -t-4,453,469 

Approx + or -
in 1981 CSA,_!.{ 
Apportionment 

(Using 1980 
Appert. Sum) 

$ + 3,712 

+ 3,778 

+ 2,162 

+ 15,817 
... ,,._, ... ___ 

+ 16,080 

+ 60,568 I 

I 
I 

I --

-----~-i 
I 

l 
.. I 

' 

$-~ 
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1980 COUNTY SCP.EF:NING COt.!l:·ITTTEE DATA 
OCTOB~R, 1980 

Comparison of 1975-1979 Rural Design Cradin3 Cof!struction Costs to Needs Study Costs 

DISTRICT 2 

1975-1979 Rural Design Grading 
Adjusted Rural Com-

% of Rural Rural plete Grad- Effect on 
Rural Average Averaoe t Grading Grading ing Cost in 1980~25 year 

i!: of Design Construction Needs Cost Cost the 1980 Construction 
County Proj. Niles System Cost/Hile Cost/Mile Factor Facto}:' Needs Study Needs 

Beltrami 5 18.40 4% $49,663 $47,589 + 4% + 1% $ 7,666,412 $ + 76,664 

Clearwater 4 16.40 5% 33,696 24,648 + 37% + 6% 3,622,323 + 217,339 

Hubbard 3 11.30 4% 28,731 30,743 - 1% - 1% 4,898,760 - 48,988 

Kittson 4 13.10 4% 76,308 25,468 +200% +26% 4,820,224 +l,301,460 

Lake of the Wbod s --

Marshall 9 26.00 4% 27,939 19,179 + 46% + 6% $ 5,865,934 + 351,956 
..__ -

Norman 8 38.40 10% 26,740 21,578 + 24% + 8% 3,279,540 + 262,363 
I 

,_, 

' 
Pennington 1 3.90 2% 21,178 20,000 + 6% --

Polk 20 72.50 9% 32,342 26,687 + 21% + 6% 9,249,368 + 554,962 

Red Lake 3 7 .10 4% 45,914 31,722 + 45% + 6% 1,593,653 + 95,619 

Roseau 2 17.70 4% 29,046 24,442 + 19% + 2% 4,763,067 + 142,892 

Dist. 2 Tota ls 59 224.80 5% $ 34,748 $ 26,507 + 31% -- $45,759,281 $ +2,954,267 

Approx + or -
L1 l 981 CSAj 
A1;po rt i on.rn<2::1 t 

(Using 1980 
1\;,port. Sum) 

$ + 1,758 

+ 4,984 

- 1,123 

+ 29,842 

+ 8,070 

+ 6,016 

+ 12,725 

+ 2,193 

+ 3,277 

$ + 67,742 



I ..... 
N 
I 

County 

Aitkin 

Benton 

Cass 

Crow Wing 

Isanti 

Kanabec 

Mille Lacs 

Morrison 

Sherburne 

Stearns 

Todd 

Wadena 

Wright 

Dist. 3 Totals 

1930 COUNTY scwmNING COMtnTTEE DATA 
OCTOBmi, 1980 

Comparison cf 1975-1979 Rural Design Cradtng Constru~tJon Costs to Needs Study Costs 

DISTRICT 3 

1975-1979 Rural Design Grading 
Adjusted Rural Com-

"lo of Rural Rural plete Grad- Effect on 
Rural Average Average Grading Grading ing Cost in 1980-25 year 

§ of Design Construction Needs Cost Cost the 1980 Construction 
Proj. Miles System Cost/Hile Cost/Hile Factor Facto;: Needs Study Needs 

3 13.30 4% $ 72,710 $54,400 + 34% +4% $14,566,400 $ + 728,320 

1 1.40 1% 58,541 30,000 + 95% + 3% 2,665,46( + 79,964 

6 19.80 4% 51,930 48,874 + 6% + 1% 12,579,116 + 125,791 

2 4.80 1% 61,105 43,542 + 40% + 1% 8,828,710 + 88,287 

4 6.40 3% 82,611 ~l,391 + 61% + 6% l,343,79E + 80,628 

4 16.90 8% 42,897 37,633 + 14% + 4% 3,641,700 + 145,668 

9 14.08 6% 36,802 50,817 - 28% - 6% 3,915,250 - 234,915 

2 16.20 4% 16,872 25,926 - 35% - 5% 2,038,060 - 101,903 

8 27.00 13% 18,473 25,022 - 26% -11% 1,647,180 - 181,190 

10 28.20 5% 31,780 28,326 + 12% + 2% 3,903,900 + 78,078 

3 14.20 4% 19,766 25,739 - 23% - 3% 3,601,800 - 108,054 

2 2.30 1% 39,710 30,130 + 32% + 1% 2,191,371 + 21,914 

5 14.70 4% 63,862 35,347 + 81% +11% 5,148,955 + 566,385 

59 179.28 4% $ 39,723· $ 36,097 + 10% -- $ 66,071,700 $ + 1,288,973 

Approx+ or -
in 1981 CSAH 
Apportionment 

(Using 1980 
ii.pport. Sum) 

$ + 16,700 

+ 1,834 

+ 2,884 

+ 2,024 

+ 1,849 
-

j 

+ 3,340 

- 5,387 

- 2,337 

- 4,155 

+ 1,790 

- 2,478 

+ 502 . 
+ 12,987 

$ + 29,553 



I ..... 
w 
I 

C:)Unty 

Becker 

Big Stone 

Clay 

Douglas 

Grant 

Mahnomen 

Otter Tail 
--

Pope 

Stevens 

Swift 

Traverse 

Wilkin 

Dist. 4 Tota ls 

1980 COUNTY SCRK~NINC COMHITTf.:E DATA 
OGTt)J.H~1tj 1980 

Comparison of 1975-1979 Rural Design Gradin_g__~Co~3truction Costs to Needs Study Costs 

DISTRICT 4 

1975-1979 Rural Desi6n Grading 

' 
Adjusted Rural Com-

% of Rural Rural plete Grad- Effect on 
Rural Aver~ge Average Grading Grading ing Cost in 1980-25 year 

J of Design Construction Needs Cost Cost the 1980 Construction 
Proj. Miles System Cost/Hile Co .:.t /Uile Factor Facto):' Needs Study Needs 

-· 
6 20.00 4% $ 27,434 $ 25,245 + 9% + 1% $ 3,818,085 $ + 38,181 

1 .so -- 1,708 3,120 - 45% --
1 8.00 2% 16,414 14,070 + 17% + 1% 2,909,290 + 29,093 

6 20.20 5% 28,059 20,168 + 39% + 7% 844,770 + 50,686 

1 5.00 2% 16,526 2_2 ,000 - 25% - 2% 1,338,970 - 26,779 

3 18.90 10% 24,217 20,614 + 17% + 6% ·1,109,700 + 66,582 

17 58.20 7% 35,668 30,854 + 16% + 4% 11,854,158 + 474,166 

3 5.20 2% 28,243 33,533 - 16% - 1% 1,656,75.0 - 16,568 

3 13.70 6% 16,159 19,804 - 18% - 4% 1,004,471 - 40,179 

5 19.00 6% 17,878 21,611 - 17% - 3% 1,014,400 - 30,432 

--

2 8.30 3% 15,094 16,440 - 8% - 1% 2,301,358 - 23,014 

48 177. 00 4% I $ 26,537 $ 24,376 + 9% -- $ 27,-851,952 $ + 521,736 

Approx + or .. 
in 1981 GS.Al-I 
Apportionment 

(Using 1980 
Apport. Sum) 

$ + 875 

+ 667 

+ 1,162 

- 614 

+ 1,527 

+ 10,873 

- 380 

- 921 

- 698 

- 528 

$ + 11,963 



County 

Anoka 

Carver 

Chisago 

Dakota 

Scott 

Washington 

-· 

-· 

~ist. 5 Totals 

I ..... ..... 
I 

1980 COUNTY scru:::1•:NIUG conrn: TTEE DATA 
OCTOMR, 1980 

Comparison of 1975-1979 Rural l~esign Grading Construction Costs to Needs Study Costs 

DISTRICT 5 

1975-1979 Rural Design Grading Adjusted Rural Com-
% of Rural Rural pl.eta Grad- Effect on 
Rural Average 1.\verage Grading Grading ing Cost in 1980-25 year 

I) of Design Construction Needs Cost Cost the 1980 Construction 
l'roj. Miles System Cost/Hile Cost/1-!ile Factor Facto}:" Needs Study Needs 

6 17.00 10% $ 66,810 $ 68,559 - 3% .. 1% s 3,849,038 $ - 38,490 

4 6.30 3% 70,_279 76,540 - 8% - 1% 4,509,918 - 45,099 

5 7.70 4% 53~428 52,558 + 2% --

2 5.90 3% 56,051 57,034 - 2% --

4 5.90 4% 75,416 43,898 + 72% + 9% 1,389,355 + 138,936 

3 7.30 5% 85,144 104,830 - 19% - 3% 3,784,981 - 113,549 

i 
I 

24 50.10 5% $ 67,607 $ 68,127 - 1% -- ~ 13,533,292 $ - 58,202 

c\:')prox + or -
in 1981 C SAl-! 
Apportiorn:icnt 

(Using 1980 
i1 

.. r:1ort • Surn) 

$ - 883 

- 1,034 

+ 3,186 

- 2,604 

. 

$ - 1,335 



I ..... 
VI 
I 

County 

Dodge 

Fillmore 

Freeborn 

Goodhue 

Houston 

Mower 

Olmsted 

Rice 

Steele 

Wabasha 

Winona 

Dist. 6 Totals 

1980 COUNTY SGI~EENIHG COHriI TTEE DATA 
OCTOJ~ilt, 1980 

Comparison of 1975-1979 Rural Design Cradlng_ Co!!struction Costs to Needs Study Costs 

DISTR1CT 6 

1975-1979 Rural Design Grading 
Adjusted Rural Com-

% of Rural Rural plete Grad- Effect on 
Rural Average Average Grading Grading ing Cost in 1980-25 year 

II of Design Construction Needs Cost Cost the 1980 Construction 
Proj. Hiles System Cost/Hile Co~t/Nile Factor Facto;r Neec.ls Stmly N--1cds 

5 14.70 6% $ 29,234 $ 35,000 - 16% .. 3% $ 4,580,550 $ - 137,417 

4 14.20 4% 108,292 98,831 + 10% + 1% 17,646,270 + 176,463 

8 21.60 5% 31,622 38,651 - 18% - 3% 3,092,912 - 92,787 

5 18.00 6% 51,879 74,583 - 30% - 6% 9,886,800 - 593,208 
,-

7 19.00 8% 62,051 4_9, 247 + 26% + 7% 7,808,550 + 546,599 

3 15.30 4% 33,508 25,373 + 32% + 4% 3,736,333 + 149,453 

7 17. 70 6% 61,874 31,704 + 95% +19% 3,206,983 + 609,327 

7 14.50 5% 35,333 45,397 - 22% - 4% 2,396,955 - 95,878 

8 11.00 4% 23,169 22,177 + 4% + 1% 1,395,740 + 13,957 

7 13.50 5% 54~328 56,887 - 4% - 1% 10,370,260 - 103,703 

12 17.70 6% 54,831 67,980 - 19% - 4% 8,806,770 - 352,271 

73 177. 20 5% $49,900 $ 49,965 -- -- $ 72 ,·928, 123 $ + 120,535 

Approx + or -
in 1981 CSAH 
Appo rt i o n:nen t 

(Using 1980 
Appert. Sum) 

$ - 3,151 

+ 4,046 

- 2,128 

- 13,602 

+ 12,534 

+ 3,427 

+ 13,972 

- 2,198 

+ 320 

- 2,378 

- 8,078 

. 

$ + 2,764 



County 

Blue Earth 

Brown 
-· 

I ..... 
°' I 

Cottonwood 

Faribault 

Jackson 

Le Sueur 

Martin 

Nicollet 

Nobles 

Rock 

Sibley 

Waseca 

Watonwan 

Dist. 7 Tota ls 

1980 COUNTY SCiU~l~NING COl·.lt-fI TTI~E DATA 
OGTOMH., 1980 

Comparison of 1975-1979 Rural Desig12._Cradin6 Construction Costs to Needs Studv Costs 

DISTRICT 7 

1975-1979 Rural Design Craqing Adjusted Rural Com-
l of Rural Rural plete Grad- Effect on 
Rural Aver~ge Average Grading Grading ing Cost in 1980-25 year 

//: of Design Construction Needs Cost Cost the 1980 Construction 
Proj. Niles System Cost/Hile Co.st/Hile Factor Facto.r Needs Study Needs 

2 5 .10 1% $ 67,110 $ 30,627 +119% + 4% $ 4,530,736 $ + 181,229 

2 5.40 2% 22,865 20,486 + 12% + 1% 1,674,286 + 16,743 

5 14.60 5% 27,916 20,805 + 34% + 6% 822,650 + 49,359 
-

1 2.60 1% 14,348 15,800 - 9% --
-

7 22.90 6% 25,161 2.4, 253 + 4% + 1% 1,928,467 + 19,285 

9 35.20 14% 35,557 33,028 + 8% + 4% 2,859,892 + 114,396 

4 9.90 3% 37,462 26,218 + 43% + 4% 2,492,274 + 99,691 

6 8.50 4% 27,398 34,359 - 20% - 3% 2,668,204 - 80,046 

4 16.00 5% 20,018 28,788 - 30% - 5% 2,861,815 - 143,091 

2 4.90 2% 23,619 13,492 + 75% + 5% 1,455,627 + 72,781 

--

2 4.70 2% 24,589 27,723 - 11% - 1% 2,204,050 - 22,041 

5 11.30 5% 34,145 17,783 + 92% +16% 2,136,475 + 320,471 

49 141.10 4% $ 30,330 $ 26,500 + 14% -- $ 25 ,'634 ,476 $ + 628,777 

Approx. + or -
in 1981 CSAH 
Apportionment 

(Using 1980 
Apport. Sum) 

$ + .4, 156 

+ 384 

+ 1,132 

+ 442 

+ 2,623 

+ 2,286 

- 1,835 

- 3,281 

+ 1,669 

- 505 . 
+ 7,348 

$ + 14,419 



... 

I -...., 
I 

County 

Chippewa 

Kandiyohi 

Lac Qui Par le 

Lincoln 

Lyon 

McLeod 

Meeker 

Murray 

Pipestone 

Redwood 

Renville 
I 

Yellow Medicirn~ 

Dist. 8 Totals 

1930 COUNTY SCREENING coum TTEE DATA 
oc-rom~ri, 1930 

Comparison 0f 1975-1979 Rural DesiJtn Grading Construct~on Costs to Needs Study Costs 

DISTRICT 8 

1975-1979 Rural Design Grading 
Adjusted Rural Com-

o/., of Rural Rural plete Gr~d- Effect on 
Rural Average Average. Grading Grading ing Cost in 1980-25 year 

t!: of Design Construction Needs Cost Cost the 1980 Construction 
Proj. Miles System Cost/Hile Cost/Mile Factor Facto):' Needs Study Needs 

7 39.90 17% $ 27,200 $ 27,296 -- --
6 22.70 6% 23,841 29,544 - 19% - 4% $ 4,137,725 $ - 165,509 

5 21.10 6% , 33,234 22,104 + 50% +10% 880,340 + 88,034 

4 14.40 6% 24,121 18,646 + 29% + 6% 2,134,065 + 128,044 

2 3.20 1% 16, 150- 19,875 - 19% - 1% 1,468,780 - 14,688 

3 6.50 3% 39,473 22,585 + 75% + 8% 519,990 + 36,399 

I 

8 13.70 5% 33,539 26,214 + 28% + 5% 1,552,619 + 77,631 

4 13.80 4% 17,669' 18,229 - 3% --
5 8.70 4% 49,677 20,303 +145% +19% 546,581 + 103,850 

! 

10 19.80 5% 22,386 19,851 + 13% + 2% 1,157,173 + 23,143 

1 1.00 -- 11,528 18,000 - 36% --
-

6 10.80 3% 47,904 23,593 +103% +10% 1,968,720 + 196,872 
-

61 175.60 5% $ 28,992 $ 23,680 + 22% -- $ 14~365,993 $ + 473,776 

Approx + or -
in 1931 CSA.Li 
A::>portionment 

(U Sinii 1980 
t~""Jport. Sum) 

$ - 3,795 

+ 2,019 

+ • 2,936 

- 337 

+ 835 

+ 1,780 

+ 2,381 

+ 531 

+ 4,514 
-

$ + 10,864 



j 
I ...... 

co 
I 

County 

Hennepin 

Ramsey 

Dist. 9 Totals 

1980 COUNTY SCilBENING cm.Mi TTEE DATA 
OCTOBKtl, 1980 

·comparison of 1975-1979 Rural Design Grading Con~tru~tion Costs to Needs Studv Costs 

DISTlUCT 9 

1975-1979 Rural Design Gradin~ Adjusted Rural Com-
"'l of Rural Rural plete Grad- Effect on 
Rural Average . Aver~ge Grading Grading ing Cost in 1980-25 year 

// of Design Construction Needs Cost Cost the 1980 Construction 
Proj. Niles System Cost/Hile Cost/Hi le Factor Facto}:' Needs Study Needs 

2 .BO -- $200,606 $48,884 +310% • --
3 1.20 5% i64,003 74,148 +121% +21% $ 1,748,352 $ + 349,670 

-

5 2.00 1% $178,644 $ 64,042 +179% -- $ 1,748,352 $ + 349,670 

Approx+ or -
in 1981 CSA.II 
Apportionrnent 

(Using 1980 
Apport. Sum) 

$ + 8,018 

. 

