
30314000030907
^NEi%

^<

Op T¥

1985

COUNTY

SCREENING

BOARD

DATA



I

c
o
o

,°
£

c
J
0
3
 Z

'
0

1
 m

^
-
 
I
 
—

»
.
^

a > H >'

TO 0 > 3D D

(/
) 0 30 m m z z 0

0 0 c z -j -<

(D 00 01

^
^

^
$

^
^

1
-1

 l
ia

>
a
B

B
«
u

,™
«
B

»
; 
r
n

^B
!^

U
O

^
T

A
T

^



TABLE OF CONTENTS
FOR THE COUNTY SCREENING BOARD REPORT

TO BE PRESENTED AT THE JUNE 19-20, 1985 MEETING

I. GENERAL INFORMATION AND UNIT PRICE RECOMMENDATIONS Pages 1-14

A. Introduction........................................... . 1

B. Trend of C.S.A.H. Rural Design Unit Prices............. 2-9

C. 1985 C.S.A.H. Rural Design_ Gravel Base Unit Price Data 10 & Fig, A

D. C.S.A.H. - M.S.A.S. Unit Price Comparison.............. 12-14

II. MILEAGE REQUESTS Pages 15-36

A. Criteria Necessary for County State Aid Highway

Designation............. ..... ...................... 16

B. History of C.S.A.H. Additional Mileage Requests........ 17-20

C. Dakota County.......................................... 21-24 & Fig. B

D. Polk County............................................ 25-28 & Fig. C

E. Ramsey County ......................................... 29--32 & Fig. D

F. Waseca County.......................................... 33-36 & Fig. E

III. REFERENCE MATERIAL Pages 37-68

A. 1980-1984 Five-Year Average Subbase (Class 3^4)

Unit Price Data.................................. 38 & Fig. F

B. Unit Price Inflation Factor Study...................... 39

Flinrl R-3 1 on o ,1 Tln-1.. „ *--; n,
.iL-<_: L'ciu.u.C L-LUii

D. Soil Classification Guidelines ......................... 41

E. Rural Design Complete Grading Cost Restudy............. 42-45 & Fig. G

F. Conversion of Low Volume Concrete Project tp standard

Type Design....................................... 46-47

G. County State Aid Maintenance Transfers................. 48-49

H. County State Aid Hardship Transfers.................... 50-51

I. Variances

1) Subcommittee................................... 52

2) Recommended Guidelines......................... 53-54

3) Needs Adjustments .............................. 55

J. Transfer of C.S.A.H. Municipal Account Funds........... 56

K. Minutes of the October 30-31, 1984 County Engineers
Screening Board Meeting............................ 57-63

L. Minutes of the April 26, 1985 General Subcommittee
Meeting. ........................................... 64-68



^ ?T
Ii

r 
r.

$
i.

-4
^

-

1^ i!sl
%

Li
t.

w

:-
r
i'

I 
$

i. fl^
tl

a
lN

^^
III

J 
it

??
 !

i 
s3

 ^
-y

71
^

•
"•

7
7
--

-t
^

j'
L

I

Jl
^

l^

IB
?t

i!
-^

i^
^

1
|l

j^
|j

^§
g/

|i
r
^

 !
i^

! 
^

'V
i

L
^

.^
^

I!
II

 >
j^

 I 
^^

.L
i^

i t
^

II
 ^

\
^

 i
3

j^
^

r.

'^
s
l

^1
1

^ 
^l

1 
?1

<
a

' 
^

' 
i

w
s

n
^

-
u

-i
r
't

JM
&

iiW
-

^
N

l3
G

'l
^

$
i"

 S
-?

) 
ll

^
 i

6

•
r
-—

-~
-^

-
!J is

^
-A

^L

,.
_
J

—
1

I ^
SL

ii 
i?^

H
i 

^
 /
 f

>
^

|
 $

f
ni

 is
 ^

^
»
 i

3
 &

^
'^

;'
^

'J
.

:m
iF

-s
U

^
pl

li
^

jl
l

'^
is

^
'T

i^

lj 
1^

 p
sl

 I
F

 i
^

P
^

^
--

J
l|

y
r
l 

:-
f

Is
^

 I
^

T
ln

I

m
^

^'
 p

/1
^

It!
r
o
~

 f
 r

 i
t

'p
i^

-n
^

lJ
^

J
J

 i
f 

r
^

t
^

 1
^

?^
 ^

^
 !

s 
^

. 
I

w
 i

 ^
i

-J
-—

i 
^

.-
1
-

i 
c
—

l

,-
-
 r

f^ 1^ li. 1^ 11 li 1§̂ 0 ^ Î <5
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1985 COUNTY SCREENING BOARD DATA
JUNE, 1985

Introduction

The primary Casks of the Screening Board at this meeting are to

establish unit prices to be used for the 1-985 County SCate Aid Highway Needs
Study, to review and "ive approval or denial to the additional mileage re-

quests included in this booklec, and to review the results of studies previ-

ously requested by the Screening Board.

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

study current, we have removed the 1979 construction projects and added the
1984 construction projects. The abstracts of bids on all rural design State
Aid and Federal Aid projects, let from 1980 through 1984, are the source of
information for compiling the data used for computing the recommended 1985

rural design unit prices. The gravel base unit price data obtained from the
1984 projects was transmitted to each county engineer for his approval. Any
necessary correcCions or changes received from the county engineers were made

prior to the SubcommitCee*s review and recommendation.

Urban design projects are included only for Hennepin and Ramsey Counties.
The Screening Board felt thaC because rural design construction is such a minor

part of their construction program, they would have a very limited sample from

which to determine their respective unit prices.

A state map showing the Subcommittee's recoTmnended gravel base unit prices

was transmitted to each county engineer immediately after the Subcommittee's

meeting.

Other studies included in this report involve Rural Design Grading Cost
update, Needs Adjustments for Variances granted and recommended Soil Classi-

ficaEion guidelines.

Minutes of the Subcommittee meeting held April 25, 1985 are included in
the "Reference Material" section of this report. John Walkup, Chairman of the
Seneral Subcommittee, will attend the Screening Board meeting to review and

explain their recommendations.
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198.5 COUNTY SCREENING BOA^D DATA
JUNE, 1985

Trend of C.S.A.H. Rural Design Unit Prices
(Based on State Averages from 1975-1984)

The following graphs and tabulations indicate the unic price

trend of the various construction items. As mentioned earlier, all

unit price data was retrieved from the abstracts of bids on ScaCe

Aid and Federal Aid Projects. Three trends are shown for each con-

struction item: annual average, five-year average, and needs study

average.
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1985 COUNTY SCREENING BOARD DATA

JUNE, 1985

TREND OF C.S.A.H. RURAL DESIGN UNIT PRICES FOR SUBBASE - CLASS 3 & 4

YEAR

1975

1976

1977

1978

1979

1980

1981

1982

1983

1984

QUANTITIES

1,843,954

1,914,934

1,307,398

1,408,202

1,148,672

1,006,473

1,274,775

472,505

802,909

634,976

COST

$ 3,248,453

3,948,292

2,805,472

3,725,724

3,891,149

3,665,775

4,589,136

1,626,364

2,884,687

2,564,735

ANNUAL
AVERAGE

$1.76

2.06

2.15

2.65

3.39

3.64

3.60

3.44

3.59

4.04

5-YEAR
AVERAGE

$1.60

1.74

1.87

2.11

2.33

2.66

3.04

3.30

3.54

3.66

NEEDS STUDY
AVERAGE

$1.57

1.60

1.74

1.87

2.11

2.56

3.67

3.43

3.27

3.54
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1985 COUNTY SCREENING BOARD DATA