$ + 8,018 
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\0 
I 

1930 COUNTY sc1m2NING cmn:rr TTt:E D.:\TA 
OCTOTL~J., 1980 

Co:nparison of 1975-1979 Rural. DesignCradilt_g__ Construction Costs to Needs Studv Costs 

DI STtGCT & STATE TOTALS 

1975-1979 Rural Design Grading I 'd' d R 1 c · 
~-~--- • • 1.-.. Juste urc.1 om- t\Fprox + or -

% of I ~ural Rural plctc Grad- Effect on in 1981 CS~I 
Rur.:.11 AvcraGc i\vcrage I Grading Grading ing Cost in 1980-25 year ~\:>po:.cI:.ion::1c.-:.t 

? of Dcs1.gn Construction Heeds I Cost Cost the 1980 Construction (Usi-:-i~ 1980 
District Froj. Hiles System Cost/Hile Co.st/l!ile I Factor Facto,;c Needs Study Ncc<ls .:'~z-;poi..·t .. S:..!r::) 

District l 28 57.70 2% $117,242 $ 75,030 -1 + 56% -- $111,266,236 $ +4,453,469 $ +102,117 
L-------t-·---,-----------+-------+------:-----.-----+------+-------t----------: . i 
/ District 2 59 ~24.80 5% 34,748 26,507 j + 31% -- 45,759,281 +2,954,267 + 67,742 

LDistrict 3 59 l79.28 4% 39,723 36,097 I + 10% -- 66,071,700 +l,288,973 + 29,-55_3 __ 

, I ' 
I District 4 j 48 1177.00 4% 26,537 24,376 I + 9% -- 27,851,9-52 + 521,736 j + 11,963 

rict 5 i--;:--150.10 5% 67,607 68,127 ' - 1% -- 13,533,292 - 58,202 r--::- 1,335 ! 

I District 6 I 73 1177.20 I 5% 49,900 49,965 -- -- 72,928,123 + 120,535 + 2,764 

LDistrict 7 49 ~41.10 4% 30,330 26,500 I + 14% -- 25,634,476 + 628,777 + 14,419 
! I ; 
I District 8 61 ~75.60 5% 28,992 23,680 I + 22% -- 14,365,993 + 473,776 + 10,864 
I ! : .. 
I 

j District 9 5 2.00 1% 178,644 64,042 +179% -- 1,748,352 + 349,670 + 8,018 
I \ 
I ! ; . 
! ,----------r----+----·-t-----;-------,-------- ------J-------i--------+-------->---------

1 ! 
' I j I 
?--· I 

I j 

~ • 

I State Totals 406 /1,184.78 4% $ 40,811 $ 34,915 + 17% -- $379,159,405 $<+10,733,001 $ +246,105 1 



1980 COUNTY SCREENING COMMITTEE DATA 
OCTOBER, 1980 

Special Resurfacing Projects 

Due to the necessity for some counties to resurface certain substandard bituminous County 
State Aid Highways, the 1967 County Screening Committee adopted the following resolution: 

That any county using County State Aid Highway construction funds for special 
resurfacing projects shall have the cost of such special resurfacing projects 
annually deducted from its 25-year County State Aid Highway construction needs 
for a period of ten (10) years. 

The following list shows the counties, by district, that awarded special resurfacing 
projects from 1970 through 1979, the number of projects awarded and the project costs in 
each account which have been deducted from the 1980 County State Aid Highway Money needs. 
In 1979 alone, over $9.3 million of special resurfacing projects were awarded. 

Number of Total Special 
Special Resurfacing Cost 

Resurfacing Regular Municipal Deducted from the 
Projects Account Account 1980-25 Yr. Con-
1970-1979 Deduction Deduction struction Needs 

Carlton 3 $ 226,402 $ -- $ 226,402 
Cook 3 364,677 34,445 399,122 
Itasca 15 2,020,666 75,511 2,096, 177 
Koochiching 14 829,318 73, 182 902,500 
Lake 8 539,767 12,263 552,030 
Pine 22 1,596,283 149,152 1,745,435 
St. Louis 13 1,084,727 119,728 1 ,204 ,455 

District 1 Totals 78 6,661,840 464,281 7,126, 121 

Beltrami 15 1 ,236 ,084 19, 126 1,255,210 
Clearwater 8 681,748 28, 136 709,884 
Hubbard 3 390,936 3,288 394,224 
Kittson 4 383,888 27, l 01 410,989 
Lake of the Woods 1 l 50, 120 -- 150,120 
Marshall 8 l ,828 ,692 34,266 1,862,958 
Norman 12 584,890 33,813 618,703 
Polk 17 l ,509 ,294 49,557 l ,558,851 
Red Lake 4 l 99,415 12,671 212,086 
Roseau 3 346,333 4,079 350,412 

District 2 Totals 75 7,311 ,400 212,037 7,523,437 

-20-



Number of Total Special 
Special Resurfacing Cost 

Resurfacing Regular Municipal Deducted from the 
Projects Account Account 1980-25 Yr. Con-
1970-1979 Deduction Deduction struction Needs 

Aitkin 3 $ 86,155 $ 14,111 $ 100,266 
Benton 10 549,509 11,489 560,998 
Cass 10 568,339 125,201 693,540 
Crow Wing 1 51 , 619 -- 51,619 
Isanti 6 374,316 -- 374,316 
Kanabec 3 202,156 7,127 209,283 
Mi 11 e Lacs 13 205,860 18,830 224,690 
Morrison 9 987,188 115,297 1,102,485 
Sherburne l -- 11,550 11 , 550 
Stearns 15 l ,793, 148 125,314 1,918,462 
Todd 12 1 , 507, 163 28,049 1,535,212 
Wadena 3 80,035 21,267 101,302 
Wright 3 40,773 4,620 45,393 

District 3 Totals 89 6,446,261 482,855 6,929, 116 

Becker 5 90,198 15,258 105,456 
Douglas 4 208,260 15,073 223,333 
Grant 10 936,120 35,658 971,778 
Mahnomen 5 318,583 3,388 321,971 
Pope 7 701,232 5,924 707, 156 
Stevens 10 1,027,209 102,089 1,129,298 
Swift 11 l ,436,023 34,716 1,470,739 
Traverse 1 30,037 21 , 751 51,788 
Wilkin 3 346,471 15,285 361,756 

District 4 Totals 56 5,094,133 249,142 5,343,275 

Anoka 5 184,342 95,893 280,235 
Carver 5 155,030 -- 155,030 
Scott 2 121,060 9,188 130,248 

District 5 Totals 12 460,432 105,081 565,513 

Dodge 3 142,665 18,016 160,681 
Fillmore 7 396,042 18,917 414,959 
Freeborn 13 l, 138,723 l , 592 l , 140,315 
Goodhue l 136,395 -- 136,395 
Houston l 66,455 -- 66,455 
Mower 7 454,011 25,800 479,811 
Rice 1 -- 4,624 4,624 
Steele 11 399,212 33,430 432,642 
Wabasha 8 512,484 17,400 529,884 
Winona 7 369,347 -- 369,347 

District 6 Totals 59 3,615,334 119,779 3,735,113 
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Number of Total Special 
Special Resurfacing Cost 

Resurfacing Regular Municipal Deducted from the 
Projects Account Account 1980-25 Yr. Con-
1970-1979 Deduction Deduction struction Needs 

Blue Earth 8 $ 424,224 $ 53,853 $ 478,077 
Brown 1 43,773 -- 43,773 
Cottonwood 11 744,307 23,550 767,857 
Faribault 13 705,839 39,071 744,910 
Jackson 15 770,745 20,327 791,072 
Le Sueur 1 195,709 -- 195,709 
Martin 2 199,189 11 , 151 210,340 
Nicollet 1 354,429 -- 354,429 
Nobles 9 555,495 -- 555,495 
Rock 5 809,637 12,234 821 , 871 
Sibley 10 346,857 18,374 365,231 
Waseca 2 122, 183 -- 122, 183 
vJatonwan 15 790,639 14,986 805,625 

District 7 Totals 93 6,063,026 193,546 6,256,572 

Chippewa 2 157,986 -- 157,986 
Kandiyohi 16 372,063 47,711 419,774 
Lac Qui Parle 2 166,711 -- 166,711 
Lincoln 5 743,084 24,251 767,335 
Lyon 7 530,998 56,635 587,633 
McLeod 18 1 , 096 ,241 36,764 1 , 133,005 
Meeker 5 161,453 6,106 167,559 
Murray 11 895,620 50,564 946,184 
Redwood 5 103,459 18,629 122,088 
Renville 17 1,082,582 18,114 1,100,696 
Yellow Medicine 4 361 ,272 25,934 387,206 

District 8 Totals 92 5,671,469 284,.708 5,956,177 

Chisago 4 740,431 31,223 771,654 
District 9 Totals 4 740,431 31,223 771 , 654 

STATE TOTALS 558 $42,064,326 $2,142,652 $44,206,978 
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OCTOBER, 1980 

Bond Account Adjustments 

To compensate for unpaid County State Aid Highway Bond obligations that are not reflected in the County State 
Aid Highway Needs Studies, the County Engineers' Screening Committee passed a resolution which provides that a 
separate annual adjustment shall be made to the total money needs of a county that has sold and issued bonds pur­
suant to Minnesota Statutes, Chapter 162.181, for use on State Aid projects. This Bond Account Adjustment, which 
covers the amortization period, and which annually reflects the net unamortized bonded debt, shall be accomplished 
by adding the adjustment to the 25-year construction needs of the co1mty. 

The Bond Account Adjustment consists of the unamortized bond balance less the unencumbered balance available 
as of December 31st of the preceding year. 

STATE AID BOND RECORD AS OF DECEMBER 31, 1979 

Unamortized Total Disbursements Unencumbered Bond 
Amount of Bond and Obligations Balance Account 

County_ Issue Balance to December 31 2 1979 Available Adjustment 

Beltrami $ 1,955,000 $ 1,110,000 $1,938,246 $ 16,754 $1,093,246 
Carver 1,585,000 1,260,000 794,162 790,838 469,162 
Chippewa 1,000,000 500,000 1,000,000 -0- 500,000 

Chisago 1,700,000 1,310,000 856,783 843,217 466,783 
Clay 1,000,000 195,000 1,000,000 -0- 195,000 
Clearwater 990,000 500,000 990,000 -0- 500,000 

Faribault . 1,025,000 425,000 1,025,000 -0- 425,000 
Fi 1 lmore 1,220,000 200,000 1,220,000 -0- 200,000 
Freeborn 1,450,000 930,000 1,450,000 -0- 930,000 

Koochiching 800,000 200,000 800,000 -0- 200,000 
Lac Qui Parle 890,000 300,000 890,000 -0- 300,000 
Lake 500,000 350,000 500,000 -0- 350,000 
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County 

Le Sueur 
Marshall 
Meeker 

Nicollet 
Nobles 
Norman 

Pennington 
Pipestone 
Polk 

Red Lake 
Rice 
Steele 

Waseca 
Watonwan 
Wilkin 

Yellow Medicine 

TOTALS 

Unamortized 
Amount of Bond 

Issue Balance 

$ 1,300,000 $1,250,000 
1,250,000 1,250,000 

890,000 225,000 

1,000,000 1,000,000 
1,000,000 650,000 
1,135,000 460,000 

800,000 525,000 
940,000 730,000 

1,000,000 510,000 

500,000 150,000 
750,000 440,000 
900,000 200,000 

1,250,000 795,000 
1,250,000 1,250,000 
1,100,000 770,000 

250,000 200,000 

$29,430,000 $17,685,000 

Total Disbursements Unencumbered Bond 
and Obligations Balance Account 

to December 31, 1979 Available Adjustment 

$ 1,076,789 $ 223,211 $ 1,026,789 
976,024 273,976 976,024 
890,000 -0- 225,000 

-0- 1,000,000 -0-
1,000,000 -0- 650,000 
1,135,000 -0- 460,000 

592,110 207,890 317,110 
935,013 4,987 725,013 
965,191 34,809 475,191 

500,000 -0- 150,000 
693,142 56,858 383,142 
893,174 6,826 193,174 

1,250,000 -0- 795,000 
-0- 1,250,000 -0-

549,061 550,939 219,061 

143,594 106,406 93,594 

$24,063,289 $5,366,711 $12,318,289 

) 
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1980 COUNTY SCREENING COMMITTEE DATA 
OCTOBER, 1980 

County State Aid Construction Fund Balance "Needs" Deductions 

The resolution below was adopted by the Screening Committee at its July 8-9, 1976 meeting. 

That, for the determination of the 1976 County State Aid Highway 
needs and all future needs, the amount of the unencumbered con­
struction fund balance as of September 1 of the current year; not 
including the current year's regular account construction appro­
tionment and not including the last three years of municipal ac­
count construction apportionment or $100,000, whichever is greater; 
shall be deducted from the 25-year construction needs of each in­
dividual county. Also, that for the computation of this deduction, 
the estimated cost of right of way acquisition which is being 
actively engaged in shall be considered encumbered funds. 

The following listing indicates the balance, the maximum allowable balances, and the "needs" 

deductions, in the respective accounts, which will be made to the 1980 25-year construction 

needs pursuant to this resolution. 



-· 

1980 COUNTY SCREENING COMMITTEE .DATA 
OCTOBER , 1980 

Cot1nty Sta t e Aid Construc t ion Fund Balance "Nee ds" Deductions 

Unencumbered 

Construction 
Fund Balance -- As Of 

t. 1, 1980 

Regular Accoun t 

Maximum 
Balance 

1980 Const., 
Apportionment) 

1981 
Construction 

Fund Ba lance 
"Needs" 

Deduction 

Mun i c i pal Account 

Unencumbered Maximum Balance 
Construction Larger of 
Fund Balance Ei ther 

As Of ~ $100,000 Or 
Sept. 1, 1980 1978-1980 

Const. Apport. 

~ ARLTON $ 77?,671 $ _491,312 $ 28~,_359 $ 4,992 $ 172,778 

100,000 

233,919 

1981 
Const r uct ion 
Fund Balance 

"Needs" 

Deduction 

$ 

81,904 

Total 1981 
Constr uction 
Fund Ba lance 

"Need s " 
Dedu c tion 

$ 281,359 

81 ,904 

5 2 , 294 

~ ~ COOK , 325,758 346,886 -- 181,904 

L ITASCA -- - 1,163,874 1,111, sso sz', 294 • 88 ,4-07 
- I I I I 

~ KOOCHICHING 1 592,83.2 -- 7,463 
- - - - -

LAKE _ 987,015 • 488,451 • 49-8,564 155,519 

PINE . 309,124 757,255 -- 16,387 

ST.LOUIS 4,124,108 ., 3,144,207 979.,901 308,845 
- - - ..,. 

01S TRICT I TO"iAL S 

200,325 

100,000 

331,422 

575,354 

BE LTRAM I 1,267,544 814,306 453,238 • 62,285 100,000 - - - • 

CLEARvYATER 215,835 453,782 -- 133,724 100,000 
-- --

HUB BARD 930,182 432,289 497,893 65,921 103;318 

55,519 

33 , 724 

I , I I . 

KITTSON -- 133,50_1 _ _ _ s~o_,~7_7 -- _. 160_,_929 _ _1~1,819 49 ,110 

LAKE of the WOODS 162,119 43 7 842 - - • 39,603 100, ooo 
' 

554, 083 

97 9 , 901 

45 3,23 8 

33,7 24 

497,893 

4 9,11 0 

MARSHALL --- 959,948 804,779 155,169 142,644 100,000 I 4 2,644 I 197,_?1 1 
I I 

\· NORMAN 67,633 6 20,330 -- 17 , 260 185, 606 

~ PENN INGTON 1 435 , 262 - -_ __ _ 40 ,23 7 _ -, 100 , 000 
1 POL K ' 1 1, 145, 4 21 -- 1 134,576 286,311 _. _ _ 

R ED .... A~E 52 538 332,020 1 -- 1 1 
• ' I I 

100 , 000 

119,273 ROSEAU 757,103 663,829 1 I I 

D1S-r-R -1 2 T'_:rA._ c:; 

BE."~ ~or,.. 
---

1 C/\SS 

f ::Row w 111;c; 

I 'SANTI 

KANABEC 

MIL LE LACS 
- --- ---

,-+ 

1 

,, ' 

797,007 

'2:9,723 

817,31 2 

244 ,250 
- - - -

95 , 24 3 

71/,rJ',) 

351,907 
-- --

766,353 , 

531,3161 

366,175 

93,274 

272,99] 

445,190 

285 , 996 

77,894 

_J,4).!. 

388,386 

l UU,1JOG 

174,221 

249,661 298 , 727 

187, 202 f 608,855 l 
I 

l ~: :::: r -~:::::: j t. 
! 150,275 I 104, 122 -

714,165 

46,153 

MJRRISON 

SHERBURNE 

STEARNS 

TOD0 

36 , 960 

150,614 

365 , 5 81 1 

382 '808 1! 

517,642 

339, 988 1 

875,849 

t L I I __ .. _____ l ~,688 --+--

l I 100,000 t 

WADENA 

WRIGHT 

DISTRrCT 3 TOTALS 

BECKER 

BIG STONE 

'CLAY 

DOUGLAS 

GRANT 

MAHNOMEN 
i---- ----

1 9T_T~R TAIL 
1 POPE ! 

~ 
STEVENS 

SWIFT 

TRAVERSE 
--

-+ 

~ 

I 

l 

~ WH_KIN t 
[ , ~iSTRICT 4 -T0TA~St 

28,010 

267.,324 

510,825 571,474 ' 

-- 15,544 I 465,819 -
1 -- ·---- 51,710 210,940 I 

-+---
98,558 

57,272 

---+--
312,370 1 

649,746 1 

-93:524 [ 163,246 • 

199,640 534,780 ! 
+--

496,461 

316,4? 8 

665,35 9 

199,709 j 

606,952 , 

283,860
1 

·------
705,358 : 

I 

523,745 I 
I 

32,638 

88,554_ ' 

-86~33a 1 308,689 
15 ' 

653. 1 35_2_,J_'i]_ 

327 , 94 H __ 
-- - - - --· - - ---

33 1 , 666 --

I 
I 
+ 

---f -

I 

-i-

1 
I 52,469 391,316 

132.276 - ------r 
114,73~ --

115, 1s4 I __ 

i 

59,946 

105,661 

235,689 

198,999 I 

146,513 

301,701 

150,668 

217,699 

14 J 893 I 100 000 
-- - -- --- - , 

37,998 r 100,000 

127,868 1 312,588 

___ 7_5 ,333 

18,527 

184,015 

1 

35 2,245 ! --
124, 852 

133,822 

100,000 

201, 5 96 

139, 880 

108,967 

1 

--- --·- ~ - -

---t 
85, 021 1 

~ -

2_12 , 365 
~-

15 ,885 

93,274 

' , 
659,355 

?..85, 9% 

46,15 3 

32,638 

85,021 

712,365 

15,885 



r - T ------ - - --- --- - - --+ -

ANOK~ ; -- 1 518,277 -- I l ; . 381,616 I -- ~ j --
j I I 

CAR~E~ - ---• -~ 32,73} _____ _ 501,268 -- 33,554 l 177,2_15 ; ___ -_-::_ ~ --
HENNEPIN _ . 3,678,303 3,270,047 408,256 699,904 1 1,897,394 I -- 408, 256 

+- - - - · --- ~ - - - - - ~ ----

~ SCOTT -· ·-- ·_· •• 203,4O~ . ·- -- _2_:5~5_35 _ -- 4~?-~128 I 897,527 I -- : j --
DISTRICT 5 -~OTA LS . __ .: . I · ~s 

••• ---- - - - --- I - _j_ -- 't--
oooG~ ,_. :.::: _· ·L~c - 1 454,763 -- 146,2~7 i 100,000 I 46,267 l 46,267 

FILLMORE_ ___ _ • -:-2,691 877,088 -- __ 364,573 I 292,192 ~ _ 72_, 3~ 1 __ ~ 72,381 

FREEBORN 1 608,007 1 -- 96,503 I 164,334 1 - - -= -- _ ~ ~-:_ __ 

G_OO~~~~ - - _ - ~ - --- - -- 7~5'~-~~ l ___ ::_ _ - -- _ 112,151 f 145,672 - - ! --
HOUS~ON _ _ _24~,_702 _ _ 544,067 I -- : 141,945 I 115,502 

1 
26 , 443 ; 26,441 

MOWER 49,374 659,438 ! ~ -- 1 112,347 -~ _ 1~3,472 -=-:.. __ +- __ --
OU~STED _ 237,847 725,232 : -- _ ! ·- 15_2_,516 . _ 123,451 ~ 29 , 065 + 29,065 

1 

_R_ICE __ ___ _ .. _ _ 180,017 - ·-~ 4 72 ,084 1 _ ~-- : 114, 5~1 : _ 158,477 j _ _ - - ~ +- - -

1 
STEELE 1 486,234 1 -- --- - ! , _ 47,ll~ L 100,000 I -- --;-- --

1 WABASHA 137,565 601,901 l -- 1 26,814 I 267,900 I -- --
11 WINONA •• 329 , 825 714 , 202 1 -- : - 8,208 I 100,000 - 1 -- __ 

DI STRI-CT -6~1 ·T/"L.6 , _--- - --- -~-- - - , : ·- _ l___ - -, -_i ~ _ ~- __ 
I I I L I '- I LI 

t 1 t 1 

:~~:NE_A_R_T_H_ ; 54,17~ t :~:•::~ :: ; ~~:~!~ ' ~:::~:~ , :: :: 
COTTONWOOD -+ -14~352 44CJL?~;-- __ r 304,607 -t - 190-;~- - ◄ ----113,888 --- - 113,888 

,--- ...1; ♦ ' "" - .,. 

FAR 18 AULT 12 ~ , '3 l) 6 5 6 8 , % 3 - _ I 4 , 8 2 9 3 3 6 , 0 7 3 - - - -

JACK.SON 1 1 519,068 -- 1 55,584 \ 290,604 , -- , -- 'l, 
- -+ • - - • i t - - -- - - -• - --- - t' 

LE SUE.JR ! 126,585 
1 

456 ,685 -- I 151,837 1 366,599 t - - I -- ; 

MARTIN r 1 652,297 ' -- 1 1 149,294 t -- --
NICOLLET 

1 
____ 152, 9 34 I 44~,546 1 -- 1,762 100,000 -- -- , 

NOBLES 13,311 539,573 -- 189,930 158,487 31 ,443 1 31,443 
- - • - - . - - • •• - . - - • - t 

ROCK 428,774 .J 374,008 54,766 34 627 100,000 -- 54,766 
- - - - - ------- ---- - --- - - i - --- - - - - I 

SIBL EY 134 , 206 471,5 30 -- 138 707 100,071 38,636 38,636 
, -- --+ 

WASECA - _ 38~_,_84~_ ----- - _47_0_,_09_7~ _ -- -- - - _20,335 --190_,_ 090_ - ·- ---=-= - -- I 

WATONWAN 1 387,021 -- 90 225 221,601 -- -- , 
- - - - · - - - - - - - - . -............-- ----· - - - - - , I i 

DISTRICT 7 TOTALS , : 
+l 

. - - - ----- - - - - - - - ------ - --· - - ---- - - --· - - - - --- - -- - . ; 

CHIPPEWA 1 414,097 -- 3,200 100,079 -- --
~ -- ---- --· -- - - · - - - ·-·- - - - - -- -- - - --- - ·- . - . 

KANDIYOHI 1 649,493 -- 168,623 209,044 -- --

LAC QUI PARL~-- . ___ ____ 1 _ _ + _ _ _ 520,947 . _ -_:- _ _ ______ 123,691 ____ _ 119,948 ____ __ 3,743 3,743 ii 
LINCOLN --- 49,61~ ~ 343,093 -- 51,914 214,815 -- -- II 

LYON 78,981 447,530 -- 231,780 259,548 -- --

_MCLEOD _ l_:!_ ,814 _ 354,263 __ -- . .!. ?9},~ _ __ ~~5,0J~ 16,575 _ _ 16,575 f i 

MEEKER _ __ E_0 ,~2~- __ - -~_?7~13 ... ____ _: -___ __ _ -~'i!_84~ _ ___ 100,000 _ _ _ -- -- 1 1 

MURRAY 115,480 442,273 -- 156,548 131,764 . 24,784 24,784 I 

PIPESTONE 294 249 332,787 __ 186,065 136,248 . 49,817 49,817 I 
- - ' - - -+--- - -------1i------ --- - - - --- - - --- - ~ --- -- ~ 

REDWOOD _____ so, 159 _ _ _____ 512,356 _____ __ ___ __ _ _____ _ l _ _ 303,108 -- -- 1 

RENVILLE 421,063 717,866 -- 52,275 - 151,186 -- -- _ 

YELLOW MEDICINE 1 450,803 -- 18,502 191,453 - - --
----- - ---- ---+- ~----+---- --- --- --- - - - - - --- - - ·~--- - - - - - - ~ -- -- -

I DISTRICT 8 TOTALS 
·- - - -----~ - ---- - ~---- - ·- -- - ----- - ---- ·--

CHISAGO 28,967 338,966 1 -- ~~ 227,959 395.996 -- -- -
l - - - - - - - - .• -- -- - - - --- -

-- - -- .....;._.. ~ 



1980 COUNTY SCREENING COMMITTEE DATA 
OCTOBER, 1980 

MILL LEVY DEDUCTIONS 

Minnesota Statutes, Chapter 162.07, Subdivision 3 and 4 requires 
that a two-mill levy on each rural county, and a one and two­
tenths mill levy on each urban county be computed and subtracted 
from such county's total estimated construction cost. 

The 1971 Legislature amended laws pertaining to taxation and 
assessment of property valuations. Previously, the term "full 
and true" (1/3 of market value) was interpreted to mean Taxable 
Value. The 1971 Legislature deleted the term "full and true" 
and inserted "market" value where applicable. Also, all adjust­
ments made to market value to arrive at the full and true value 
were negated. The result of this change in legislation was an 
increase in Taxable Value by approximately 300%. 

To obviate any conflict, the 1971 Legislature enacted the fol­
lowing: 

Chapter 273.1102 RATE OF TAXATION, TERMINOLOGY OF LAWS OR 
CHARTERS. The rate of taxation by any political subdivision 
or of the public corporation for any purpose for which any 
law or charter now provides a maximum tax rate expressed in 
mills times the assessed value or times the full and true 
value of taxable property (except any value determined by 
the state equalization aid review committee) shall not 
exceed 33. 1/3 percent of such maximum tax rate until and 
unless such law or charter is amended to provide a different 
maximum tax rate. (1971 C 424 S 241) 

We have, therefore, reduced the mill rate by the required 33 1/3% 
to equal a 0.6667 mill levy for rural counties and a 0.4000 mill 
levy for urban counties. 

The following listed figures comply with the above requirements 
of computation. 

1980 
County Total Mill Levy 

County Tax Valuation Deduction 

Carlton $ 88,981,157 $ 59,324 
Cook 23,619,461 15. 74 7 
Itas:ca 198,231,145 132,161 
Koochiching 45,248,667 30,167 
Lake 29,806,392 19,872 
Pine 46,876,244 31,252 
St. Louis* 629,926,523 251,971 

District 1 Totals $ 1,062,689,589 $ 540,494 
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1980 
County Total Mill Levy 

Count:t: Tax Valuation Deduction 
Beltrami $ 61,075,645 $ 40,719 
Clearwater 27,624,954 18,418 
Hubbard 53,593,971 35,731 
Kittson 51,559,196 34,375 
Lake of the Woods 11,476,447 7,651 
Marshall 71,822,792 4 7, 884 
Norman 59,640,293 39,762 
Pennington 46,131,946 30, 756 
Polk 165,652,725 110,441 
Red Lake 20,504,329 13,670 
Roseau 42,176,474 28,119 

District 2 Totals 611,258,772 407,526 

Aitkin 61,133,176 40,757 
Benton 69,133,052 46,091 
Cass 81,412,551 54,278 
Crow Wing 154, 14 7, 941 102,770 
Isanti 61,754,449 41,172 
Kanabec 27,476,886 18,319 
Mille Lacs 47,828,529 31,887 
Morrison 72,846,549 48,567 
Sherburne 186,037,059 124,031 
Stearns 323,523,444 215,693 
Todd 61,326,783 40,887 
Wadena 29,090,903 19,395 
Wright 224,640,005 149,767 

District 3 Totals $1,400,351,327 $ 933,614 

Becker $ 89,171,646 $ 59,451 
Big Stone 34,422,106 22,949 
Clay 175,196,194 116,803 
Douglas 103,398,091 68,936 
Grant 42,222,659 28, 150 
Mahnomen 17,403,897 11,603 
Otter Tail 182,539,765 121,699 
Pope 50,502,434 33,670 
Stevens 52,251,084 34,836 
Swift 70,285,413 46,859 
Traverse 43,799,932 29,201 
Wilkin 62,312,827 41,544 

District 4 Totals $ 923,506,048 $ 615, 701 

Anoka $ 725,387,374 $ 483,616 
Carver 146,970,667 97,985 
Hennepin* 5,071,323,852 2,028,530 
Scott 179,474,975 119,656 

District 5 Totals $ 6,123,156,868 $2,729,787 
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1980 
County Total Mill Levy 

Counti Tax Valuation Deduction 
Dodge $ 80 e93,339 $ 53,932 
Fillmore 108,778,258 72,522 
Freeborn 198,272,772 132,188 
Goodhue 297,470,160 198,323 
Houston 65,284,594 43,525 
Mower 188,116,852 125,418 
Olmsted 402,139,697 268,107 
Rice 155,501,661 103,673 
Steele 136,023,128 90,687 
Wabasha 82,181,256 54,790 
Winona 160,723,683 107, 154 

District 6 Totals $1,875,385,400 $1,250,319 

Blue Earth 232,996,567 $ 155,339 
Brown 140,548,912 93,704 
Cottonwood 112,713,674 75,146 
Faribault 156,557,060 104,377 
Jackson 127,032,375 84,692 
Le Sueur 82,867,921 55,248 
Martin 178,496,131 119,003 
Nicollet 100,706,317 67,141 
Nobles 129,254,856 86,174 
Rock 71,371,879 47,584 
Sibley 87,170,017 58,116 
Waseca 96,305,767 64,207 
Watonwan 87,672,612 58,451 

District 7 Totals $ 1,603,694,088 $ 1,069,182 

Chippewa $ 79,758,015 $ 53,175 
Kandiyohi 147,234,964 98,162 
Lac Qui Parle 73,101,457 48,737 
Lincoln 41,624,318 2 7, 751 
Lyon 113,850,584 75,904 
McLeod 111,817,050 74,548 
Meeker 87,973,209 58,652 
Murray 82,753,913 55,172 
Pipestone 58,058,240 38,707 
Redwood 140,390,199 93,598 
Renville 150,770,598 100,519 
Yellow Medicine 83,643,924 55,765 

District 8 Totals $1,170,976,471 $ 780,690 

Chisago $ 78,293,470 $ 52,198 
Dakota 866,987,573 578,021 
Ramsey* 1,928,014,212 771,206 
Washington 444,357,492 296,253 

District 9 Totals $ 3,317,652,747 $ 1,697,678 

STATE TOTALS $18,088,671,310 $10,024,991 

* Denotes Urban Counties 
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1980 COUNTY SCREENING COMMITTEE DATA 
OCTOBER, 1980 

Development of the Tentative 1981 
C.S.A.H. Money Needs Apportionment 

(Based on the 1980 Apportionment Sum) 

This chart was prepared in order to determine an annual money needs 

figure for each county. These figures, along with each county's 

mileage, must be presented to the Commissioner on or before 

November 1, for his use in apportioning the 1981 County State Aid 

Highway Fund. This tabulation also indicates a tentative 1981 

money needs apportionment figure for each county based on the 1980 

apportionment sum. 

The Trunk Highway Turnback Adjustment colunm is the same as was used 

for the 1980 money needs apportionment determination because more 

current data was not available at the time the chart was printed. 

Current data will be used for the final 1981 apportionment. 

As you can see, it was necessary to add Traverse County to the list 

of "minimum counties" for this tabulation. 

Minor adjustments must be made for any turnback activity in 1980 

and possibly for any FAS fund balance deductions deemed necessary 

by this Committee. 





October 30, 1980 

Richard P. Braun 
Commissioner 
Minnesota Department of Transportation 
Room 411 
Transportation Building 
Saint Paul, Minnesota 55155 

In reply refer to: 702 

Dear Commissioner Braun: 

We, the undersigned, as members of the 1980 County Screening Cotlli~ittee, 
having reviewed all information available in relation to the mileage and 
money needs of the County State Aid Highway System, do hereby submit our 
findings on the attached sheets. 

In making this recommendation, we have considered the needs impact re­
sulting from changes in unit costs, construction accomplishments, traffic 
revisions, new traffic factors and grade widening revisions. After deter­
mining the annual needs, adjustments as required by law and Screening 
Committee Resolutions were made to arrive at the money needs as listed. 
Due to turnback activity in 1980, and possible deductions caused by ex­
cessive FAS fund balances; adjustments to the mileage and money needs will 
be necessary before January l, 1981. 

Thio Committee, therefore, recommends that the mileage and money needs as 
listed be modified as required and used as the basis for apportioning to 
the counties the 1981 Apportionment Sum as provided in Minnesota Statutes, 
Chapter 162.07, Subdivision 5. 