JUNE, 1985

TREND OF C.S.A.H. RURAL DESIGN UNIT PRICES FOR GRAVEL BASE - 2211 CLASS 5 & 6

YEAR

1975

1976

1977

1978

1979

1980

1981

1982

1983

1984

QUANTITIES

2,912,968

2,104,954

2,160,267

2,383,648

2,115,430

1,468,830

1,840,881

2,264,838

1,778,096

1,713,625

COST

$ 5,390,129

4,281,045

4,633,760

6,150,942

6,885,598

5,099,343

6,218,533

7,415,229

6,423,269

7,385,785

ANNUAL
AVERAGE

$1.85

2.03

2.14

2.58

3.25

3.47

3.38

3.27

3.61

4.31

5-YEAR
AVERAGE

$ 1.73

1.84

1.96

2.12

2.34

2.64

2.91

3.15

3.38

3.58

NEEDS STUDY
AVERAGE

$1.75

1.73

1.84

1.96

2.12

2.59

3.54

3.43

3.27

3.56
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1985 COUNTY SCREENING BOARD DATA

JUNE, 1985

TREND OF C.S.A.H. RURAL DESIGN UNIT PRICES FOR BITUMINOUS - 2331

YEAR

1975

1976

1977

1978

1979

1980

1981

1982

1983

1984

QUANTITIES

1,562,419

1,348,029

1,421,330

1,738,385

1,640,936

1,218,694

1,825,702

1,859,331

2,056,356

2,038,778

COST

$16,349,138

14,184,423

13,887,156

20,006,836

23,711,868

20,084,084

35,165,185

32,340,003

38,327,447

40,975,814

ANNUAL
AVERAGE

$10.46

10.52

9.77

11.51

14.45

16.48

19.26

17.39

18.64

20.10

5-YEAR

AVERAGE

$ 8.36

9.09

9.69

10.70

11.43

12.47

14.39

15.85

17.40

18.55

NEEDS STUDY
AVERAGE

$10.20

10.66

10.62

10.38

10.70

12.64

16.48

19.27

17.39

18.61
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1985 COUNTY SCREENING BOARD DATA

JUNE, 1985

TREND OF C.S.A.H. RURAL DESIGN UNIT PRICES FOR BITUMINOUS - 2341

YEAR

1975

1976

1977

1978

1979

1980

1981

1982

1983

1984

QUANTITIES

143,249

107,703

55,764

122,544

64,840

87,488

63,541

165,468

128,625

162,488

COST

$ 1,692,701

1,194,772

667,058

1,656,383

1,308,883

1,413,751

1,310,395

3,207,140

2,729,746

3,747,298

ANNUAL
AVERAGE

$11.88

11.09

11.96

13.52

20.18

16.16

20.63

19.39

21.22

23.06

5-YEAR

AVERAGE

$ 9.67

10.40

11.29

12.41

13.20

14.24

16.13

17.66

19.54

20.42

NEEDS STUDY
AVERAGE

$11.20

12.58

13.08

12.11

15.41

14.52

17.58

20.63

19.39

21.44

25.00-i

20,08^

w 15 . @ @
0

D.

10.08-1

;.QQ-\

0, 00

|:::::::j n e e as 5 t uct v
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1985 COUNTY SCREENING BOARD DATA

JUNE, 1985

TREND OF C.S.A.H. RURAL DESIGN UNIT PRICES FOR GRAVEL SURFACE - 2118

YEAR

1975

1976

1977

1978

1979

1980

1981

1982

1983

1984

QUANTITIES

371,963

302,814

301,424

388,427

261,637

291,915

177,479

167,785

176,024

283,698

COST

$ 684,525

656,844

714,046

1,032,379

806,744

1,072,984

565,415

503,312

669,773

1,027,910

ANNUAL
AVERAGE

$ 1.84

2.17

2.37

2.66

3.08

3.68

3.19

3.00

3.81

3.62

5-YEAR

AVERAGE

$ 1.67

1.76

1.92

2.17

2.39

2.77

2.95

3.09

3.37

3.50

NEEDS STUDY
AVERAGE

$1.70

1.67

1.76

1.92

2.17

2.64

3.67

3.19

3.00

3.76
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1985 COUNTY SCREENING BOARD DATA

JUNE, 1985

TREND OF C.S.A.H. RURAL DESIGN UNIT PRICES FOR GRAVEL SHOULDERS - 2221

YEAR

1975

1976

1977

1978

1979

1980

1981

1982

1983

1984

QUANTITIES

677,084

649,216

617,397

748,028

641,380

528,325

606, 762

765,136

830,487

806,440

COST

$ 1,546,793

1,589,269

1,436,097

2,259,804

2,255,009

1,963,507

2,287,661

3,121,766

3,460,292

3,541,782

ANNUAL
AVERAGE

$ 2.29

2.45

2.33

3.02

3.52

3.71

3.77

4.08

4.17

4.39

5-YEAR

AVERAGE

$ 2.08

2. 18

2.29

2.50

2.73

2.98

3.25

3.61

3.88

4.06

NEEDS STUDY
AVERAGE

$ 2.11

2.08

2. 18

2.29

2.50

5.00

3.73

3.78

4.08

4. 12
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1985 COUNTY SCREENING BOARD DATA
JUNE, 1935

19^J_^^Aiii^_lLlI^J_J2^£l£l!l_^^X^l-J^^^

Copies off the following map were sent to each counCy engineer immediately

following die Subcommittee's meeting. This was done so that all county

engineers have as much Eime as possible to review the information on the

map prior Co DisCrlcC meetings and Ehe Screening Board mectin0.

The map indicaCes each county's 1984 G.S.A.H. needs study gravel base

unit price, che gravel base data in the 1939-1984 five-year average unit

price sCudy for each county, and an Jjlfjjit-jid. gravel base unit; price which

is the SubcomrniLtee's recommendation for 1935.

The recornrnenrled 1935 rural design gravel base unit prices were dete.rminerl

by the Subcommittee at their April 26, 1935 meeting, using the followin";
procedure which was initially adopted at the 1931 spring Screenin," Board
meetin".

If a county has at least 50,000 tons of gravel base

in their current five-year average unit price study,

that five-year average unit price, injfla_tec1_ by the

facCors shown in the inflation factor report, is used.

If a county has less than 50,000 tons of gravel base
material in their five-year average unit price study,

then enough subbase material from that county's five-

year average unit price study is added to the gravel

base material to equal 50,000 tons and a weighted
average unic price inflated by the proper factors is

determined.

If a county has less than 50,000 tons of combined
gravel base and subbase material in their five-year

average unit price study, then enough "ravel base

raacerial from the surrounding counties that do have

50,000 tons in che five-year average is a'lr'.en to the

combined gravel base and subbase material to equal

50,000 cons and a weighted average unit price in-

flated by the proper factors is determined.

As yo'i can see, the counties whose recommended unit prices have either a

square or a circle around them, have less than 50,000 tons of "ravel base

material in Eheir current five-year average unit price study. Therefore,

these prices were determined using either the second or third part of the

procedure above. John Walkup, Subconmittee Chairman, will attend the Screen'

in" Board meetin.n; to discuss their recoinmendaCions.

-10-







1935 COUNTY SCREENING BOARD DATA
JUNE, 1985

G.S.A.H. - M.S.A.S. UNIT PRICE COl.fPARISON

(Based on State Averages)

The following tabulation shows the average unit prices in

the 1934 C.S.A.H. needs study, the unit prices recommended by the

M.S.A.S. Subcommittee for use in chelr 1985 needs study, the 1930-

1984 G.S.A.H. five-year average unic prices (based on actual pro-

jects), the 1984 G.S.A.H. average and the G.S.A.H. Subcommittee's

recommended 1935 unit prices.