Respectfully submitted, 

Dennis Carlson, Secretary 
County Screening Committee 

APPROVED 

Vern Skallman, District 1 

Roger Diesen, District 2 

Robert El leraas~, District 3 

Dennis Berend, District 4 

Ervie Prenevost. District 5 

John Dolan, District 6 

MichaeI Wagner, District 7 

Marlyn Hanson, District 8 

Robert Sandeen, District 9 
(Chairman) 

Enclosure: -32-
Mileage and Annual Money Needs Listing 



-33-

1980 COUNTY STATE AID HIGHWAY NEEDS STUDY 
(1981 C.S.A.H. FUND APPORTIONMENT) 

TABULATION OF THE COUNTY STATE AID HIGHWAY MIL&~GE AND MONEY NEEDS 
AS RECOMMENDED BY THE COUNTY ENGINEERS' SCREENING COMMITTEE 

FOR USE BY THE COMMISSIONER OF TRANSPOI;.TATION 
IN APPORTIONING THE 1981 COUNTY STATE AID HIGHWAY FUND 

Carlton 
Cook 
Itasca 
Koochiching 
Lake 
Pine 
St. Louis 

District 1 Totals 

Beltrami 
Clearwater 
Hubbard 
Kittson 
Lake of the Woods 
Marshall 
Norman 
Pennington-
Polk 
Red Lake 
Roseau 

District 2 Totals 

Aitkin 
Benton 
Cass 
Crow Wing 
Isanti 
Kanabec 
Mille Lacs 
Morrison 
Sherburne 
Stearns 
Todd 
Wadena 
Wright 

District 3 Totais 

Becker 
Big Stone 
Clay 
Douglas 
Grant 
Mahnomen 
Otter Tail 
Pope 
Stevens 
Swift 
Traverse 
Wilkin 

District 4 Totals 

County State Aid 
Highway Mileage 

294.36 
178.08 
651. 28 
248.93 
214. 12 
473.12 

1,362.56 
3,422.45 

465.41 
327.38 
325.80 
372.54 
186.96 
640.19 
393. 51 
260.80 
809.49 
186.49 
482.62 

4,451.19 

368.73 
224.30 
530.35 
373.38 
226.24 
211. 64 
244.10 
428.98 
215 .49 
597.88 
412.86 
229.50 
403.49 

4,466.94 

467.72 
211. 60 
406.69 
387.37 
228.85 
195.20 
913.02 
299.23 
243. 91 
329.46 
243.82 
312.56 

4,239.43 

Annual 
County State Aid 

Highway Money Needs 

$ 713,640 
581,752 

1,769,614 
1,235,264 

787,010 
1,726,565 
6,134,235 

12,948,080 

1,335,529 
570,004 
600,733 
735,032 
783,751 
965,814 
945,222 
489,760 

2,152,537 
483,539 
814,078 

9,875,999 

1,123,590 
545,323 

1,335,263 
1,125,960 

541,298 
564,281 
493,177 
654,735 
344,840 

1,398,043 
804,135 
395,053 

1,404,257 
10,729,955 

677,924 
426,132 

1,325,756 
766,179 
394,028 
469,470 

1,935,068 
1}19, 155 
355,589 
606,625 
375,850 
542,063 

8,293,839 



Annual 
County State Aid County State Aid 

Highway Mileage Hi.ghway Money Needs 

Anoka 243.58 $ 701,534 
Carver 207.11 1,075,049 
Hennepin 500 .41 6,811,623 
Scott 186. 91 1.058,520 

District 5 Totals 1,138.01 9,646,726 

Dodge 250.13 697,416 
Fillmore 394.59 1,990,921 
Freeborn 44 7. 84 921,709 
Goodhue 327.22 1,306,790 
Houston 250.65 1,038,851 
Mower 374.28 1,013,764 
Olmsted 320.02 1,159,256 
Rice 280.88 782,147 
Steele 285.38 621,252 
Wabasha 277.60 1,333,187 
Winona 316.11 1,277,800 

District 6 Totals 3,524.70 12,143,093 

Blue Earth 416.29 1,525,626 
Brown 317.57 746,530 
Cottonwood 316. 75 716,798 
Faribault 343.33 1,178,613 
Jackson 370.85 974,422 
Le Sueur 268.34 973,884 
Martin 378.08 1,021,088 
Nicollet 244.72 519,826 
Nobles 343.70 874,000 
Rock 250.56 484,665 
Sibley 287.62 830,512 
Waseca 250.48 713,584 
Watonwan 229.50 683,942 

District 7 Totals 4,017.79 11,243,490 

Chippewa 244.32 625,854 
Kandiyohi 418.90 967,632 
Lac Qui Parle 361. 89 808,995 
Lincoln 255.18 459,956 
Lyon 315.34 822,508 
McLeod 236.80 629,847 
Meeker 272.06 426,821 
Murray 355.14 609,583 
Pipestone 227.31 458,178 
Redwood 385.14 904,440 
Renville 449.75 1,204,575 
Yellow Medicine 335.98 677,123 

District 8 Totals 3,857.81 8,595,512 

Chisago 226.39 716,128 
Dakota 2 74. 74 1,575,893 
Ramsey 228.08 2,763,288 
Washington 188.04 1,194,425 

District 9 Totals 917.25 6,249,734 

STATE TOTALS 30,035.57 $89,726,428 

* Does not include 1980 T.H. Tu!nback Mileage. 
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1980 COUNTY SCREENING COMMITTEE DATA 
OCTOBER, 1980 

Total Tentative 1981 C.S.A.H. AEE,ortionment 

(Based on 1980 Apportionment Sum) 

The following tabulation lists a tentative 1981 Apportionment based on the 1980 allot­

ment sum. The Equalization Apportionment naturally remains the same. The Motor Vehicle 

Registration Apportionment reflects changes caused by the new registration figures. The 

Mileage Apportionment was computed using the actual 1980 C.S.A.H. needs study mileage but 

the 1980 Trunk Highway Turnback mileage is not included. The Money Needs Apportionment is 

based on the actual 1980 25-year construction needs, however, these needs will be adjusted 

by 1980 turnback activity, by deductions caused by excessive FAS fund balances, and pos­

sibly by other action taken at this meeting. 

We wish to emphasize that the apportionment as shown is tentative and the final appor­

tionment will be determined in January, 1981, by the Connnissioner with the assistance of 

recommendations by your Screening Committee. 



Total Tentative 1981 C.S.A.H. Apportionment 
(Based on 1980 Apportionment Sum) 

Mileage 
Apportionment Total 

Motor Vehicle 

( 

1980 THTB Money Tentative 
Equalization Registration Mileage Needs 1981 C.S.A.H. 

County Apportionment Apportionment Not Included Apportionment ~ortionment 

Carlton $ 115,611 $ 79,379 $ 295,709 $ 399,987 $ 890,686 
Cook 115,611 12,271 178,904 326,065 632,851 

Itasca 115,611 116,714 654,301 991,848 1,878,474 

Koochiching 115,611 48,148 250,085 692,351 1,106,195 

Lake 115,611 35,606 215,113 441,110 807,440 

Pine 115,610 49,637 475,306 967,719 1,608,272 

St. Louis 115,610 539,055 1,368,860 3,438,166 5,461,691 

District 1 Totals $ 809,275 $ 880,810 $ 3,438,278 $ 7,257,246 $12,385,609 

Beltrami $ 115,611 $ 72,992 $ 467,552 $ 748,548 $ 1,404,703 

Clearwater 115,611 22,973 328,900 319,481 786,965 

Hubbard 115,611 36,451 327,301 336,704 816,067 

Kittson 115,611 21,977 374,253 411,977 923,818 

Lake of the Woods 115,611 11,054 187,835 439,283 753,783 

Marshall 115,611 42,033 643,136 541,327 1,342,107 

Norman 115,610 30,386 395,314 529,786 1,071,096 

Pennington 115,610 44,728 262,004 274,505 696,847 

Polk 115,610 98,700 813,229 1,206,471 2,234,010 

Red Lake 115,610 16,214 187,353 271,018 590,195 

Roseau 115,610 37,306 484,842 456,281 1,094,039 

District 2 Totals $ 1,271,716 $ 434,814 $ 4,471,719 $ 5,535,381 $ 11,713,630 

Aitkin $ 115,611 $ 36,410 $ 370,420 $ 629,759 $ 1,152,200 

Benton 115,611 54,133 225,342 305,647 700,733 

Cass 115,611 52,705 532,789 748,399 1,449,504 

Crow Wing 115,611 112,359 375,097 631,087 1,234,154 

Isanti 115,611 53,630 227,273 303,391 699,905 

Kanabec 115,611 30,446 212,609 316,273 674,939 

Mille Lacs 115,611 52,272 245,227 276,420 689,530 

Morrison 115,611 72,257 430,950 366,971 985,789 

Sherburne 115,610 64,804 216,501 193,279 590,194 

Stearns 115,610 256,532 600,651 783,586 1,756,379 

Todd 115,610 59,896 414,777 450,708 1,040,991 

Wadena 115,610 37,024 230,562 221,422 604,618 
I Wright 115,610 141,417 405,362 787,069 1,449,458 

L,.) 

0\ 
I District 3 Totals $ 1,502,938 $1,023,885 $ 4,487,560 $ 6,014,0ll $13,028,394 



I 
w 
-...J Mileage 
I Apportionment Total 

Motor Vehicle 1980 THTB Money Tentative 
Equalization Registration Mileage Needs 1981 C.S.A.H. 

County_ Apportionment Apportionment Not Included Apportionment !efortionment 

Becker $ 115,611 $ 73,726 $ 469,875 $ 379,969 $ 1,039,181 
Big Stone 115,611 23,164 212,578 238,842 590,195 
Clay 115,611 114,954 408,56i 743,071 1,382,197 
Douglas 115,611 72,288 389,159 429,434 1,006,492 
Grant 115,611 23,838 229,898 220,848 590,195 
Mahnomen 115,611 15,349 196,103 263,132 590,195 
Otter Tail 115,610 137,967 917,240 1,084,583 2,255,400 
Pope 115,610 29,782 300,627 234,931 680,950 
Stevens 115,610 30,235 245,046 199,304 590,195 
Swift 115,610 39,719 330,982 340,006 826,317 
Traverse 115,610 18,970 244,955 210,659 590,194 
Wilkin 115,610 25,186 313,994 303,820 758,610 

District 4 Totals $1,387,326 $ 605,178 $ 4,259,018 $ 4,648,599 $ 10 , 900 , 121 

Anoka $ 115,611 $ 391,190 $ 244,714 $ 393,202 $ 1,144,717 
Carver 115,611 83,482 208,082 602,552 1,009,727 
Hennepin 115,611 2,257,887 502,735 3,817,834 6,694,067 
Scott 115,610 108,225 187,775 593,288 1,004,898 

District 5 Totals $ 462,443 $ 2,840,784 $ 1,143,306 $ 5,406,876 $ .9,853,409 

Dodge $ 115,611 $ 41,087 $ 251,292 $ 390,893 $ 798,883 
Fillmore 115,611 60,228 396,400 1,115,887 1,688,126 
Freeborn 115,611 100,812 449,900 516,607 1,182,930 
Goodhue 115,611 104,645 328,719 732,440 1,281,415 
Houston 115,611 47,675 251,805 582,263 997,354 
Mower 115,610 113,104 376,003 568,203 1,172,920 
Olmsted 115,610 231,980 321,508 649,749 1,318,847 
Rice 115,610 103,438 282,191 438,384 939,623 
Steele 115,610 80,183 286,687 348,205 830,685 
Wabasha 115,610 52,453 278,871 747,235 1,194,169 
Winona 115,610 104,011 317,585 716,192 1,253,398 

District 6 Totals $ 1,271,715 $ 1,039,616 $ 3,540,961 $ 6,806,058 $12,658,350 



Mileage 
Apportionment Total 

Motor Vehicle 

( 

1980 THTB Money Tentative 
Equalization Registration Mileage Needs 1981 C.S.A.H. 

County_ Apportionment Apportionment Not Included Apportionment ~ortionment 

Blue Earth $ 115,611 $ 134,226 $ 418,217 $ 855,095 $ 1,523,149 
Brown 115,611 81,702 319,033 418,421 934,767 
Cottonwood 115,611 45,473 318,219 401,757 881,060 
Faribault 115,611 60,731 344,923 660,599 1,181,864 
Jackson 115,611 39,961 372,563 546,152 1,074,287 

Le Sueur 115,611 62,541 269,578 545,851 993,581 
Martin 115,611 73,716 379,835 572,307 1,141,469 
Nicollet 115,610 57,553 245,861 291,356 710,380 
Nobles 115,610 63,919 345,285 489,867 1,014,681 

Rock 115,610 30,034 251,714 271,649 669,007 
Sibley 115,610 43,240 288,950 465,492 913,292 
Waseca 115,610 49,928 251,624 399,956 817,118 

Watonwan 115,610 37,426 230,562 383,341 766,939 

District 7 Totals $1,502,937 $ 780,450 $ 4,036,364 $ 6,301,843 $ 12,621,594 

Chippewa $ 115,611 $ 44,618 $ 245,438 $ 350,783 $ 756,450 

Kandiyohi 115,611 98,026 420,842 542,346 1,176,825 
Lac Qui Parle 115,611 31,492 363,571 453,432 964,106 

Lincoln 115,611 21,836 256,361 257,800 651,608 

Lyon 115,611 67,983 316,801 461,006 961,401 

McLeod 115,611 86,912 237,895 353,022 793,440 

Meeker 115,611 55,360 273,319 239,228 683,518 

Murray 115,610 33,182 356,782 341,664 847,238 

Pipestone 115,610 32,810 228,360 256,803 633,583 

Redwood 115,610 58,840 386,926 506,928 1,068,304 

Renville 115,610 64,332 451,831 675,150 1,306,923 
Yellow Medicine 115,610 41,047 337,530 379,519 873,706 

District 8 Totals $ 1,387,327 $ 636,438 $ 3,875,656 $ 4,817,681 $ 10, 71 7, 102 

Chisago $ 115,611 $ 67,822 $ 227,424 $ 401,381 $ 812,238 

Dakota 115,611 418,025 276,005 883,269 1,692,910 

Ramsey 115,610 1,088,882 229,144 1,548,790 2,982,426 

Washington 115,610 241,415 188,922 669,461 1,215,408 

District 9 Totals $ 462,442 $1,816,144 $ 921,495 $ 3,502,901 $ 6,702,982 

STATE TOTALS $10,058,119 $10,058,119 $ 30,174,357 $50,290,596 $100,581,191 

I 
V) 

00 
I 
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1980 COUNTY SCREENING COMMITTEE DATA 
OCTOBER, 1980 

Comparison of the Actual 1980 to the 
Tentative 1981 C.S.A.H. A£Eortionment 

(Based on the 1980 C.S.A.H. Apportionment Sum) 

The following two pages show what each county's 1981 County State 

Aid Apportionment would be if all mileage, needs and adjustments 

remained as published in this booklet and if the road user fund 

for 1981 remained the same as 1980. However, as we stated in the 

previous write ups, some revised figures will be used to deter­

mine the final 1981 Apportionment. This data is being presented 

simply to show the approximate comparison to last year's appor­

tionment if the Committee approves the mileage and money needs as 

presented. 