The C.S.A.H. Subcommittee9 s recommenrled prices were decer-

mined at their meeting on April 26, 1985. Minutes documenting

these proceedings are included in the "Reference Material" pardon

of this booklet.

-12-



1985 County Screening Board Data

June, 1985

C.S.A.H. - N.S.A.S. UNIT PRICE COMPARISON
(Based on State Averages)

Construction Item

Ru ral De s i g n

Sub base Cl 3&^t/Ton
G r.Base Cl 5&6/Ton
Bit.Base 2331/Ton
Bit.5urf.2331/Ton
Bi t.Surf.23Al/Ton
Con.Surf.230l/Sq.Yd.
Gravel Surf.2118/Ton
Gravel Shldr.2221/Ton

Urban Design

Gradi ng/Cu.Yd.
Subbase Cl 3&^/Ton
Gr'.Base Cl 58.6/Ton
Bit.Base 2331/Ton
Bit.Surf.2331/Ton
Bit.Surf.2341/Ton
Con.Surf.2301/Sq.Yd .

1984
CSAH
Needs
Study

Ave rage

$ 3.5''»

3. 56
18.61
18.61
21 .'^
1^.75

3. 76
^.12

$ 3.00
^.20
5.20

23.^5
23.^5
2^.95
18.85

1985
MSAS Unit
Prices

Recommended
by MSAS

Sub-
commi ttee

SAME

AS

URBAN

DESIGN
$ ^.25

$ 3.00
•^.50
5.25

23. 50
23.50
25.00

1980-1
CSAH

5-Yea

98^

r
Ave rage

$ 3.
3.

18.
18.
20.

3.
<+.

66
58
55
55
^2

50
06

198't
CSAH

Ave rage

$ ^.
^.

20.
20.
23.

3.

^.

CK
31
10
10
06

62
39

Un

1985
CSAH
it Price

Recommended

Su

G.B

G.B
G.B
G.B
G.B
G.B
G.B

6.B
G.B
G.B
G.B
G.B
G.B

by CSAH
be o in m

$
%
+
+
+
+

+

$ 3.01
+ $
+
+
+
+
+

i ttee

0.27

15.79
15.79
18.75
11.03
0.69
0.08

0
0.19
0.9''<

19. 19
19.19
20.69
15.29

Mi scellaneous

Storm Seuer-Comp./Mi. $196,000
Stonn Seue r-Pa rt./Mi . 62,000
Sideualk Const./Sq.Yd.
C & G Con st./Un.Ft.
Tree Remova1/Tree
Sideualk Remova1/Sq.Yd.
C & G Removal/Lin.Ft.
Conc.Pave.Removal/Sq.Yd

Bridges

0-1^9 Ft.Long/Sq.Ft.
150-^+99 Ft. Long/Sq . Ft.
500 Ft. 8, Longer/Sq.Ft.
Hi clen/Sq .Ft.

RR over Huy
1 track/lin.ft

Each Add.Track/Lin.FT

Railroad Protection

Signs
S i g na 1 s
Signals & Gates

62 , 000
1^.00

5. 50
90.00

3. 50
1 .50
'+.50

^1.00
47.00
56 . 00
75. 00

2,250
1,750

300
55,000
90, 000

$

$
6
9

1^ . 00
5. 50

90.00
3.50
1.50
3.75

^5.00
51 .00
50.00
65. 00

2,250
1,750

300
5,000
5,000

196,000
62,000

l^f.OO
5

90
3
1
3

50
00
50
50
75

^5
51
56
75

00
00
00
00

2,250
1,750

300
65,000
90,000

x The Recommended Rural Design Gravel Base
Unit Price for each individual county is
shown on the state map -Foldout (Fig.A)

G.B.- The rural design gravel base price as
shoun on the state map

-13-
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1985 COUNTY SCREENING BOARD DATA

Criteria Necessary for County State Aid Highway Designation

In the past, there has been considerable speculation as to which re-

quirements 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 March, 1984, definitely sets

forth what criteria are necessary.

Portion of Minnesota Rules For State Aid Operations

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

criteria:

a. A County state-aid highway which:

(1) is projected to carry a relatively heavier traffic volume
or is functionally classified as collector or arterial

as identified on the county s functional plans as approved

by the county board;

(2) connects towns, communities, shipping points, and markets

within a county or in adjacent counties;

(a) or provides access to rural churches, schools, com-

munity meeting halls, industrial areas, state

institutions, and recreational areas;

(b) or serves as a principal rural mail route and school
bus route;

(3) occurs at reasonable intervals consistent with the density

of population; and

(4) provides an integrated and coordinated highway system
affording, within practical limits, a State-Aid highway
network consistent with projected traffic demands.

-16-



1985 COUNTY SCREENING BOARD DATA
JUNE 1985

History of C.S.A.H. Additional Mileage Requests
Approved by the County Engineer's Screening Board

County

01
02
03

04
05
06

07
08
09

10
11
12

13
14
15

16
17
18

19
20
21

22
23
24

25
26
27

28
29
30

Ai-tkin
Anoka
Be eker

Bel tram i.

Benton

Big Stone

Blue Earth

Brown

Carlton

Carver

Cass

Chippewa

Chisago
Clay
Clearwater

Cook
Cottonwood

Crow Wing

Dakota
Dodge
Douglas

Faribault
Fillmore
Freeborn

Goodhue
Grant

Hennepin

Houston

Hubbard
Is anti

1958-
1964

6.10
1.33

6.84*
3.18*
1.40

15.29*

3.81
3.62

1.55

14.00

3.24
1.18
0.30*

3.60
3.37

13. 00*

1.65*

7.40*

1.12
0.05

5.30

4.50

0.60
1.06

1965-
1970

0.

10.

0.

3.

0.

7.

1.

0.

1.

3.;

0.

0.

0.

1.

0.

71
07

69

63

94
90
00

82

80

25

37

90

12

25
74

1971-
1976

0.16

0.16

0.13

0.48

0.10
1.00

1.30

2.47

1.20

0.65

0.08

0.24

0.12
0.26

1977 1978 1979 1980 1981 1982 1983 1984

ToC. Miles
Requested

& Approved
1985 To Date

0.60

0.25

0.09
1. 10

0.52 0.33

0.06

70
04

10.07

69
18

1.56

15.54

7.57
3.62

2.97
7.90

15.00

3.24
2. 10
1.30

3.60
6.47

13.00

4.12

10.65

1.66
2.22
1.60

0.08
42
59

0.12
2.17
1.80



CC

County

1985 COUNTY SCREENING BOARD DATA
JUNE 1985

History of C.S.A.H. Additional Mileage Requests
Approved by the County Engineer s Screening Board

1958- 1965- 1971-
1964 1970 1976 1977 1978 1979 1980 1981 1982 1983 1984

Tot. Miles

Requested
& Approved

1985 To Date

31
32
33

34
35
36

37
38
39

40
41
42

43
44
45

46
47
48

49
50
51

52
53
54

55
56
57

58
59
60

Itasca

Jackson

Kanabec

Kandiyohi
Kittson
Koochiching

Lac Qui Parle
Lake
Lake of Woods

Le Sue ur

Lincoln
Lyon

McLeod
Mahnomen

Marshall

Martin
Meeker

Mille Lacs

Morrison

Mower

Murray

Nicollet
Nobles
Norman

Olmsted
Otter Tail
Pennington

Pine
Pipes Cone

Polk

6.60*
9.27*

1.70
3.24*

0.56

2.70
5.65*
2.00

0.09
1.00

15. 00*

0.80

9.28*
3.52

1.31

10. 77*

0.84

9.25

4.00

0.10

0.44

0.23
1.58
0.33

0.90

0.42

1.52

3.83

13.71

4.55

0.50

0.56

0.83

0.50

1.00

0.50
0.74

1. 10

0.23

1,

0.09

0.60

0.36

0.67

0.10

0.44
6.60
9.27

1.93
5.38
0.89

3.53
6.55
2.00

0.59
1.42

16.00

1.52
1.30
0.74

13.20
4.62

0.60
13.94

1.31

15.32
0.36
0.84

9.25
0.50
6.22



1985 COUNTY SCREENING BOARD DATA
JUNE 1985

History of C.S.A.H. Additional Mileage Requests
Approved by the County Engineer's Screening Board

County

61
62
63

64
65
66

67
68
69

70
71
72

73
74
75

76
77
78

79
80
81

82
83
84

Pope
Ramsey

Red Lake

Redwood
Renville
Rice

Rock
Roseau

St. Louis

Scott
Sherburne

Sibley

Steams

Steele
Stevens

Swift
Todd
Traverse

Wab ash a
Wadena
Waseca

Washington
Watonwan

Wilkin

1958-
1964

1.63
9.45*

2.30

1.70

0.50
5.20
7.71*

8.65*

1.50

0.08

1.90*
0.20

0.43*

4.10

2.33*

1965-

1970

2.00
0.67

1.11

1.60
11.43

3.44
5.42

0.70
1.55
1.00

0.78

0.43

1971-

1976

1.20
0.61
0.50

5.15

0.56

0.30

0.14

0.40
0.04

1977 1978 1979 1980 1981 1982 1983 1984

Tot. Miles

Requested
& Approved

1985 To Date

0.21

0.13

0.54

0.12

3.90

0.24

1.60

0.33 1.33
0.08 0.60

4.83
10.94
0.50

3.54

1.70

1.04
6.80

19.14

17.36
5.42
1.50

4.68
1.55
1.00

1.02
1.90
2.36

0.73

4.67

4.39
0.72

85 Winoaa 7.40*
86 Wright 0.45

87 Yellow Medicine 1.39

1.38
7.40
1.83
1.39

TOTALS 246.60 92.43 25.65
*Some Trunk Highway Turnback Mileage

0.50 4.15 2.78 1.80 1.20 0.96 0.81 2793 379.13T
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Mn/DOT-TP30758 MINNESOTA DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION
(10-80) Rev. 2-84

DATE

TO : Manager, State Aid Needs Unit

I''K"M : Elme.^ Morr/s District State Aid Engineer

SUBJKCT: Ruquest for Ap|)roval of a System Revision

(iiiAvVA^Wtry) (County) of LJ^^of-Q^.

Attached is a request and supporting data for the revision to the State

Aid System.

The proposed route meets the following criteria (indicated by an "X")

necessary for designation:

C.S.A.H. CRITERIA

Projected to carry a relatively heavier traffic volume,

or is functionally classified as collector or arterial.

Connects towns, communities, shipping points, and markets within a county or in

adjacent counties,

or provides access to rural churches, schools, community meeting halls,

industrial areas, state insEitutions and recreational areas,

or serves as a principal rural mail route and school bus route.

Occurs at reasonable intervals consistent with the density of population.

Provides an integrated and coordinated highway system affording, within practical

limits, a State-Aid highway network consistent with projected traffic demands.

M.S.A.S. CRITERIA

Projected to carry a relatively heavier traffic volume,

or is functionally classified as collector or arterial.

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 projected traffic demands.

Miles M.S.A.S.

Available
Revoked

Requested

Balance

Comments:

i23j^^LQ-

•.f^^uirei •^\e^een/^f /?o^>-c/ ^^•/-/o'^. sSjSj
^9_AC/ ^?7d ^» ^)-»4/^ C.AC <L ,

RECOMMEND APPROVAL OR DENIAL:

District Sta'be-'Aid Engineer

Manager, State Aid Needs Unit

D̂at^ /
/s-/^

Date

APPROVED OR DENIED:
State Aid Engineer Date
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SF-00006-02

DEPARTME-'NT Mn/DOT - Operations

Oakdale - District 9

STATE OF MINNESOTA

0//ice

TO

FROM

Gordon M.Fay, Director
Office of State/^id - 420

Elme^4^?i^r^
District State Aid Engineer

DATE: February 5, 1985

PHONE:779-1173

SUBJECT: CSAH Designation
Dakota County

Attached is a request from Dakota County to designate proposed CSAH No. 38
from CSAH No. 5 in Bumsville to T.H. No. 3 in Rosemount.

The County and City of Burnsville presently have a portion of the route
between CSAH No. 5 and Nicollet Avenue, including a.new bridge over
T.H. 35W, under construction. The east-west portionof T.H. No. 77 will
be let this Spring. The route will function not only as a collector
facility for the Bumsville Shopping Center, but will also provide the
main access to the Minnesota Zoo.

A portion of CSAH No. 23 was oblitera'ced when the north-south portion of
T.H. No. 77 was designated as shown on the attached prints of the municipal
maps.

Existing Designation
Cedar Avenue
less T.hL 77

Available

Proposed Designation
CSAH 38 West Leg
CSAH 38 East Leg

Required
Less

Required

Attachment

ec:
Robert Sandeen - Dakota County
File

4.39
2.29

2.10

4.36
3.28

7.64
2.10

5.54

mi
mi

mi

mi
mi

mi
ml

mi

les
les

les

les
les

les
les

les

f
/
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ROBUST P SANDLT-N, r
COUMIY LNGINhtR

y./a r TFIEPHONI

0 ! 2 ^37 0 I 9 e}
* DAKOTA COUNTY GOVERNMENT CENTER

1 560 H W Y , 55 . H A ST! N G S. M I N N F ^0 T A t-> lr.O s- ~\

®Y. PAUL

MPt.s. » A

January 28, 1985

Mr. Elmer Morn's, P.E.

District State Aid Engineer
Mn/DOT, District 9
3485 Hadley Ave. N.
N. St. Paul, MN 55109

Dear Mr. Morn's:

Dakota County requests approval of the addition of 7.64 miles of County State
Aid Highway as shown on the enclosed map.

Also enclosed please find resolutions from the Cities of Eagan and Apple Valley
and the Dakota County Board revoking 4.39 miles of CSAH 23. We hope that the
elimination of this mileage will help to justify the addition of CSAH 38 to our
system as outlined in the enclosed letter to the Screening Committee.

CSAH 38 is planned to become a cross country route carrying relatively heavy
traffic and serving shopping in the Burnsville area and residential develop-
ment now taking place in Apple Valley and Rosemount.

CSAH 38 will relieve traffic on CSAH 42 which is now operating over capacity
1n Burnsville.

Future needs for this roadway will be reduced somewhat since portions of the
roadway and a bridge over 35W have been constructed recently using County
funds.

Kindly review this request, considering the above information, and if accept-
able, submit it to the Screening Committee for its consideration.

'!
Robert P. SandeAn; P.E.
County Highway Engineer

RPS/bv

-24-
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Mn/DOT-TP30758-02
(10-80)

MINNESOTA DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION
REQUEST FOR STATE AID SYSTEM REVISION

DATE

FROM

^/A^jT

TO : Director, Highway Studies Section

V. ^.^/. /s-^/^so^/

SUBJECT: Request for Approval of a System Revision

(Mufti-c-frpfri-i-ty) (County) of

District State Aid Engineer

Pef^

Attached is a request and supporting data for the revision to the State

Aid system.