1980 COUNTY SCREENING COMMITTEE DATA 
OCTOBER, 1980 

Comparison of the Actual 1980 to the Tentative 1981 C.S.A.H. Apportionments 
(Based on the 1980 C.S.A.H. Apportionment Sum) 

Carlton 
Cook 
Itasca 
Koochiching 
Lake 
Pine 
St. Louis 

District 1 Totals 

Beltrami 
Clearwater 
Hubbard 
Kittson 
Lake of the Woods 
Marshall 
Norman 
Pennington 
Polk 
Red Lake 
Roseau 

District 2 Totals 

Aitkin 
Benton 
Cass 
Crow Wing 
Isanti 
Kanabec 
Mille Lacs 
Morrison 
Sherburne 
Stearns 
Todd 
Wadena 
Wright 

District 3 Totals 

Becker 
Big Stone 
Clay 
Douglas 
Grant 
Mahnomen 
Otter Tail 
Pope 
Stevens 
Swift 
Traverse 
Wilkin 

District 4 Totals 

* Less th~n 0.1% 

Actual 
1980 C.S.A.H. 
AE.I?ortionment 

$ 945,859 
619,793 

1,996,348 
1,106,195 

866,232 
1,459,741 
5,592,685 

$ 12,586,853 

$ 1,437,722 
814,982 
790,434 
970,593 
753,783 

1,401,127 
1,147,229 

737,082 
2,086,149 

590,194 
1,164,122 

$ 11,893,417 

$ 1,235,042 
691,805 

1,461,557 
1,254,997 

658,706 
674,230 
711,275 

1,020,749 
590,195 

1,763,053 
1,080,005 

622,673 
1,414,418 

$13,178,705 

$ 1,096,765 
590,195 

1,275,188 
1,013,125 

590, 196 
590,194 

2,373,911 
673,071 
590,194 
779,111 
609,092 
797,930 

$ 10,978,972 

Tentative 
1981 C.S.A.H. 
Apportionment 

(Using 1980 
Funds) 

$ 890,686 
632,851 

1,878,474 
1,106,195 

807,440 
1,608,272 
5,461,691 

$ 12,385,609 

$ 1,404,703 
786,965 
816,067 
923,818 
753,783 

1,342,107 
1,071,096 

696,847 
2,234,010 

590,195 
1,094,039 

$ 11,713,630 

$ 1,152,200 
700,733 

1,449,504 
1,234,154 

699,905 
674,939 
689,530 
985,789 
590,194 

1,756,379 
1,040,991 

604,618 
1,449,458 

$ 13,028,394 

$ 1,039,181 
590,195 

1,382,197 
1,006,492 

590,195 
590,195 

2,255,400 
680,950 
590,195 
826,317 
590,194 
758,610 

$ 10,900,121 

Increase 
or 

Decrease 

$- 55,173 
+ 13,058 
-117 ,874 

- 58,792 
+148,531 
-130,994 

$-201, 244 

$- 33,019 
- 28,017 
+ 25,633 
- 46,775 

- 59,020 
- 76,133 
- 40,235 
+147,861 
+ 1 
- 70,083 

$-179,787 

$- 82,842 
+ 8,928 
- 12,053 
- 20,843 
+ 41,199 
+ 709 
- 21,745 
- 34,960 

1 
- 6,674 
- 39,014 
- 18,055 
+ 35,040 

$-150,311 

$- 57,584 

+107,009 
- 6,633 

1 
+ 1 
-118,511 
+ 7,879 
+ 1 
+ 47,206 
- 18,898 
- 39,320 

$- 78,851 

% 
+ or -

- 5.9 
+ 2.1 
- 5.9 

* 
- 6.8 
+10.2 
- 2.3 
- 1.6 

- 2.3 
- 3.4 
+ 3.2 
- 4.8 

* 
- 4.2 
- 6.6 
- s.s 
+ 7.1 

* 
- 6.0 
- 1.5 

- 6.7 
+ 1.3 
- 0.8 
- 1.7 
+ 6.3 
+ 0.1 
- 3.1 
- 3.4 

* 
- 0.4 
- 3.6 
- 2.9 
+ 2.5 
- 1.1 

- 5.3 
* 

+ 8.4 
- 0.7 

* 
* 

- s.o 
+ 1.2 

* 
+ 6.1 
- 3.1 
- 4.9 
- 0.7 
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Actual Tentative Increase 
19 80 C . S . A. H . 1981 C.S.A.H. or % 
Apportionment Apportionment Decrease + or ---(Using 1980 

Funds) 

Anoka $ 1,133,701 $ 1,144,717 $+ 11,016 + 1.0 
Carver 953,597 1,009,727 + 56,130 + 5.9 
Hennepin 6,616,583 6,694,067 + 77,484 + 1.2 
Scott 906,628 1,004,898 + 98,270 +10.8 

District 5 Totals $ 9,610,509 $ 9,853,409 $+242,900 + 2.5 

Dodge $ 811,323 $ 798,883 $- 12,440 - 1.5 
Fillmore 1,632,034 1,688,126 + 56,092 + 3.4 
Freeborn 1,136,734 1,182,930 + 46,196 + 4.1 
Goodhue 1,269,189 1,281,415 + 12,226 + 1.0 
Houston 977,133 997,354 + 20,221 + 2.1 
Mower 1,184,207 1,172,920 - 11,287 - 1.0 
Olmsted 1,283,551 1,318,847 + 35,296 + 2. 7 
Rice 869,016 939,623 + 70,607 + 8.1 
Steele 874,773 830,685 - 44,088 - 5.0 
Wabasha 1,175,496 1,194,169 + 18,673 + 1.6 
Winona 1,250 ,09·1 1,253,398 + 3,307 + 0.3 

District 6 Totals $12,463,547 $ 12,658,350 $+194 ,803 + 1.6 

Blue Earth $ 1,546,120 $ 1,523,149 $- 22,971 - 1.5 
Brown 929,654 934,767 + 5,113 + 0.5 
Cottonwood 868,672 881,060 + 12,388 + 1.4 
Faribault 1,189,056 1,181,864 - 7,192 - 0.6 
Jackson 1,085,998 1,074,287 - 11,711 - 1.1 
Le Sueur 983,387 993,581 + 10,194 + 1.0 
Martin 1,183,355 1,141,469 - 41,886 - 3.5 
Nicollet 754,887 710,380 - 44,507 - 6.0 
Nobles 1,004,679 1,014,681 + 10,002 + 1.0 
Rock 676,288 669,007 - 7,281 - 1.1 
Sibley 849,328 913,292 + 63,964 + 7 .5 
Waseca 845,377 817,118 - 28,259 - 3.3 
Watonwan 792,563 766,939 - 25,624 - 3.2 

District 7 Totals $ 12,709,364 $ 12,621,594 $- 87,770 - 0.7 

Chippewa $ 752,383 $ 756,450 $+ 4,067 + 0.5 
Kandiyohi 1,214,914 1,176,825 - 38,089 - 3.1 
Lac Qui Parle 943,847 964,106 + 20,259 + 2 .1 
Lincoln 703,780 651,608 - 52,172 - 7.4 
Lyon 908,507 961,401 + 52,894 + 5.8 
McLeod 726,873 793,440 + 66,567 + 9.2 
Meeker 696,205 683,518 - 12,687 - 1.8 
Murray 821,489 847,238 + 25,749 + 3.1 
Pipestone 637,890 633,583 - 4,307 - 0.7 
Redwood 1,042,900 1,068,304 + 25,404 + 2. 4 
Renville 1,290,244 1,306,923 + 16,679 + 1.3 
Yellow Medicine 864,601 873,706 + 9,105 + 1.1 

District 8 Totals $ 10,603,633 $ 10,717,102 $+113,469 + 1.1 

Chisago $ 828,086 $ 812,238 $- 15,848 - 1.9 
Dakota 1,569,222 1,692,910 +123,688 + 7.9 
Ramsey 2,942,702 2,982,426 + 39,724 + 1.3 
Washington 1,216,181 1,215,408 - 773 - 0.1 

District 9 Totals $ 6,556,191 $ 6,702,982 $+146,791 + 2. 2 

STATE TOTALS $100,581,191 $ 100 , 5 81 , 19 l 

* Less than 0.1%. 
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1980. 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 3075J (4-77) 1'1Il{.ESOTA DEP-A.lTl·ENT OF .L''.1,.:.iNSP01rr~~.noN 
:~E(U::::ST FO~"{ STATE AID DESIGNl,.TION 

J.~T!i: /; -- :J_/ - 7 J 
TO : Local load Studies Engineer 

p·:wu ~ · /)) /..!_j'/:-) I L)t· __ District State Aid Engineer 

SUBJgCT: Recuest for Preliminary Approval for System ;.{eview 

0 
~ 

lo 
D 
~ 
~ 

(l·:h.nlieit3alit'y) (County) of /:=-/<::··'-- ~ _1:~~~=-

Attached is a rc(luest and supporting data for preliminary approval or.· 
a revision to the (d~) (GSl .• H) system. It is r,'3commcnded that this 
revision be (c.lj;prove(l) (rJ~). 

T~lis !:)roposed ne1:,1 State £dcl route meets th~ follm-1ing criteria (indicated 
by :rn 11 :~ 11 ) necessary for rJesignation: 

·::. S. A.H. C.UTZ.IIA 

carries relatively heavi3r traffic volumes or is functional classified as 
collector or arterial as identified on the county's functionnl 0lans 

and connects to""'ms, cmTu"Tlunities, shipping points and marketf~ t1it~1in c2 

county or in adjacent counties; 

.Q£ provides access to rural church3s, schools, community meeti.n~ halls, 
industrial areas, state institutions and recreational areas; 

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

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

an..-1 pr,:ivides an integrated and coordinated highway system----------­
----------------- consistant with traffic d~uands. --------~----- ...... _., _______ ... _ .... ~---......... _ .. , ____ .... ------------ ------

-------------------------------------··-·----.. ·-----·--•◄ 
__ .,..,, __ ~ ......... , ......_ ___ ., ___ _ 

D 
D 
D 

1 .. !. s . . ::.... s. C~IT~~ .. 11.tl. 

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

~ connects tI1e points of major traffic interest 1\rithin an urbun municipality; 

and provide:3 an integrated street system a.Hording 1.-rithin practical limits 
a Stat13-Aid street network consistent with traffic cem,:mds. 

·-----------•-•N"•--•·-•'------•• .. a--•-~-••--·-•• 

_,,O'.TT.''-:'j"!' ; • I .... : • ..,..., ~-. / '' ' -
V ,L.:...,..t,,.,1..J.~ 4 tJ • _ i ._ l \...:; ..._ I ., ,' L. \ ........_ l.. L. •. i· i c-- I - \ . .' ~ - I) •- I 

/ J·,__ 
/·, I(. ,/ 

~rn:OJ:.1h.SNDZD t~P~~O/.\L O .. ~ !)ZNL\..L: 
Local ~oad Studies 2ngineer Date 

~-~P .10·.,~n o·.( n:z:,,:r:~r,1: 
~t2te Aid 3ngineer G2te 
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FILLMORE COUNTY 

DEPARTMENT OF HIGHWAYS 
NEIL BRITTON, Engineer 

-
Phone (AC-507) 765-3854 

September 18, 1980 

Jack Ko Dolan 9 Director of Public Works 
1421 - Third Avenue SoEo 
Rochester~ Mini.'1.esota 55901 

Re: Additional information on the request to revoke and 
designate a new route for a portion of C.S.A.H. 25~ 

Dear Sir~ 

. PRESTON, MINNESOTA 559G~ 

Fillmore Cowity proposes to grade a portion of OcS.A.H. 25 from C.S.A . .,H. 10 
to approximately the south limits of the City of Rushford Village in 1982. 
On the present alignment this would be a length <>f 4.6 miles .. The needs on 
this section are $110siOOOoOO/mL with a $64,260.00 bridge or a total cost 
of $570,026000 for the gradingo. The proposed road alignment change would 
eliminate 2"8 miles of this route~ which is the most expensive part of 
this construction. The estimated needs is $14O.00O.00/mi.. or $392,OOOrOO. 

The 3o9 miles proposed designation follows the higher ground and is less · 
expensive to constructo The estimated needs on this section are $65,O00.00/mi. 
or $253p5OOaOOo Total needsp grading, base and bituminous surface for the 
present route would be $762,418.00. The new route would have a need on it 
of $684f515oOO even though this route is longer. 

The 208 miles of proposed revocation is classified as rugged. The design 
on this section would have to be less that 50 M~P.H. The alternate route 
could be built to a 50 MoPoHo d~sign. 

I have examined our county state aid system and have formd no place to reduce 
our mileageo 

Sincerely, 

FILLMORE COUNTY HIGHWAY DEPARTMENT 

~\~ 
Neil Britton 

County Highway Engineer 

NB/jc 

cc: Glen Maidl 
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ADMIN 10PO (Rev. 1/78) 
SF-00006-01, STATE OF MINNESOTA 

DEPARTMENT of Transportation - Rochester 
Division of Field Operations Office Memorandum 

TO 

FROM 

SUBJECT: 

-47-

Wm. Strand, 
Chief, State Aid Needs Unit 

Glen M. Maidl, 'J 
District State Aid Engineer 

Revocation - Designation of a Portion of 
C.S.A.H. 25 in Fillmore County 

DATE: September 26, 1980 

PHONE: 507=285-7377 

The original request for the above action was submitted to the 
Screening Committee at the June 1980 meeting for their consideration. 
Their concensus was that the submittal left a little to be desired 
and that additional information supporting the request must be made 
and presented at the Fall meeting in order for this request to re­
ceive further consideration. 

Attached is a letter from the County Engineer, Neil Britton, to Mr. 
Jack Dolan, District 6 Screening Committee Representative in which 
Mr. Britton indicates a reduction in needs of approximately $78,000 
even though the proposed route is 1.1 miles longer. A physical analysis 
of the two routes by Mr. Dolan and myself indicates the following. The 
present 2.8 mile segment follows a dry run throughout its length. The 
typical section generally consists of a deep, eroded gully on one side 
of a 22'+ gravel surfaced road and a steep rock to rock debris cut on the 
opposite-side with 1ittle or no ditch. The existing road horizontal 
alignment provides a design speed of 20 - 50 miles per hour. This means 
that there are some 200' - 300' tangent sections. It would be difficult 
to economically attain more than a 40 m.p.h. design speed on this section. 
The type of grading classification would be moderate to heavy. Two 
similar grading projects placed under contract during 1979 and 1980 averaged 
$193,000/mile. I think Mr. Britton is being conservative in his estimate 
of $140,000/for this project. 

per mile 
The proposed section follows a ridge except for the E-W Section 1.0 mile 
in length along the south limits of Rushford Village. The terrain of 
the ridge portion is gently rolling with minimal drainage structures re­
quired. It will directly serve 12 farmsteads throughout its 3.9 mile 
length as compared to 4 farmsteads on the existing route. Fifty M.P.H. 
design is economically attainable. Type of grading classification is 
light to moderate except for the E.W. mile which is similar to the exist­
ing route typical section. 

PRINTED ON RECYCLED PAPER 



Wm. Strand 
September 26, 1980 
Page 2 

The proposed route would be more economical to construct, would directly 
serve more people and farmsteads, could be constructed to 50 M.P.H. design 
and would be less expensive to maintain. Therefore, I strangely recommend 
that this proposal be approved and the necessary revocation and designation 
made. 

GM: jl 

Attachment: 

cc: J. K. Dolan 
N. Britton 
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MN/IDT 3075J (4-77) HINNSSOTA DEPA1THSNT OF T.Ll.:.~'-rnPOl(f.:~TION 
~~E(N~ST FO:<. STATg AID D83IGNii.TION 

;J,J.T~ 7- :3/-rO 

TO 

p·1011 

Local load Studies 3ngineer {7~_ /J _. _ / 
J. /2'.. J. /S-AAC::.So.141 ~·trjEt ~er 

SUBJt~CT: Recuest for Preliminary Approval for System ~{eview 

lo 
lo 
I 0, 

D 
D 
D 

(Municipality) (County) of 6AJL§ <>-!= 7NE U/t:?~&>S 

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

a revision to the Ci0.;1J) (GSlJ{) system. It is recomr,tcnded that this 
revision be (.ipprove(l) (rJ.eaiedh 

Tl1is r)roposei'.".1. nm,1 State t~icl route meets th~ folloHing criteria (indicated 
by an 11::") necessary for designation: 

::. S.A. H. c.nT2.::L:\. 

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

~ connects tm,ms, conununitics, sbippin8 points and markets v1it~1in a 
county or in adjacent counties; 

.Q£ provides access to rural church~s, schools, community meetinz halls, 
in<lustrial areas, 3tate institutions and recreational areas; 

_££ serves as a rrincii:n1l rural mail route and school bus route; 

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

and r:covides an integrated and coordinated highwny system----------­
----------------- consistent with traffic denands. ------------- ----------·~•-· ---~·-·~---------~------------~-~--

D 
D 
D 

_____ , _ _._ ... _ __...,, ... ,.,""'-•~r--.... ? .... , ~-----·· - -

M.S.A.S. C~ITzar~ 

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

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

&nd provid,a:3 an integrated street system affording ~.-:ithin practical limits 
a State-Aicl street network consistent with tra[fic 1-1.ern.:mcis. 

----------•"-~••M---~-~--~-•··•• --••---• ._.,_,_,,_ -•• 

~o:-n-:2r,~r~ 2: ~IS /S 7He ONLr_ A c.cl:S.r e..t:JAL> 7o 7'#<=' 
No ~7' ftw 5SY A ,J(S 6£: • 
//AIBE-e PA'-'eX/t:7'/c:J~ 

~ Ar--/ t:> VS E #AS- Cl.H4N~ eUJ ..C/2 o ~ 

z::e, Ee Sc.,TZ r 7</RE us At; G . 

_rn .. :m1L21m ZD tJ?P ~~o 14:u.. 0.1 92!·1L'~: 
Local ~oad Studies 2ngineer !Jate 

.~P~~0~:;7~D Q;_l n2:1~I:~[l: 
State Aid ~ngineer !JD.te 

-so-
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July 29, 1980 

Lake of The Woods County 
Highway Department 
Baudette, Minnesota 56623 • (218) 634-1767 

Mr. J.R.J. Isaacson 
Box 727 
Mn/DOT 
Bemidji, MN 56601 

Re: Request for CSAH mileage 

Dear Jack: 

JUL 311980 

Enclosed is a request for additional State-Aid mileage in the form of a 
resolution and map. The following is justification for this change. 

The Northwest Angle area of our county is an area that traditionally has 
received very little benefit from either fuel taxes or local property taxes. 
For many years, they were quite isolated, satisfied to exchange a low tax 
base for minimal county services. But as the area modernized, traffic 
picked up and assessments increased. They began to pay a gredter proportion 
of taxes. A sizeable demand for equitable levels of service is now being 
heard. 

We have been very successful at the county level in providing some of these 
services. However, they also need to share in the State-Aid system. There 
does not now exist a County State-Aid Highway anywhere in the vicinity. I 
am having traffic counts taken in the area. As soon as we have any results, 
I will advise. 

We do therefore request this additional mileage on our system. Being a 
minimum county, it would not increase our allocation, but would allow us 
greater flexibility in distributing our resources. 

Kindly review this data and forward it to the appropriate people. 

Sincerely, 

Q>~~ \: ~~ 
Patrick J~ Hines 
County Highway Engineer 

PJH:vp 

encs. 
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f JUL 3 1 -1980 

Certified copy of resolution adopted by the County Board of Commissooners of 
Lake of the Woods County~ Minnesota, at their meeting held July 22, 1980, in 
the Commissioners' Room of the County Court House: 

-53-

WHEREAS: The Northwest Angle of Minnesota is a remote area neverbefore 
given equitable consideration for expenditure of motor fuel tax revenue, 
and 

WHEREAS: In recent years, the area has developed and traffic counts have 
increased, and 

WHEREAS: It appears to the County Board of the County of Lake of the 
Woods that the road hereinafter described should be designated a 
County State-Aid Highway under the provisions of Minnesota Laws of 
1 967; Chapter 1 62. 