The proposed route meets the following criteria (indicated by an "X")

necessary for designation:

C.S.A.H. CRITERIA

^

^-

v

y

^/

^

c.awiiu telA.tiveJiif hm.v-ie.n. tiut.^^c. votumeA;

and c-onne-c^U town^,, c.omnu.Yujtiu, &hipp^ng po-cntA, and mcutfeetA lAtithin
a c.ou.ntif off ^.n a.djac.e.nt coun^te-6;

OH. p/LOV^de. (XCGCAA -to ftllAal d.huAc.hu, i>c.koot&, c.omnimitij me.e^Un.g h&tt&,

Lnd.v^tAAjiL pta.ntt,, 4A;./(.'c ^'UstA.tixtionA a.nd /le.cA.ejCLtionat aAeaA;

on. ACAU&4 a& a pfu.nc.^pai fiuA.al. mcuJL noujti and &c.hoot buA ftomte.f

off acU a& a. c.oUe.ctofi o^ tfm^^c. ^tom &vjwal. /ioa.d& o^ tocjaJL ^.nteAUt;

and oc.c.iLU at a. /te.cLdonab^p. ^nteAvai c.on^^te.nt w^h the. da.n&itij o^
popuicLtion;

and p^.ou-Ld^!> an ^nte.g/Ldtid and c.oofi.cU.na^.e.d h^.glwia.i/ &ij&tw a.^o/tcLing
MUZfc-cn pA.ac^xca^. ^uwcAi a. Stats.-A^d highway neAvoA.fe con-d-u.twt MJtct/i
Loc.ott t/vi^i.^ d.ma.ncit,.

M.S.A.S. CRITERIA

c-aAAiu fteiat^.v^.y h.e.a.v^^A t^a^^c- votumu,

and connee^A the. po^ntfi o^ majo/t Vw.^^.c. ^n-teAU-t w-ctkm an uA-ban
mu.YU.CA.poLLtij;

on. conne-cXd wjth ftuAat ft.oa.ctf> oft nfi.ba.n. /LOULtu o^ c.omnu.nity ^.nteAt&t

and CJJWIA.U, majo^. t^a.^^.c. into a.nd thn.ou.gh an. uAban mum.dpaJtlty;

and ^ofm& a. &ij&tm o^ <s^e&^6 whlc.k wJLU. e.^e.c^U.ueJiy &eAue. tfva.^^c.
uuZ^cn the. uAban nUifu.CA.paLi-ty.

COMMENTS:

RECOMMENDED APPROVAL:

RECOMMENDED APPROVAL OR DENIAL:

Q^} \s/^*^tCa^
District State Aid Engineer

2 -,,-^5'

Date

Director, Highway Studies Section Date

APPROVAL OB DENIAL;
State Aid Engineer Date -25-



I
M
CT^

I

FERTILE

-— TO 8ELTRAMI«(^) ^2)- TO MENTOR

PROPOSED FfEGIONAL

PARK

^:-__—-^..- J

PROPOSED EXTENSION
I OF C.S.A.H. 108



roLK
OUNTY

February 8, 1985

^
^

,^
^ ,/

TH 75 AND CR 233

P.O. BOX 27

CROOKSTON. MINNESOTA 56716

Mr. J.R.J. Isaacson

District State Aid Engineer
Minnesota Department of Transportation

P.O.Box 490

Bemidji, Minnesota 56601

Re: C.3.A.H. Mileage Request

Dear Mr. Isaacson:

Over the years the city of Fertile and the surrounding area has

grown and has been actively developed. During 1984 the city limits

were expanded to encompass these areas and to provide for future

orderly development.

The City is now undergoing an extensive capital improvement program

which includes completion of the bituminous surfacing o±~ all city

streets, construction of a new water tower and development of a 600

acre regional park.

In line with these imprpvemenfcs, the city of Fertile has requested

Polk County to extend C.S.A.H. 108 (Washington Avenue) east

approximately 1,046 feet. to the new city limits, and then northerly

approximately 2,695 feet to C.S.A.H. 12, the north city limits (see the

enclosed map). This extension will provide direct access to the

northeast section of Fertile and aid in its planned industrial

expansion. It will also provide for a more integrated C.S.A.H. road

and city street system. C.S.A.H. 108 now ends abruptly at the old city

1imits.

Please consider this a formal request by Polk County to extend C.S.A.H.

108 approximately 0.708 miles as described above. We considered revoking

C.S.A.H. 108 west of T.H. 32 in conjunction with this request. However,

this is the route to the proposed regional park and we feel it should

remain on the state aid system. There are no other highway segments that

could be dropped ±-rom our system without a:r±-ecting system confcinuity.

Additional information will be provided at your request.

Slncerely,

P. ^^JLi
Michael P. Rardin, P.E.

Polk County Highway Engineer

MPR:cml
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Mn/DOT-TP30758 MINNESOTA DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION
(10-80) Rev. 2-84

DATE :

TO : Manager, State Aid Needs Unit

FROM : ELMER MORRIS District State Aid Engineer

SUBJECT: Request for Approval of a System Revision
(NNMXXXKXXXKX) (County) of RAMSEY

Attached is a request and supporting data for the revision to the State

Aid System.

The proposed route meets the following criteria (indicated by an "X")
necessary for designation:

C.S.A.H. CRITERIA

Projected to carry a relatively heavier traffic volume,

or is functionally classified as collector or arterial.

Connects towns, communities, shipping points, and markets within a county or in

adjacent counties,

or provides access to rural churches, schools, community meeting halls,

industrial areas, state institutions and recreational areas,

or serves as a principal rural mail route and school bus route.

Occurs at reasonable intervals consistent with the density of population.

Provides an integrated and coordinated highway system affording, within practical

limits, a State-Aid highway network consistent with projected traffic demands.

M.S.A.S. CRITERIA

Projected to carry a relatively heavier traffic volume,

or is functionally classified as collector or arterial.

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 projected traffic demands.

Miles M.S.A.S.

Available
Revoked

+ Requested

Balance

Comments: _R£miliB£SFAVflRABLE ACTION RY THF CQUtLIY.
SCREENING BOARD

".' c i^'^
. '^/^'L- ^ ~ y ~" ~ f:73-Y<--<1-''' _ - <- -' ';J 4 ^

District State Aid Engineer Date

RECOMMEND APPROVAL OR DENIAL:
Manager, State Aid Needs Unit Date

APPROVED OR DENIED:
State Aid Engineer Date



I
CJ
0

LAKt

D

.1-1. 51 -



RAMSEY COUNT/

DEPARTMENT OF PUBLIC WORKS
167 Courthouse

St. Paul, Minnesota 55102 KENNETH E. WELTZIN
(612)298-4127 Director

and
County Engineer

PHYLLIS F. SPECKER
Deputy Director

October 26, 1984

Mr. Elmer Morris, Jr.
District 9 State Aid Engineer
Minnesota Department of Transportation
3485 Hadley Avenue North
North Saint Paul, Minnesota 55109

Designation Change - Roselawn Avenue, C.R. 114

Ramsey County requests approval to add Roselawn Avenue, County Road 114, from
T.H. 280 to Snelling Avenue (T.H. 51) to the county state aid highway system of Ramsey
County.

Roselawn Avenue from T.H. 280 to Snelling Avenue is 1.92 miles in length. From T.H.

280 to Pleasant Street, Roselawn Avenue is entirely within the City of Lauderdale.
From Pleasant Street to Fulham Street, Roselawn is bordered on the north by Roseville
and on the south by Lauderdale. From Fulham Street to Snelling Avenue (T.H. 51)
Roseville and Falcon Heights border Roselawn Avenue (see map).

Roselawn Avenue is classified as a collector. It connects neighborhoods within and
between subregions. The average daily traffic (ADT) counts for 1983 and projected
for 2002 are illustrated in the following table.