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

Commencing on the International Border between the United States 
and Canada approximately 3,050 feet northerly of the south line 
of Section 15, T-167-N, R-35-W, thence northeasterly and northerly 
along the centerline of the existing public road to the northeast 
corner of Section 32, T-1 68-N, R- 34-W, all in t he Northwest Angle 
of Minnesota, for a total distance of 7. 40 miles, and there terminating, 

be, and hereby is established, located and designated ·a County State 
Aid Highway of said County, subject to the approval of the Commissioner 
of Transportation of the State of Minnesota. 

BE IT FUf{THER RESOLVED, that the County Auditor is hereby authorized 
and directed to forward two certified copies ci.fi this resolution to 
the Commissioner of Transportation 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 Lake of the Woods, to be numbered and 
known as County State Aid Highway No, 36. 
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MN/IOT 30753 (4-77) :UNNSSOT.\ DEPAlTHBNT OF rn.k\l~SPOJ.(f.:~TION 
:~2(U-t~ST FO:l STATE AID DiZSIGNl .. TIGN 

J.\TS 

TO 

F'lOU 

Jul~ 1980 

Local load Studies Sngineer 

Ri~hard H. Hansen 1 

<;; .. d .. ~ 
District State Aid Engineer 

SUBJi~CT: Rec;uest for Preliminary Approval for System .~eview 
Gt:I»Kl{~»XX~ (County) of _..;P...,;i;,.;.n_e.;..._ __________ _ 

Attached is a raouest and supporting data for preliminary approval or 
a revision to the (lmXX:) (:::;SlJ{) system. It is recomracnded t!:lat this 
revision be ( ..10proved) OUe»XOC<X). 

T~1i.s rn:-oposed nc.T,J State £dcl route meets the follm,1ing criteria (indicated 
by a.1 11 ::11 ) necessary for c} e.signation: 

::. S. A.H. C.UT2.UA 

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

I lo 
lo 

~ connects tovms, cmmnunitj_es, s~iipping points and markets r. 1 it~1in a 
county or i.n adjacent counties; t ; 

D 
D 
D 

D 
□· 

D 

.Q£ pro,rides access to rural churches, schoois, community mcetin~ halls, 
industrial areas, state institutions and recreational areas; 

.£! serves as a princi].Jal rural mail route and school bus route; 

.§ill.£ occurs at a reasonable interval consistent with t~1e density of 
population; 

~ pi:ovides an integrated and coordinated high.way system----------­
----------------- consistent with traffic denands. ------ _____ .,._ .. ,. --·-----· .. -.---.... -,- .. -..... -

M.S.A.S. C~ITzar~ 

carries relatively heavier traffic volumes or is functionally clnssifiec us 
collector or arterial as identified on the urban :nunicirality• s functi.onal pl.:m 

and connects tl1e points of major traffic interest r,rithin an urbcn municipality; 

,.nd rrovides an integratad street system affording r-:rithin practical limits 
a State-idd street network consistent with traffic cern,:mds. 

~ffi~2NTJ: The proposed route is the main street of Askov and serves all 
local businesses, post office, and a grain elevator. The existing route 
serves the school and provides a direct north-south r·oate tln oagh town. 
This request w11 st be processed by the Screening Committee. 

f 

l 

~---~----------~--------~-----~---------~----~------------~-----------~~-----------~~-~---~~---~~--
_rn .. ::;oNk1UD:m £i.l?P~~O/.\L 01 T);:mIAL: 

Local ~oad Studies 2ngineer Uate 

"-~P ~w1;n o;~ n::,: rw: 
~t~te Aid Zngineer GD.te 
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PINE COUNTY F-IIGH"\\I ... AY DEPAR'l~l\'IENT 

VINCENT A. RYAN. P.lt, 

COUNTY ENOIN EER 

Mr. Richard Hansen 

COUNTY ROAD 5!5, ROUTE 3 

PINE CITY. MINNESOTA 55063 

(612) 629-6727 

June 23, 1980 

Asst. District Engineer~State Aid 
Dept. of Transportation 
1123 Mesaba Ave. 
Duluth, Minn. 55801 

Re: Change in Street Designation 
M,S.A.S, System City of Askov, 

Dear Richard, 

The County of Pine requests a change in the M.S,A.S. System in the 
City of Askov as shown on the attached map. 

The City Council of Askov and the County Board of Pine have passed 
resoluti-0ns requesting the indicated designation change and copies 
of the resolutions are enclosed. 

The present routing is adjacent to the Askov School and extends to 
T.H. 23 on the North, School buses that use this route.and cross 
T.H. 23 complain of the sight distance pro6lem at the T.H. 23 inter­
section caused by the curve in T.H. 23. Presently the buses do not use 
the proposed routing as the street i$ in such poor condition, The 
proposed street is 100 feet in widtn, has numberous frost 6oils, 
10 foot wide sidewalks and steep crown. Municipal Funds would Be used 
to rebuild the street to nine ton design and would include replacing 
the sidewalk and addin9 curb and gutter and storm sewer. 

The present 33 Route was regraded to 42 feet and curb and g~tter and 
Bituminous Surfacing W'ith State Aid Funds in 1958. However, storm 
sewer was not included in this Contract and there is a drainage problem 
at the intersection, especially when there is ice and snow build up. 
T~ere also was an Overlay placed on this street in 1971 with State Aid 
Funds. 

1979 traffic count on the Municipal No. 33 route isflOO ADT on the 
South end of the section that would remain on the system and 480 ADT 
North of the school. It is very possible the main street, proposed 
route, would be 600 ADT, with an estimated 25% HCADT with normal type 
of Business District contributing to the count and the grain elevator 
being the major generator of HCADT. 
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PIN~~ C1
0UNTY I-IIGI-1',VAY DEPART~IE~T 

COUNTY ROAD 5!5, ROUTE 3 

PINE CITY, MINNESOTA 55063 

(612) 629-6727 

VINCENT A, RYAN, P.e:. 
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COUNTY ENOINEER 

June 23, 1980 
- 2 -

The present municipal route of C,S.A.H, 33 is 0.36 miles in length 
and the proposed route on Main Street is 0,40 miles, therefore the 
request for designation change adds 0.04 miles to the system. 

If you have further questions regarding this requested change please 
do not hesitate to call me, and if the same appears in order please 
submit to Central Office of State Aid in order that the Screening 
Committee may consider it at their fall meeting. 

;;::rCR!~ 
Vincent A. Ryan, P.ef 
County Engineer 
VR:b 

Encl: 
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MN/IDT 30753 (4-77) l1INlE.:..OL\. DEPA.lTHimT OF i'.1L.1.NSPOXl'.:{.LlON 
:~~(,U:ZST FOJ. STATE AID DiZ::nGN.:' .. TION 

:).1.\rl.'S 

TO 
/Z ./9'@ 

:-~J 

F-:WU District State Aid Sngineer 

S.UBJi~8T: 
=UI'~ j(_~C: 

;i~nary jfPr~~stern ,(eview 
Countyp'of -~--.-i~/....,.__._,__ ___________ _ 

Attached is a rccuest and support1n3 data for preliminary approval o[ 
a revision to the (L~ (:~S:.J{) system. It is rccomr,1cnded that this 
revision be (.lj)proved) (dt )If sl). 

Tl1i s I)roposed new St.ate Aid route meets the following criteria (indicated 
by an 11 ~:11 ) necessary for designation: 

·:. s. s:\. I{. c_IIT2.:tr.t~ 

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

~ 
I 0. 

GJ 
GJ 
G 

D 
D 
D 

and connects tm-ms, cormnunities, stiipping points and markets ,;,.ritllin a 
county or in adjacent counties; 

Q.!. provides access to rural church3s, schools, cottlffitmity meetinc halls, 
inrlustrial areas, state institutions and recreational areas; 

.£r serves .:i.s a principal rural mail route and school bus route; 

and occurs at a reasonable interval consistent with t:1e density of 
population; 

and provides an integrated and coordinated highway system----------­
----------------- consistent with traffic d6nands. 

------·---~-~-.. 6-t .. ~~~-~ • .... _., ----•' - -

i<. S • .. :~. S. '~~:I T2~1.I.t~ 

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

and connects the points of major traffic interest r,1ithin an urban municipality; 

and provides an integrated street system affording r-:rith:i.n practical limits 
;-'state-Aid street network consistent with traffic (.1.e111::nds. 

~o:•n-:zt;'"r:: 
... '~-- •.. .... Lf·---··•·-· ·-··-~ -· 

~~~ 

~rn-.-::rn-.il•L31rnZD tJ?P~~O/.\.L 0 .. ( T)SNL\.L: 
Local ~oad Studies 2ngineer Date 

4-l2P ~to·l3D 0~.t D2i,JI:~[): 
Stute Aid Zngineer Gc1te 
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SWIFT COUNTY HIGHWAY DEPARTMENT 
Tallack G. Johnson 

County Engineer 

BENSON, MINNESOTA 56215 

September 18, 1980 

Mr. Vernon Korzendorfer 
Distric State Aid Engineer 
Minnesota Department of Transportation 
Box 666 
Detroit Lakes, Minnesota 56501 

RE: Request for addition to Swift County State Aid Highway System 

Dear Mr. Korzendorfer: 

After a thorough study of traffic patterns and traffic counts on our 
County State Aid Highway and County Road network, it was determined that 
some revisions on our present road system would better facilitate the 
public transportation needs within our county. The Swift County Board of 
County Commissioners reviewed these findings and authorized the necessary 
action to implement the upgrading of our present road system. 

Enclosed are two maps showing proposed revoking, designating and redesignating 
of County State Aid Highways No. 4-11-36-37-38 within Swift County. 

County State Aid Highway No. 4 would be revoked and redesignated to proceed 
South one mile to a junction with Chippewa County State Aid Highway No. 7-
Presently, this portion of Chippewa County State Aid Highway No. 7 stub 
ends at the North County line, so this revision would provide a direct 
route that would interconnect County State Aid Highways within the two 
Counties of Chippewa and Swift. 

County State Aid Highway No. 11 would be revoked and redesignated as 
County State Aid Highways No. 11-36-37 and 38, as shown on the map. These 
proposed revisions would provide a better means of access to the Cities 
of Clontarf, Holloway and Appleton that will enable a more uniform flow 
of traffic than the present system does. Vehicle counts show that traffic 
on the proposed County State Aid Highways is much higher than on the present 
roadways due to the expanding residential and commercial development in 
these Cities. 

The present length of sections of County State Aid Highways No. 4 and 11 
to be revoked is 15.90 miles and the proposed designation and redesignation 
of County State Aid Highways No. 4-11-36-37 and 38 is 16.14 miles, thus 
an increase of 0.24 miles. We have reviewed our County State Aid Highway 
System and find that this proposed internal exchange of mileage would 
best serve the transportation needs of Swift County, therefore, we are 
requesting the Screening Committee to approve an addition of 0.24 miles 
to the Swift County System. 



___ ,--

If it is necessary to justify the added mileage, I submit that should 
proposed County State Aid Highway No. 38 be built, it will require a 
standard 7 degree curve, where presently a 90 degree turn is being made, 
thus a loss of 0.07 miles of the original request of 0.24 additional miles. 

Please review this request and if acceptable, transmit to the State Aid 
Office for processing through the Screening Committee. 

Sincerely, 
y, 

-ZLL~:.. i.:.... -.-:-,, • .'-' ; ;,- .._,_.-, 

/Tallack G. Johnson P.E. 
County Highway Engineer 
Benson, Minnesota 

-60-



I 

°' -I 
R43W R42W !I R41W 

---h-1 -~--:~ .,.r. (,, 
12 

\4-
\~~ 

18 17 16 I~ i 14 13 18 17 J 16 15 14 I 13 ·1 l1' 16 15 14 13 I 18 II 17 

R40W 

1[~: ~•-f-cac~-----i~-r~r-- -]-•1-~r,22).-r-=- 11, __ 1--•[---12 r'---~ 11 

z i (5) ( • •') I : 
~1•◄1 1H E G BIE _RT - : F-= A--i=- RF II E L·o ,. •• -- TA 'R-A -___ : • ,IL 

15
)ff~. 

I~ Ji 20 21 111 f2 23 I 24 19 11 2( 21 11 22 ,3 i • } l9 20 I 21 ii 2l: 13 23 I' ?◄ : l9 I 20 I s 
LokHtnry ' "~:~~ j , i l 

1 
11 I I l 

I I C L t Q 

~ Ir (1 M~:~,r:$ -~·~4' "':' '") ( " ,. I " -- . 'I " i ~ " I'" ' ::- -: f",~ r·~.,•-·:· ,·:· 
. ·: f ~> " '1 

.. .. % . " _ 'Jl !l _:· _, "~ _ ~ If :_ _ ~·- C. 

1

1 _ " __ I ~· _ ,~~-°'l ~- ~:~

1

c~ --
,9 I' . il- I I • I I 

(r' ti ~ '-, • • • 4 3 2 I I ti .( t lj ➔ 3 2 : I 6 ' 5 ◄ 
#, I PROPOSED REVOCATION ' ' ·L) ! ' : ; 

To o,10•""• 7 a 11 • 40 MILES ~.' ,-_'; 9 I 10 II !I 12 7 e I !I I ,a ,, ' ,2 7 I e 

_ _____ --~ =-:--..- ,,__~--------,---a.,j' . ----- 0 _ _--_-:_-:::_· __ ~-. ____ jl ·.:..cc..:=.: L_==:... -==:.:·:cl [ ________ j 

1--.-

18- (_,:_ 1-r_ [ _ lt,'_'11 ~15. '

51 

14 II. 13 ~f II ~v 17 II I 15 , .. 11 ,3 ir 18 17 11 16 ~ • s H 1 ,~ E ,, ~ n M o E R _ .I M A R r s 

T:~l0

~1 :~ !~=-~ii ~(r::T::T~~ ii ~i~~j--: ;;"~:-:: : y~~e .. II ro H ' 28 

ll 31 

1_-~·1r::.::.:= ·L-

21 ) 

- -p --· 

24 19 

2C 25 30 

L,~r~· 

32 
1 

33 ,

1 

54 
1 
:J 56 1r ,, 

11 
,, v 33 

1 J___J i ~ I ~ W ' .=:±:(j'JT I' IJ ~ 
--- ---ii--- • I I 10 

r. L ___ _ 

~-~~ 
;;c1,1c:~~--

" 

II 
4 II 3 

e 9 

PROPOSED REV 
OF C.S.A.H. 

4.50 MI 

'r 
\'"I.I. 1 I /6 , 7 rel ,6 i\ ~ --4-'--~ 

-~ -t------­
.JL__Jte + 17 

E 

I 

D .; I II S 
1 

,. • L 20 i 21 II •; 

,1 II 16 II 15 g - ,4 II 13 II ,. I 
W E S T B A ~NJ 

19 

·-. ---- ~ .., ,. 
l

"· - s _j 11~11 • • , ·- ~. -~-.- " II " 
' : o •:, Lee._ F"~·- -- II " II ,. II " ' 

' t /, ~lj~- i Wt[ C': L ' ~ II II -J ~ I )0 11 36 II 
31 

11 lZ t_: l,_____J\!t\+V-l 

r :: f§J_l', 32 

33 

I 1 b.:=JL_J ___ ~- - - ·· "41W 

L A C • • " ~ •,.; ___ ~~ 
a u :~-- _ -- ~ ~• • - =·--...,w c H --, --, "' p A R L - • '✓.., 

19 

\ 

,;;. 21 _''J_]l_ ,~11 -.. 

p p E w A 

19 

-l_ 

--,,----»_~ :~[ 



• ., • --\ T • •• 11 •• I ,., .; .-II· , ii:~. r:-11 .1,. 
\' 

R4C 

J
I t ). ~ ~ i! ~ I' ,·;·/ ~~ [ : .it lj C II I : ~ I l \ ~ I / I' \.(6 9 10 1 i 11 I 12 JI r e \ 9 10 11 I 12 : 7 f1 8 j 9 / 13 10 : 11 12 r a ;; 

1 
,,,,

1 

, , W 12 , \ 

• r,-;\~2)Ct.llOC.- - -- ]_ -- ----~il €,<fi---- -E JIii - - - - - _, .221-lr- - .;1. - -1- -• i. - _:r: ...(~,1- --:- -- ,, --~- . r· ••. J ' ' 
18 J7 16 '1 ,, t ,. 13 18 ,, li~6 .~ ,4 111 " I 18 (t 7 I· ,€ [l ,s 14 I 13 : 8 I, 17 ~-lit- 22 ! 14 ~ 13 'I 16 

I ~, ii 11 II) Ii II I I 1 • ✓ 1 I rj'~ Z 
1 

1 1 1 • Loke 

~ I ·1 I I • ~ i: : ' - --'----- - - :. - __ t - ✓i; • -- l • - J~ 

;::: ~ 'I H E G s E R M r , F Ir A I l R F r I E L o : )) t , r A R A • : i -_ . CLONTARF " r. ~ 19 \1 ,c ~ <I , 1 0123 II 24 , 19 I' 2() tr 2, I n : d ,. ' , , ., , 19 ' 20 21~ 22 23 ~ I, 19 
4 ' ' 1 i I O ,,.- 1 

1 
' ~ 1 I Moloch, L•" 

~ l'L••~ ••• , r,,H~:~~ : ~~ "il I r✓ ,; 11 C L O tl N T A R F : If ·l ,.., -:_~ ,I I. .LlH:>~ itrrJ / ~t tr J.,it 111 J1111l-X:l~ ,r! -1 : t 

11 :1 
\ ~ _s; I ,, t', , PROPOSEIJ DESIGNATICJ:. :1 ~ ~l ~ i1 C..,i ,~ ze 'i 21 \,~ 2s I z•, 30 ; J "' ztt u 26 , i~ QL 1 C S A H 1.._10 3, , 29 w • ..... 7 r 16 25 

1
-.. .lO 

r I\ ¼.:) M 11 '-1 , I' • • • • n • , I I • y\,:\ i 9 ' 

!
"'t1i1,f.,j

1 
Yb:Lr~J,rJ,{24\J:~;i.,,s, 0t_ li --- -<§1·/•~r•l .... l-- •••i..•20•• '1 00 MILES I - · ·___ · ~ i: i1 G,Jf1n ~ • Ii ~~"0

"'" ~ iJ I 1
1 

C... • ',;;i ' 
l 11 y~~·· ;

1 
ll 

1
; H 3~ ", .I<, ~ l1 h3? 1 11 33 1 l4 3~ : ,. .__ _________ _i. ,,. ~ 1- H l5 1,, • .l& : '" 

~ II ~ :J_ It \j - ' i I! _i - . " ., : I ;j 
·i',\- - -11--- _], -- ' - 'r ----·1r - I - I --i. I 1---- ' -J---,(201•­~H I . L 11 I '- I I ~ I ·: •• 

f' 6 11 , ' \f ◄ l t I I ' 6 I l,l :l 4 ll 3 2 I I 11
1 

6 ~J ~ i 4 I l ~ 2 ~ 6 I ~ .. , l 2 

,3 j1 I ' " 1.:- 1: I I 1, " ~ , ! 

fr ·~Ir·'"' "" [[,., .... ''"1t~),Ju,r1,k=~ttL,! 'f,'tlll~ll~ lIIIUlil"Tll.l'-jl1,LI.XlT'iI•J.<Lr#11~.j;,:rJ}Ill•li I j : I - I !~~; 

i 
S'> I i I I I / / j l 'I 11 I ' ' J 12 I I ~ 7 8 9 11 JC Ii I 12 7 (,.='.. 6 1,' 9 10 II I ,z l 7 I 8 j' ;, 'I 10 • 11 12 7 i 8 9 I ' 12 I 

:I j j ' 1 ~ l' I I ~ l ll I ,, :: • .. G, ,{:-. : 
roOrton•II~ __ _ _ ✓~ ~.._ _ _ _ ...1 j ! ., ___ !I_____ 1

1 
ll ,. • f.O'" ,.[_JI 1~ :r-

- -- ~-,&,. -.-:.a: ~- 'I - ·7; -- - - l' - --·· 1,-- - - - -- - l[ 1c· -~ - " ~:: ' ~j. •1 
I/ '\ I 5 1 120 1 ~l. I : l 113 : 

1
' :: • • 1, ' • i 

1 

!j ,, ", " t ,. ~1 ,, l 14 !I 11 ,a (~ 1, I 16 r/ ,s ,.. ,, ,if a t " l1 f" 
1

1 " J " " - - •• v-'-:1 • JY'/(" 1, = 
1 

~ s ,, H I s L E 1: (1 M Io l!E R t;':;'l_ 1
1 M •. AilY s L A , N..i;;;J) ✓, • ~JL~ u ~-:c /· ~ M ,. , L ~ 11 n 

N f ~ .as:::: _.:...ai&:...a&:ik 12 'JIIC:»a~ ..-.-. -... llll::.al t..E.,-- .aL::a- :..I .a&. ~·~ ---- ...:...... ,.- --- - _ _,.,, 

- I I I 'i ' /~' ·, • ---.. NVERS ! G R 
,. ' ' .. '' ,o 11 " " " I ,. I " ' ' I " " " . ,, ~.. I ro " " " ,. j ,, 

PRopos~D DESIGNATION ..... IL~ .. /11) •- _ Ir . Jr. ~- ·•=.Jr .. L •• ' .- - 'rl J,__ J • "·~:'"Ii =l6.r:.Lil • .:p -
1 

~-

m C • 0. A.H. NO. 11 I' --3( I ]' 11 I ~ If ➔I I I l 
2.'Js MILES •

7 
. ,. Jo,. . Lc.:.J ,. +, ,. \ r 1 ~ ,.;:;;. • ;.J ·:J --~ . " ~ 1. ,. . ,. _., ,. Cl~·... .:-

I 

°' N 
I 

• ~· .. ~ ' ' .,_ ~.'. £1' 'l!: : ( :,) 
32 I . ~i -J~_. ~. ! ·. ·.'.··. : .. i_:_J! .. 36 

.. ....,.__.. PROPOSED DESIGNATION 'i \ 

3

". lJ[~ .; 36

. 11 31 

! I ~~1.{. , • \ ~ -#-~(!'.;;:{; .• ,;/.;:al IL 8 ~ 1I ◄ 1• 1
.••• .. ·.·_'}"""d-' • .I_, .· _1.· ,r: . ... :.,.,,.,,.,,.-~=--~.' .. • 

9 
. L----=--=- . --- ,·- OF C.S.A.H. NO. 3 ,\,.·_·'" L:I:),LU _- ~.i.ir:©rh-. .. . I -~"'""y • ,, - ~ , , '_L 

• •, ,,,.., ii_ • ' I • l •- ,o -- c---.clr"f'r----'-< • , > >~• • •~ "~ rn :, • j • • ,5 • QC) MILES .. . j • ' ") _L.'_ ' 

LAC 

--...____, ~.,. 
7 

A P 11 P L ;, E " T O N ! • • ii • I I 

z !\'•:.::.., ' ~ • • ~~ I E D _. I S O N . W Ej S T i B A N _. K 
2 , \20 ,-r~,:-P\,.(f(i: ---~--=ca:..-. .. --(6):a I. •• 31a- I. - ,!. : -.---- f • • ;i_._." __ -•·•• , ----,I -~ ':,-

~
~,~ ~.: <; :,c. ," 2" 

T--7-.....: 

~

!_ c:-J 

Morah'\. 1/"',,.~ _ _J; .1'' r.nv.r-V>JDLJ LJ.1.:J....:l..LUH.M..l..L\..'J'I • , 

~- .lO. -_ ·:--c:. _.!jl I OF' C s .A •- . . . 6. ~ ~ ,, 
26 I Z!> 30±Jf< OF C s A H r,r 1 

211 

2/ I .J!-__ ,:- _ _li-=}'-.=-::!!:­Ulk~ ~ ",--~ • • • H • NO • 3 r • • • • 1 u • -+ JL - ---- ~ 3. 16 MILES ~ 1

1 

rn--=·-¼c=,=:!(:x::x(,i):o:::¢; ,_ 3. 00 MILES •~~~~.. = ,-- -
_ ------------•• 11 5" I 3:. 36 31 32 ,,.__ _________ ---II _i, H S4 1, ll 

p A R L E ... ~, ~~•--0 ~ _ L. __ ~~-==- ~=--~ _ -1~- =-J---:-__ ,----~,-------..-==-..--J--=-==,-Ji=~ -J.~\0-=1- I __ _J: _ :~ _ _ _ --~ ~.m~ L 
.._./ R43Wr ,•i< R42W R♦IW 
/ CO. \ ~~ 

C H p p 

R40W 

E W A 



NOTES & COMMENTS 

-63-





~. 

MN/IOT 307 53 ( 4-77 )_. Mli.fflESO'rA OEP· .. \lTHENT OF 'i'Llt\NS?Ol~'r.·~no~ 
:!EQU~ST FO:t 31'/a.TE AID D~SIGNl:.TION 

:,,\T~ 

'l'O 

F:.!OU 

, ..... ·~· 

_-,~ s-S.'b.:o 
: Local ~oad Studies Engineer 

@ \:'.Cd ~ Gistrict State A.id ~ngineer . . 
SUBJE~: Re~uest for Preliminary Approval f'j S~/~e~ 

(f~~l~) (County}_ of l 1 a~. · 

0 
D 
f8L 
0 
~ 
~ 

D 
□ 
□ 

At!;4';jt"d \is a re.,uest and supporting rlata for,preli1ri.inary approval of 
a 14.V'!~~"'to the ~~- (CS.:~l) system. It is recommended tha: this 
revision be (approved) ~¥. • 
This proposed new State Aid route meets the following criteri'1 (indicuted 
by an "~") necgssary for desii:;nc:.tion: 

C. S •• ~ .• ::. -:.tIT:~:tii\. 

cc:rries rclativ~ly heavier traffic volumes or is functional classified as 
colle~tor or art~rial as identified on the county rs functiond plans 

!!!!! connects to~Ttts, corn:nunities, shippin3 points and markets witi1in a 
county or in adj~cent counties; 

i• . 
.52.£. provide?s access to rural churches, schools, community moeti.ng halls, 
industrial areas, state institutions and recr~ational areas; 

.£! serves :is a principal r..:r:il :ntiil route and schovl bus route; 

and occurs at a reasonable interval consistent with the density of 
por,ulation; 

~ provides an integrated and coordinnted highway system----·----~­

----------------- consistent with traffic demands. - ________ .........,..,.~-·· _·_· ·_··-__ -
M. s· .• \.. s. :..1rriJL~ 

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

!!!£ connects the·points of major traffic interest within an urban municipality; 

!!!£! provides an integrated street system affording within practical limits 
a State-Aid street network consistent with traffic demands. 

cm!l:Z!lT$3 .- • -<>-1-r', ,.-;;-;(;7? .. e.:& , / ~ Ni< ~; 

I 

_ I 

. -~y:;-------✓---------------~---

---·---· Loca! :toad Studies Zngineer Date 

A:-P'.lOVZD 0-.~ n::n.:m: 
State Aid 2ngi~eer Dute 
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,_.,_, 

\,1 I •• ( C _-=:, .:, \~ \i 

May 1, 1980 

Mr. Elmer Morris, Jr. 
District State Aid Engineer 
Minnesota Department of Transportation 
3485 Hadley Av~nue North 
Box 2050 
North St. Paul, Minnesota 55109 

RE: Request Extension of C.S.A.H. 20 
Washington County 

Dear Mr. Morris: 

Washington County respectfully requests that County State Aid Highway 
Number 20 be extended approximately 1700 feet (0.33 mi) easterly of 
C.S.A.H. 21 and be added to the system to provide access to the headquarters 
for the development of Afton State Park as requested by the Department of 
Natural Resources. 

Afton State Park is a new state park consisting of 1648 acres presently 
being developed for year around use with an anticipated 200,000 to 300,000 
visitors annually. The proposed extension will be the only public access 
to the park and will also serve the Afton Alps Ski area, which is a privately 
owned ski area with a vehicle count of 125,000 per season. 

Thanking you for your cooperation in this matter. 

Ur17ZE~ 
-~ I 

I 
Charles J/ Swanson 
County Engineer 

CJS:nh 

cc: Wes Scheel, County Commissioner 
Wayne Brown, Chairman, Denmark Town Board 
Joseph Alexander, Commissioner DNR 
Bill Weir, Regional Park Supervisor 
G.M. Fay, State Aid Engineer, MnDOT 



AREA MAP 

AFTON STATE PARK 
WASHINGTON COUNTY 

H□n 
Af t9n Alps 
Ski Area .. 

IS ~T 

4 

Proposed . extension 
C.S.A.H. 20 

I ~: l 
1-,~ □ 

1 I 

0.33 Miles 
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~~~T:~I~ OF NATURAL RESOURCES 
CENTENNIAL OFFICE BUILDING • ST. PAUL, MINNESOTA • 55155 

April 18, 1980 

A. B. Schaefer Jr., Chairman 
Washington County Board of Commissioners 
Washington County Court House 
14900 - 61st Street North 
Stillwater, Minnesota 55082 

Dear Mr. Schaefer: 

DNR IN FORMAT ION 
(612) 296-6157 

fB)r?@ff!r?\"J7~ij IJ(J !:'., ;61 J \.: L~l!d) 

APR 2 .~ 1980 
4 

WASHINGTON CO. 
HIGHWAY DEPT. 

Pursuant to Minnesota Statutes 162.06, Subd. 5, the Minnesota 
Department of Natural Resources requests that Washington County 
take the necessary action to designate an existing Denmark 
township road lying within the boundaries of Afton State Park as 
a County State Aid Highway (~S.A.H.). ·The road in question is 
that portion of 70th Street lying east of County Road 21 to the 
junction of Peller Avenue South and lying approximately on north 
line of Section 10, Township 27N., •Range 20W., a distance of 
approximately 1700 feet. 

The proposed C.S.A.H. would provide access to the headquarters· 
area of Afton State Park. •The proposal has been discussed with 
Commissioner Wes Scheel and Mark Mattson, Assistant County 
Engineer. •Please feel free to call upon Bill Weir, Regional 
Park Supervisor, if you would like further details on this 
proposal. 

Very truly yours, 

J /:;:t;?;;d~~m;!;;ioner 
Department of Natural Resources 

JA:JW:bk 

cc: Wes Schell, County Commissioner 
Charles Swanson, County Engineer 
Wayne Brown, Chairman, Denmark Town Board 
Don Davison, Director, Division of Parks and Recreation 
Bill Weir, Regional Park Supervisor 
Wayland Porter, Park System Supervisor 
John C. Winter, Park Dev0lopment and Resource Supervisor 
Gordon Fay, County State Aid Engineer 

AN EQUAL OPPORTUNITY EMPLOYER 



REFERENCE 

MATERIAL 

*************************** 
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1980 COUNTY SCREENING COMMITTEE DATA 

OCTOBER, 1980 

Explanations of Needs Increases and Small Decreases Due to the 1980 Normal Update 

The following counties are those whose 1980 normal update resulted in either an increase in 25 year con­
struction rieeds or a minor decrease. The remaining counties indicated a logical decrease in needs and 
therefore no explanation was written. 

Countr Needs Change ;. Chan1ae 

Aitkin + $ 201,030 + 0.7 

Big Stone - $ 16,219 - 0.3 

Chisago + $ 7,452 * 

Clearwater - $ 35,840 - 0.3 

Cook - $ 16,648 - Ool 

Dakota + $5,675,817 +12.8 

Exelanation 

Only Special Bito Overlay Construction. Added 
minor drainage and changed one segment from 
proposed rural to proposed urban design. 

Minor construction accomplished. Added complete 
storm sewer and curb and gutter needs on a few 
segments. 

Mainly overlay construction. Revised several 
soil factors from 100% to 130%. 

Minor construction on only two CSAH's. Added 
bridge needs in one location. 

Mostly overlay construction. Revised one segment 
from proposed rural design to proposed urban 
design. 

Construction on only two CSAH's. Large increase 
in needs due to change from proposed rural de­
sign to proposed urban design on many segments. 
Also, revision from proposed 2 lane to proposed 
4 lane caused substantial needs increases. 



I 
....... 
0 
I 

Countl_ 

Dodge 

Faribault 

Freeborn 

Grant 

Hennepin 

Hubbard 

Koochiching 

Lake of the Woods 

Needs Chan_g_e 

- $ 9,000 

+ $4,037,244 

+ $1,170,320 

+ $ 256 

+ $5,269,799 

+ $130,422 

+ $ 99,766 

+ $ 7,660 

% Chan_g_e 

- 0.1 

+16.4 

+ 5.6 

* 

+ 2.7 

+ 0.9 

+ 0.6 

+ 0.1 

Ex2lanation 

Only construction was small grading project 
and a bridge that wasn't in the needs study. 

Addition of 20 miles of Trunk Highway Turn­
back (not eligible for THTB funding) resulted 
in the large increase. Also, added bridge needs 
in two locations and revised one segment's 
proposed design from rural to urban. 

Approx. $1 million increase due to needs for 
9 ton outlets for Freeborn and Conger. Only 
small amount of construction accomplished. 
Also added special drainage and bridge needs. 

Mostly special bit. overlay construction. In­
crease resulted in revising proposed rural de­
sign needs on one segment to proposed urban 
design needs. 

Revised several segments from proposed rural 
design to proposed urban design. Also increased 
width requirements from 2 lane to 4 lane in 
several areas. 

Only had one small construction project. Ad­