Section of Roselawn Avenue

T.H. 280 to Eustis Street

Eustis Street to Fulham Street
Fulham Street to Cleveland Avenue
Cleveland Avenue to Fairview Avenue

Fair view Avenue to T.H. 51

Land use adjacent to Roselawn Avenue is a mixture of single-family residential and
public land. Lauderdale City Park, the University of Minnesota Golf Course, Rose Hill
Alliance Church, a radio transmission tower, a Falcon Heights park, the University of
Minnesota Agricultural research plots, and the entrance to Midland Hills Country Club
border Roselawn Avenue. Since the area is developed, no major changes are anticipated
which would affect the transportation system.

1983 A. D. T.

800
1,450
2,550
2,200
2,600

Projected
2002 A.D.T.

1,200
3,100
4,600
3,600
3,400
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Mr. Morris

October 26, 1984
Page 2 of 2

Roselawn Avenue meets the criteria of county state aid highways in the following ways:

- it carries relatively heavier traffic volumes

- it connects communities within Ramsey County

- it provides access to a church and to recreational areas

- it is part of a school bus route for District 623

- it acts as a collector of traffic from several roads of local interest

- it occurs at a reasonable interval (one-half mile) from other county state aid

highways, consistent with the density of population. Lauderdale is the most
densely populated city in suburban Ramsey County.

- it will help to provide an integrated and coordinated highway system, affording
within practical limits a state aid highway network consistent with local traffic
demands.

For these reasons, I request your approval to add Roselawn Avenue from T.H. 280 to
Snelling Avenue (T.H. 51) to the county state aid highway system.

7G^^~w&-
Kenneth E. Weltzin, P.E.

Director and County Engineer

KD/clm
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Mn/DOT-TP30758 MINNESOTA DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION
(10-80) Rev. 2-84

DATE

TO

FROM

.J^A2_^_2^C
^

Manager, State Aid Needs Unit

A//^^ r^^^jiL District State Aid Engineer

SUBJECT: Request for Approval of a System Revision

^^=>^^-^^5>(•Munici-pa-btry) (County) of

Attached is a request and supporting data for the revision to the State

Aid System.

The proposed route meets the following criteria (indicated by an "X")
necessary for designation:

C.S.A.H. CRITERIA

Projected to carry a relatively heavier traffic volume,

or is functionally classified as collector or arterial.

Connects towns, communities, shipping points, and markets within a county or in

adjacent counties,

or provides access to rural churches, schools, community meeting halls,

industrial areas, state institutions and recreational areas,

or serves as a principal rural mail route and school bus route.

^\ Occurs at reasonable intervals consistent with the density of population.

1^1
Provides an integrated and coordinated highway system affording, within practical

limits, a State-Aid highway network consistent with projected traffic demands.

M.S.A.S. CRITERIA

Projected to carry a relatively heavier traffic volume,

or is functionally classified as collector or arterial.

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 projected traffic demands.

+

Miles M.S.A.S.

Available
Revoked

Requested

Balance

Comments;

RECOMMEND APPROVAL OR DENIAL;

Di&^rict-^tateAid Engineer

Manager, State Aid Needs Unit

^?-^^~
Date

Date

APPROVED OR DENIED:
State Aid Engineer Date
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WASECA COUNTY HIGHWAY DEPARTMENT
3rd Street 9tL Avenue N. E.

VASECA, MINNESOTA 56093

ROBERT J. McPARTLIN 507.835-1250
Highway Engineer

December 28, 1984

Mr. Harvey P. Suedbeck

MN/DOT District 7 State Aid
501 South Victory Drive
Mankato, MN 56001

RE: Proposed Establishment CSAH 45/Deletion CSAH 45
City of New Richland
Waseca County

Dear Mr. Suedbeck,

The City of New Richland and the County of Waseca hereby request that
the following described streets within New Richland be altered as to
State Aid status.

Revoke: CSAH 45 - along 1st Street from Broadway to Ash Avenue;along
Ash; Avenue from 1st Street to West Division Street;
along West Division/East Division from Ash Avenue

to Aspen Avenue.

Total CSAH mileage - 0.32 Mile
State Aid Funds have not been expended on this section.

The major uses of the land accessed by CSAH 45 are: 1 Bank,

1 Apartment Building, 1 Small Office Building, 1 Carpenter
Workshop, 5 empty buildings, 3 empty lots.

Designate: CSAH 45 - along Aspen Avenue from TH 30 to 3rd Street (CSAH 12)

Total proposed mileage - 0.37 Mile

The major uses of the land accessed by Aspen Avenue are:

Grain Elevator, Farm Supply Store, 2 Fertilizer Distributors,
2 Bulk Gas Distributors, Seed Corn Warehouse, City Public
Work Garage, 3 Minor Businesses, and approximately 1 dozen

residential homes.
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Harvey Suedbeck

December 28, 1984

Page 2

Justification for Change:

The Aspen Avenue route serves many businesses along its entire length,

mainly on the Western side. Though this route parallels CSAH 1
(Broadway Avenue) one block further west, there is a railroad line
that restricts access. When the State Aid System was set up in 1957,
the railroad was very active and served these small industries quite
well. However, the rail line is receiving less and less local service,

and the dependance of highway trucks is becoming greater.

We feel that the merits of Aspen Avenue to meet the criteria for a
State Aid route are justifiable on their own. However, in realizinp,
Vciat similiar' mileage could be revoked from the system, the City
Council of New Richland has agreed to take over all future maintenance

and construction costs of the existing CSAH 45.

The mileage of the two routes are approximately equal. The merits of
both routes for State Aid Designation are approximately equal.

We therefore request that the above outlined changes be allowed. I
am available for further comments, if necessary.

Yours truly,

Robert J. McPartlin

RJM/cs
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1985 COUNTY SCREENING BOARD DATA
JUNE, 1985

1930-1984 Five-Year Average Subbase (Class 3 & 4) Unit Price Data

The following map indicates the subbase (Class 3 & 4) unic price

information that is in the 1980-1934 five-year average unit price study

and the inflated subbase unit price, che determination of which is ex-

plained in another write-up in this section. This data is bein^ in-

eluded in the report because in some cases the "ravel base unit prices

recommended by the Subcom-nittee, as shown on Fio. A, were determined

usin,t» this subbase information.
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USES OF GAS TAX, VEHICLE REGISTRATION, FEES
AND MOTOR VEHICLE EXCISE TAX FOR PURPOSES

OTHER THAN ROAD & BRIDGE CONSTRUCTION OR MAINTENANCE

1. Funding of State Patrol
2. Funding of DPS Vehicle Registration and Driver Licensing Division
3. Funding of DOR Fuel Tax Collection Division
4. Funding of Gasoho'l Incentive (4^ reduced fuel tax)
5. Funding of Transit (25% of MVET)
6. Funding of Highway Beautification Program
7. Funding of DNR Water Accesses
8. Funding of Office Space, Truck Stations
9. Funding of Highway Travel Information Centers, Safety Rest Areas, Wayside Rests:

Scenic Overlooks, etc.
10. Funding of Township Roads
11. Funding for Park-Ride Lots
12. Funding of Transportation Regulation Board and Motor Carrier Safety Office
13. Funding of RDC Studies
14. Funding of DNR Facilities (water accesses along trunk highways;

funding of dam and fish control facilities, etc.)
15. Funding of Bikeway System
16. Funding of School Bus Safety Program (Department of Education)
17. Funding of Emergency Medical Services (Department of Health)
18. Funding of Snowmobile Trails

cooperative

POTENTIAL DIVERSIONS OR FUND REDUCTIONS
(PROPOSED OR INTRODUCED BY OTHERS)

1. Funding of lead dean-up along streets/highways
2. Reduced fees for farm pickup trucks
3. Reduced sales tax on all motor vehicles
4. No sales tax on older used vehicles
5. Funding of trails for three wheel vehicles
6. Funding of forest highways
7. Funding of LRT
8. Funding to modify freeway interchanges to accommodate long trucks
9. Increased Gasohol Tax Exemption