dition of special drainage and bridge needs in 
several locations also. 

Only overlay construction in 1979. Increase 
results from addition of two railroad crossing 
protection devices in the needs. 

One small construction project. Added bridge 
needs in one location and also curb and gutter 
needs in one area. 



I 
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Countx_ Needs Chanse 

Lyon + $ 4 

Nobles + $1,132,021 

Pennington 

Polk + $1,183,250 

Pope + $ 4,031 

Ramsey + $5,883,962 

Renville + $ 485,455 

Rice + $ 245,751 

Scott + $ 428,864 

'% Chanae 

* 
+ 5.5 

+ 2.6 

* 

+ 7.7 

+ 1.7 

+ 1.5 

+ 1.9 

Ex,elanation 

Only overlay construction in 1979. 

Only overlay construction in 1979. Additional 
bridge and railroad crossing needs plus curb 
and gutter construction reporting increased 
the needs. 

No 1979 construction or revisions. 

Revision of location of CSAH 71 near Crookston 
resulted in a $2 million needs increase ($1.5 
million bridge). 

Minor construction in 1979. Also THTB construc­
tion resulted in the addition of resurfacing 
needs. 

Construction on only 2 CSAH's. Revised several 
routes from proposed 2 lane to proposed 4 lane 
needs, thereby doubling the needs. Added com­
plete needs on segments which were built prior 
to 1965. 

Only overlay construction in 1979. Correction 
of traffic data on two CSAH's increased the needs 
considerably. 

Only one CSAH had construction in 1979. Addi­
tion of proposed curb and gutter and storm 
sewer resulted in the needs increase. 

Correction of traffic projection factors which 
should have been done in 1979 resulted in an 
increase of approx~ $600,000. Bridge needs were 
also increased $300,000. 
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Countz. Needs Chan~e 

Sibley - $ 21,897 

Stevens + $ 1,056 

Traverse - $ 200 

Wabasha + $ 116,225 

Watonwan + $ 239,000 

Wright + $ 475,443 

* Less than O.li. change. 

% Chan~e 

- 0.1 

* 

* 

+ 0.4 

+ 1.3 

+ 1.4 

Exflanation 

Minor construction program. Mostly special 
bit. overlays. 

Only bit. overlay construction. Increase resulted 
from segments split due to corpora~e limit 
changes. 

Only bit. overlay construction plus one rail­
road crossing protection installed. 

Added needs for new bridge over the Zumbro 
at $760,000. Also over $100,000 needs increase 
resulted from a Trunk Highway Turnback that ran 
out of time for eligibility for use of Turn­
back funds. 

Minor construction program. Added bridge and 
special drainage needs at several locations 
which amounted to approx. $700,000. Also, 
Trunk Highway Turnback mileage designation in 
1979 caused over $100,000 needs increase. 

New designation, approved by the 1979 Screening 
Committee, of 1.4 miles resulted in a needs 
increase of over $740,000. The bridge over the 
Mississippi accounted for 707. of the increase. 

NOTE: If you have any questions or suggestions, or if these explanations are not satisfactory, please 
contact this office prior to the Screening Committee meeting. 
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1980 COUNTY SCREENING COMMITTEE DATA 

OCTOBER, 1980 

Research and Administrative Account History 

Below is a brief history of the allotments and expenditures from 
the County State Aid Highway Research and Administrative Accounts. 
This data is being presented simply for general information. 

Apportionment Research Account Administrative Account 
Year Allotment ~ SEent AIIotment $ Spent 

1958 $ 368,456 $ 313,826 
1959 404,324 287,405 
1960 $ 66,302 $ 30,800 412,011 302,317 
1961 67,400 8,196 445,621 295,071 

1962 72,988 3,372 433,608 277,350 
1963 70,996 12,462 459,463 308,445 
1964 75,145 0 531,943 323,014 
1965 86,639 37,119 547,105 328,494 

1966 89, 100 33,953 563,014 359,742 
1967 90,984 0 601,233 295,826 
1968 97,641 8,508 693,542 413,198 
1969 113,112 4,741 725,585 401,475 

1970 118,291 5,679 789,851 44 7, 702 
1971 128,121 8,038 863,285 462,050 
1972 140,767 3,652 867,158 485,310 
1973 141,448 4,333 868,191 522,724 

1974 141,666 74,866 1,034, 778 537,343 
1975 168,890 128,372 1,063,394 640,039 
1976 173,651 50,823 1,055,393 619,484 
1977 172,231 62,076 1,288,227 876,407 

1978 210,553 0 1,317,912 1,101,429 
1979 215,003 192,985 1,429,904 832,001 
1980 233,705 1,538,298 

TOTAL $2,440,928 $669,975 $16,763,998 $10,430,652 

NOTE: Totals do not include 1980 allotments. 
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MINUTES OF THE CSAH GENERAL SUBCOMMITTEE MEETING 

June 4, 1980 

Meeting called to order at 8:20 pm on Wednesday, June 4, 1980 

Members present: Hershel Koenig, Chairman - Faribault County 
Jim Worcester - Cass County 

Absent: Chuck SWanson - Washington County 

Others present were Ken Hoeschen from Mn/DOT 

Ken Hoeschen presented a letter from Chisago County requesting the removal of two 
projects from their five year average unit price study. These were "deep strength" 
projects which were converted to standard designs. Considerable discussion resulted 
concerning the impact of removing all "deep strength" projects from the five year 
average unit price study. 

The Subcommittee then reviewed the reconnnended procedure for determining rural design 
gravel base unit prices in the event a county does not have 50,000 tons in their five 
year average unit price study. 

The conclusion of the Subcommittee members was that their unit price recommendations 
remain as presented in the June, 1980 Screening Committee book. 

A general reviewal of the Subcommittee's recommendation concerning rural design grade 
widening followed. Complete rural design grading costs were also discussed. No 
changes in the reconnnendation were suggested. 

The meeting was adjourned at 9:25 pm. 

Respectfully submitted, 

~ ,,#~.,.< _ 
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Kenneth M. Hoeschen 
Acting Secretary 



Minutes of the Countz Ens:ineers Screening Committee Meeting 

June 5-6.z 1980 

The meeting was called to order by Chairman Bob Sandeen at 1:05 P.M. 
on June 5, 1980. 

The Secretary called the roll of the Committee Members: 

District 1 ..... Verne Skallman .......... Itasca County ...... Absent 
District 1 ..... (Alt.) Doug Grindall . ... Koochiching Co . .... Present 
District 2 . . . . . Roger Diesen .•.......... r1arshall County .... Present 
District 3 ..... Bob Elleraas ............. Todd County ........ Present 
District 4 ..... Dennis Berend ........... Ottertail C aunty ... Present 
District 5 ..... Ervie Prenevost .......... Scott County . ...... Present 
District 6 ..... Jack Dolun •···••·•••··•• Olmsted County ..... Present 
District 7 . . . . . Mike 'dagn.er ............. Nobles County ...... Present 
District 8 ..... Marlyn Hanson . . . . . . . . . . . Lac G,ui Par le Co .... Present 
District 9 ..... Bob Sandeen ............. :Dakota County ...... Present 

Others present were: 

Gordon Fay ..••......•.•....... Director of State Aid 
Ken Hoeschen .................. Policy and Planning ~nit - n.~/~OT 
Dave Reed ..................... District 3 State Aid Engineer 
Dick Hanson ................... District 1 State Aid Engineer 
Hershel Koenig ................ Sub-Committee Chairman 
Art Tobkin .................... Clearwater County - Alternate District 2 
Duane Blank ................... Crow Wing County - Alternate District 3 
Gailen Narum .................. Wilkin County - }.lter:ia te :District .1 
Jarl Welshans ................. r,,Tinona County - Alternate District 6 
Bob Witty ..................... Martin County - Alternate District 7 
Ken Weltzin ................... Ramsey County - Alternate District 9 
Dennis Carlson ................ Screening Committee Secretar:r 

A motion by Bob Elleraas and second by Dennis Berend to accept the minutes 
of the October 1979 meeting of the Screening Committee. Motion carried 
unanimously. 

Chairman Sandeen introduced and welcomed those present th2.t were not on 
the committee or an alternate. 

Chairman Sandeen called for nominations for Vice-President for Screening 
Committee during the next year. Mike W~oner nominated Jack Dolan f::1cm 
Olmsted County, :Marlyn F..anson second the nomination. Chairman 2and.eer. 
called for more nominations, ~rvie Prenevost moved that nominations 
cease and cast a ',vhi te ballot for Jack Dolan. Doug Grindall second 
the motion and the motion carried unanimously. 

~en Hoeschen began by going through the Screening Committee :ook pages 
thru 9. Ken informed the Committee that pages 1 thru 9 ·t1ere primar::.l;y -:..n­
forma tional and there ·.11ere no comments from the c :::CTrn.i t tee. 

Page 10 and Figure A 

l(en Hoeschen handed out a sample calculation for deep strength bituminous 
and '>Tent through the computation to show how ~he~r 1::ad ccn1verted ,Jeep st:r:eDg·-:}--.:. 
bituminous to gravel base G.3. 
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Ken then handed out a letter from Chisago County indicating that sub-base 
unit price from the computations does not reflect contract bid prices for 
his area. There was a brief discussion but no questions from committee 
members. 

Page 12 and Figure B 

Ken Hoeschen pointed out that the 1980 MBAS Screening Committee has met and 
revised the unit prices listed in column 2. Those revisions were: 

Rural Design 

Gravel shoulders was revised from $2.50 to $5.00 per ton. 

Urban Desi~ 

Grading was revised from $2.50 to $2.75 per cubic yard. 
Bituminous base and bituminous surface 2331 were revised to 
$17.00 per ton and bituminous surface 2341 was revised to 
$20.00 per ton. 

Miscellaneous 

Curb and gutter construction was revised from $5.65 to i6.50 
per linear foot. 

Ken then explained the revisions in column 3 under rural design reflect 
a 10i inflation increase. There was a brief discussion about gravel 
shoulders and the relationship between gravel base bid unit prices. There 
seemed a conclusion that gravel shoulders would be higher and that the 
MSAS unit price of $5.00 would better reflect the going prices. Ken then 
explained how the figures in column 4 are added to each countys gravel base 
unit price as recommended by the County State Aid Highway Sub-Committee. 

Pege 13-17 - CSAH Mileage Request From Fillmore County 

.Jack Dolan explained that construction costs on the existing Fillmore County 
C.S.A.H. 25, being located is in a rock valley, will probably cost around 
;;J;110,COO.OO per mile. The proposed route although longer is on top of a bluff 
and would probably cost from $60,000.00 to $70,000.00 per mile. Jack also 
indicated that the mention of a 0.72 mile revocation back in 1972 is not mileage 
that a County can hold in reserve. He indicated that he felt that t:ie 
County Engineer was aware of that but wanted to bring it to the Screening 
Committees attention anyway. 

Page 19 and Figure D 

This i2 a ~, year average for sub-base for all the counties in the state. 
There were no ~orr..ments. 

P;::ic;e 22 and Figure E - Rural Ded,;r:i /}rade Widening Study 

This study wa2 generated by the Octo11er 1979 Screening Cammi ttee ?1e -ting. 
Eer~:.1el Zoenig said the 2ub-Commi ttee recommends that the ~cre~nb.E 
c:ornmi ttee net approve figure E at this time. He recom..r:ie!.".ted that +,he 
Di2trict S+;ate Aid :3ngineers review all sections for changes 1Jr update en 
the ccmplete system. Dennis Eerend asked if the new 24:;andards appl:,.. 
Xer.. }foescten said :res but recommended using the ff:ids ti11g ~ethcd :or 
t::is : 0ear. 



Page 23 - FAS Fund Balances 

Dennis Berend said that th~ 3 yPar ~eriod is too short wh0 n ~ve consider 
all the red tape that is required to process a project at the present 
time. Bob Elleraas said that district 3 would recommend using the State 
Total Balance as a first criteria for penalizing excessive FAS Fund 
Balances. The feeling in District 3 being that this resolution was 
adopted in 1973 because the FAS Fund Balance was becoming a problem with 
some state legislative people. Jack Dolan indicated that 5 years would be 
a better time period for accumulating FAS allotments in light of the 
complexity of processing current projects. There was considerable more 
discussion, debating the benefits and need for a longer accumulation of 
FAS allotment period and an increased balance to $350,000.00 rather than 
$200,000.00. 

Chairman Sandeen asked Gordon Fay if he had any comments he would like to 
make at this time to the committee members. Gordon said that the legislature, 
specifically Clarence Peerfurst, would like to have a 15 man committee to 
look at the total transportation needs in Minnesota. Gordon felt it would 
be appropriate or even a must that a County Engineer sit on this committee. 
Gordan also mentioned the capital for a day being held by Governor (uie 
throughout Minnesota is an opportunity for us to get in contact with the 
man -- --· in charge for direct input. Ken Paulson had 
an opportunity to sit with the Governor for 10 minutes at the Capital 
for a day meeting in Brainerd. 

The new rules are back to the hearing office and will be back to the State 
Aid Office in 30 days after which they will be submitted to the Attorney 
Generals Office. 

Gordon also announced that Dean Carlson will be leavi:ng as a State FHWA 
Director and no replacement has been named. 

The meeting recessed at 4:00 P.M. The meeting reconvened at 9:20 A.M. on 
June 6, 1980. 

Pe5es 1-9 

No action required. 

Page 10 and Figure A 

The Sub-Committee looked at eliminating deep strength bi+uminous but decided 
that too many counties would have to use the surrounding county average if 
this was done. A motion by Jack :Dolan and second by Bob Elleraas to accept 
the recommendation of the Sub-Committee (Figure A) and do additional study 
on deep strength bituminous and report back at the next spring meeting. 
Motion carried unanimously. 

The letter from Chisago County was briefly discussed and it was agreed t::at 
a previous motion would resolve that matter. 

FigJ_1re B 

:1otion by Mike Wagner and second by Marlyn Hanson to accept the CS.AH Sub­
Comrni ttees recommendation as amended by the approved 11SAS Screening C,JT!illli ttee 
unit :prices. Those changes are: 
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Rural Desitm, 

Gravel shoulders would be increased to reflect a gravel base, plus 
$2.41 in column 4. 

Urban DesiB!! 

Grading would be increased to $2.75 per cubic yard in column 4. 
The bituminous base 2331 would be increased to gravel base, plus 
$14.41. The bituminous surface 2331 would be increased to gravel 
base, plus $14.41. The bituminous surface 2341 would be increased 
to gravel base, plus $17.41. 

Miscellaneous 

The Curb and Gutter construction would be increased to $6.50 per 
linear foot in column 4. The motion carried unanimously. 

Page 15-17 

r1ileage request by Fillmore County. Jack Dolan moved and Ervie Prenevost 
second a motion to table this item until the fall meeting when more details 
can be supplied by Neil Britton of Fillmore County. The motion carried. 

Page 22 and Figure E - Grade Widening Study 

There was discussion about the State Aid Engineers reviewing each segment to 
be considered for Grade Widening Revision. Ken Hoeschen would in turn revise 
accordingly using the current method. Gordon Fay mentioned that when the new 
Standards are approved a complete study can be done and the necessary revisions 
made. Dennis Berend would like to see the results of the State Aid Engineers 
review and action prior to implementation. Ken Hoeschen indicated that the 
affect of those revisions can be shown in the fall Screening Committee Book. 
A motion by Mike Wagner and second by Ervie Prenevost to accept the Sub­
Committees recommendation as shown on page 22. This will require review of all 
segments in their counties by the District State Aid Engineers and a determination 
which segments have deficiencies other than width and will therefore require 
complete grading. Needs unit will introduce those segments into the needs study 
using the :previously approved average complete grading cost per mile for that 
county. The remaining grade widening segments will utilize the applicao1.e 
percentage of complete grading cost factors as approved in the October :97? 
Screening Committee Meeting. Subsequent to the approval of new standards a 
complete restudy of all Rural Design Grading Costs will be undertaken. :Motion 
carried unanimously. 

Pa,g-e 23 - FAS Fund Balance Deductions 

Motion by Mike Hagner and second by Jack Dolan to revise the ?AS ?und 
Balance Resolution to rea.d "5 years of t:'!eir FAS allotments or $3::0,0CG.OO 
whichever is greater". The motion carried una..'r'J.imous ly. 

Chairman Sandeen asked if there were any requests for the Sub-CoIT .. 'Tii ttee to st:Jd.y 
before the next Screening Committee Meeting. I-'Iotion 1:J··J 01i:.-rn Wagner and 2ecor:d 
by Ervie Prenevost to instruct the Sub-CoIT'..rnittee to study railroad protecti::m 
:mi t prices and the needs be based the same as l1!1T/DOT currentl;:r does the::i.rs. 
Motion carried unanimm.:_.s ly. 

Chairman Sandeen as~-rnd if there were any other subjects to 'be disc'..::.ssed. Jack 
Dolan discussed tl':e City County Coordinating Committee, who ·.-rill be wcrk::..r,.g 



with the needs section to determine if areas are coordinated between 
the cities and counties~ Examples of areas to be reviewed are: 

1) The County State Aid Highway Construction Maintenance Split. 

2) Minimum Counties. 

3) The 24 foot restriction. 

4) The mill-levy deduction, and other similar areas. 

This committee will work toward getting more staff in the needs section to 
perform such studies on a regular basis. 

Chairman Sandeen t.hanked Hershel Koenig for the Sub-Cornmi ttees work and Gordon 
Fay and Ken Hoeschen for their work in the State Aid Section. 

Motion by Jack Dolan and second by Mike Wagner to adjourn. Motion carried. 
Meeting adjourned at 11:10 A.M. 

Respectfully Submitted, 

~cc~ 
Dennis C. Carlson 
Screening Committee Secretary 
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