1985 COUNTY SCREENING BOARD DATA

JUNE, 1985

Rural Design Complete Grading Cost Restudy

MILES WITH APPROX.
RURAL DESIGN 25 YEAR

COMPLETE PRESENT RECOMM'D NEEDS
GRADING NEEDS COST/MILE COST/MILE INCREASE

NEEDS
INCREASE

Carlton
Cook
Itasca

Koochiching

Lake
Pine

St. Louis

DISTRICT 1 TOTALS

145.45
111.20
341.48
127.53
124.82
255.84
831.77

1,938.09

$ 48,628 $ 97,780 $ 7,348,536
67,897
45,078
40,245
67,897
41,075
89,969

159,512
64,678
57,278

210,766
134,390
168.663

10,258,200
6,807,766
2,130,222

17,689,330
23,650,377
66,908,167

134,792,598

25.0
38.8

10.3
7.3

68.7

42.1

33.0

Beltrami
Clearwater

Hubbard

Kittson
Lake of the Woods
Marshall

Norman

Penning ton

Polk
Red Lake
Roseau

DISTRICT 2 TOTALS

Aitkin
Benton

Cass

Crow Wing
Isanti

Kanabec

Mille Lacs

Mornson
Sherburne

Steams

Todd

Wadena

Wright
DISTRICT 3 TOTALS

261.23
178.12
179.73
261.37
95.18

342.64
210.34
1 1 c. an
J. JL <^ • UU

382.65
87.23

236.13
2,351.42

282.94
109.11
315.08
224.52

134.90
114.18
118.24
132.00
77.69

276.32
178.73

79.86
228.30

2,271.87

35,466
22,828
28,036
24,923
28,797
18,750
21,468
20.598? -/ ^*^

27,385
23,626
21,814

53,255
24,363
45,291
40,777
33,485
39,319
38,998
24,277
25,490
27,946
27,783
28,970
27,868

83,651
72,828
71,525
62,992
52,105
59,149
55,917
49,873
71,286
76,976
54,966

91,917
46,749
75,390
67,212
83,121
85,345
83,278
62,241
35,235
82,577
65,889
60,943
80,339

13,109,957
8,883,834
7,889,772
9,930,166
2,209,729

13,845,453
7,346,203
t A&fi nio

16,628,573
4,725,237
7,946,032

95,962,995

10,968,952
2,512,761
9,505,622
6,004,703
6,874,944
5,400,319
5,203,134
4,991,735

780,548
15,069,975
6,782,689
2,576,555

12,264,801
88.936.738

28.6

40.6
36.0
37.1

18.7
33.9

17.6

22.4
21.9
30.2
26.2

27.0
14.7
21.0
14.9

37.1

28.4
26.2
18.3
5.5

25.7

23.0
18.1
27.4
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Rural Design Complete Grading Cost Restud^

-44-

Becker

Big Stone
Clay
Douglas
Grant
Mahnomen

Otter Tail

Pope
Stevens

Swift
Traverse

Wilkin
DISTRICT

Anoka
Carver

Hennepin
Scott

DISTRICT

Dodge
Fillmore
Freeborn

Goodhue
Houston

Mower

Olmsted
Rice

Steele
Wabasha

Winona
DISTRICT

Blue Earth
Brown

Cottonwood
Faribault

Jackson

Le Sueur

Martin

Nicollet
Nobles
Rock

Sibley
Waseca

Watonwan

DISTRICT

4

5

6

7

TOTALS

TOTALS

TOTALS

TOTALS

MILES WITH
RURAL DESIGN

COMPLETE
GRADING

196,

35,
279.
123,
107,

80,
371
158,
146.
147.
106,

155,

1,909,

98,
105,
135,

93,
432,

146,
288.

238.

192
158,
184,
174,
125,

63,
179,
155.:

1,907.(

242,

95,
137,
222.:
186.^

125.:

191
127,
115.:
160.:
168.'

122,
101.<

1,996.:

NEEDS

.57

.74

.49

.74

.01

.40

.51

.17

.27

.98

.51

.62

.01

.09

.82

.28

.49

.68

.14

.26

.27

.56

.79

.50

.21

.97

.64

.42

.30

.06

.16

.15

.40

.37

.42

.27

,24

.64

.73

.12

.50
,40
,85

25

PRESENT
COST/MILE

20;
15,
22
26,
21
21
29,
26,

23,
21:
18,
18,

73
89,

115,
52,

38,
68,

33,

70,
57,
31
36,
50;

25,
68,
75

26,

31
20,
22,
22,
32,

23,
31
24,
26,
44,
25,
19,(

,582
,699
,491
,341
,289
,729

,667
,024
,648
,282
,760
,285

,073
,308
,752
,347

,560
,995
,343
,892
,648
,165
,731
,828
,157
,692
,716

,467
,356
,038
,094
,664
,707
,525
,686
,794
,939
,090
,445
,686

RECOMM'D
COST/MILE

43.

40,
38,
48;
42,
40,

70,

62,
53,
38,

44;
33,

151
100,
212,

76,^

62,;
144,1
54,(

101,^
168,i
58,:

113,;
60,(
52,(

134,
131,]

68,<
89,'

54,]
56,:
59,:
66,-,

60,:

75,<
58,(
49,:
55,i
55,:
58,]

,602
,906
,324
,805
,344
,408
,349
,941
,908
,845
,250
,397

,517
,322
,466
,469

,358
,076
,682
,462
,835
,320
,806
,086
,010
,203
,139

,954

,510
,104
386
324
771
290
882
070
378
869
217
137

APPROX.
25 YEAR

NEEDS
INCREASE

4,

4,

2,

2,

1
15,

5,

4,

2,

2,

1,

49,

7,

12
2,

23;

3,1

22,;

4,!

6,:
17,'

5,<
13,:

1,1

l,f
11,i

9,]
96,'

l0,t

4,^
4,(
7,'

6,{

4,;
6,<

5,(

3,f
3,^
1,(
3,'

3,"

68,(

,559
916

,426
,910
,251
,516
,360
,893
,388
,573
,723
,386
,907

,740
768

,871
,259
,640

,406
,253
,855
,353
,404
,003
,349
,080
,875
,881
,121

,585

,438
,719

,694
,576



Rural Design Covyilet^e Grading Cost Restud^

Chippewa
Kandiyohi
Lac Qui Parle
Lincoln

Lyon
Me Lead
Meeker

Murray

Pipestone

Redwood
Renville

Yellow Medicine
DISTRICT 8 TOTALS

Chisago
Dakota

Ramsey

Washington
DISTRICT 9 TOTALS

STATE TOTALS

MILES WITH
RURAL DESIGN

COMPLETE
GRADING NEEDS

73.86
186.67
175.26
97.34

192.23
149.57
124.36
155.72
132.11
146.70
253.34
184.87

1,872.03

138.14
116.24
13.11

81.43
348.92

15,027.33

PRESENT
COST/MILE

27,257
30,725
19,882
19,511
16,723
20,558
21,609
21,993
15,621
21,851
25,400
25,838

51,509
74,515

121,440
80,962

RECOMM'D
COST/MTLE

84,584
63,178
45,567
51,248
56,155
66,860
55,240
50,490
50,967
54,076
50,921
54,468

88,688
129,998
241,144
137,075

APPROX.
25 YEAR

NEEDS
INCREASE

4,213,514
6,060,549
4,538,556
2,834,628
7,575,018
6,940,505
4,170,981
4,469,168
4,543,694
4,749,622
6,334,885
5,475,874

61,906,994

5,096,924
4,882,287
1,644,120
4,507,353

16,130,684

$635,911,248

%
NEEDS

INCREASE

18.6
15.9
15.3

15.3
21.4

22.6

18.8
18.4
24.7

15.0
12.3

19.0

15.7
8.0

1.5
10.7

18.9
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1985 COUNTY SCREENING BOARD DATA
JUNE, 1985

Conversion of Low Volume Concrete Proiect to Standard Type Design

On April 26, 1985 the General Subccmmittee reviewed a new pro-

cedure for converting low volume concrete projects to a standard

base and bituminous design with quantities and costs for Inclusion

in the five-year average unit price study. The Subcommittee is

recommending chat this conversion raechod be used starting with Che

1985 construction projects.

The following sheet shows an example of the conversion procedure.
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I 1985 COUNTY SCREENING BOARD DATA

JUNE 1985

County State Aid Maintenance Transfers

County Transfers

Carlton
Cook

Lake

Pine
St. Louis

Dist. 1 Totals

Beltrami
Clearwater

Hubbard
Norman

Dist. 2 Totals

Aitkin
Benton
laanti

Kanabec

Mille Lacs
Sherburue
Todd
Wright

Dist. 3 Totals
4

Big Stone
Douglas
Pope

Stevens

Swift
Traverse

1
4
4
6
3

18

2
1
2
1

6

9
1
2
2
8
4
1
1

28

2
3
3
4
1
4

1958-1977

$ 20,839 $
128,598
115,000
311,194
853,000

1,428,631

26,330
20,000
93,630
32,000

171,960

245,000
60,000
27,000
33,000

220,000
113,000
45,000
25,000

768,000

46,007
110,000
72, 700

127,501
40,000

152,000

1978 1979 1980

$ $ $

132,000

158,000 120,000

1981

$

1982

$

1983

$

27-Year

1984 Total

$ 20,839
128,598
115,000
311,194
853,000

1,428,631

26,330
20,000
93,630
32,000

171,960

245,000
60, 000
27,000
33,000

220,000
113,000
45,000
25, 000

768,000

46,007
110,000
72,700

259,501
40,000

430,000

Dist. 4 Totals 17 548,208 958,208



1985 COUNTY SCREENING BOARD DATA
JUNE 1985

County State Aid Maintenance Transfers

County

Carver

Hennepin
Scott

Transfers

1
5
3

1958-1977

20,000
575,219
75,000

1978 1979 1980 1981 1982 1983 1984
27-Year

Total

20,000
575,219
75,000

Dist. 5 Totals

Dist. 6 Totals 18

Dist. 7 Totals 16

Dist. 8 Totals 12

670,219

Dodge
Fillmore

Goodhue
Houston

Mower
Rice

Steele

Wabasha

2
2
1
2
1
4
4
2

37,610
46,000
30,000
69,700
44,100
34,135

101,188
33,714

396,447

Cottonwood

Jackson
Le Sue ur
Rock

Sibley
Waseca
Watonwan

1
2
3
2
3
2
3

25,000
85,000

175,000
53,000
45,235
45,000

124,000

552,235

Lac Qui Parle
Lyon
Meeker

Murray
Renville

3
1
4
3
1

220,264
48,110
58,236

104,000
10,800

441,410

STATE TOTALS $4,977,110

# of Transfers 124 121

670,219

37,610
46,000
30,000
69,700
44, 100
34,135

101,188
33,714

396,447

25,000
85,000

175,000
53,000
45,235
45,000

124,000

552,235

-0- $ 290,000 $ 120,000

-0- 2 1

-0-

-0-

-0-

-0-

-0-

-0-

-0-

-0-

220,264
48,110
58,236

104,000
10,800

441,410

$5,387,110

I

\̂0
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1985 COUNTY SCREENING BOARD DATA
JUNE 1985

County State Aid Hardship Transfers

County Transfers

Cook
Koochiching
Lake
Pine

Dist. 1 Totals

Beltrami

Clearwater
Hubbard

Lake of the

Lake of Woods

Norman
Penning too
Red Lake
Roseau

Dist. 2 Totals

Aitkin
Bentoa
Cass

Crow Wing
Kanabec

Wright

Dist. 3 Totals

17
4
1

11

33

1
1
5

18
1
1
I
6

34

18
5
6
1
5
2

37

1958-1977

$ 559,625
155,000
65,000

534,600

1,314,225

30,000
12,000

292,500

1,228,000
100,000
20,000
44,000

155,000

1,881,500

550,000
100,000
220,000
20,000

150,000
30,000

1,070,000

1978 1979 1980 1981 1982 1983 1984

$ 60,000 $

60,000

225,000 250,000

225,000 250,000

27-Year

Total

? 619,625
155,000
65,000

534,600

1,374,225

30, 000
12,000

292,500

1,228,000
100,000
20,000
44, 000

155,000

1,881,500

1,025,000
100,000
220,000
20,000

150,000
30,000

1,545,000



1985 COUNTY SCREENING BOARD DATA
JUNE 1985

County State Aid Hardship Transfers

County Transfers

Big Stone
Grant

Mahnoaen
Traverse

Dist. 4 Totals

Fillmore

Dist. 6 Totals

Watonwan

Dist. 7 Totals

Lac Qui Parle

Pipestone

Dist. 8 Totals

Chisago
Ramsey

Dist. 8 Totals

STATE TOTALS

^ of Transfers

1
1

15
I

18

1

1

I

I

1
I

2

1
1

2

128

1958-1977

$ 35,000 $
30,000

223,000
75,000

363,000

40,000

40,000

40,000

40,000

100,000
75,000

175,000

30,000
75,000

105,000

$4,988,725 $

125

1978

$

60,000

-1-

1979

$

-0-

-0-

1980 1981 1982

$ $ $

-0- $225,000 $250,000

-0- -1- -I-

1983

$

-0-

-0-

27-Year

1984 Total

$ 35,000
30,000

223,000
75,000

363,000

40,000

40,000

40,000

40,000

100,000
75,000

175,000

30,000
75,000

105,000

-0- $5,523,725

-0-

)
U1



1985 COUNTY SCREENING BOARD DATA

JUNE, 1985

Variance Subcommittee

Minnesota Statutes, Chapter 162.07, subdivision 2 states: any variance

granted...shall be reflected in the estimated construction costs in de-

termining money needs . To abide by this statute the Screening Board
established a Variance Subcommittee to develop guidelines for use in
making needs adjustments for variances granted on County State Aid High-
ways.

This Variance Subcommittee was appointed in June, 1984 and is composed
of Ron Sandvik - LeSueur County, Don Wisniewski - Washington County,

and Pete Boomgarden - Redwood County.

The Subcommittee met on September 27, 1984 and March 22, 1985 and
developed recommended guidelines for adjusting needs due to variances

granted. These guidelines are spelled out on the next two pages.

Following the guidelines is a tabulation of the recommended needs adjust
ments to be made to the 1985 County State Aid Highway Needs.

The Subcommittee made the following three exceptions to the proposed
guidelines and wants the Screening Board to be aware of them.

1) A variance was granted for design speed of 30 MPH instead
of the standard 35 MPH on a 0.5 mile section of CSAH
leading into a State Park. A State Park check station is
involved with a mandatory stop situation. The Subcommittee

felt no needs adjustment should be applied.

2) In two separate instances, variances were granted to allow

bridges narrower than standards to remain on C.S.A.II. s which

were being reconstructed. The bridges were built in 1962 and
1963. Neither were earning needs prior to or after the

variance was granted. The Subcommittee did not feel a needs

adjustment should be applied in either case.
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1985 COUNTY SCREENING BOARD DATA
JUNE, 1985

Recommended Administrative Guidelines for Needs Adjustments
Due to Variances Granted on County State Aid Highways^

1) There will be no needs adjustments applied in instances where variances
have been granted, but because of revised rules, a variance would not.be

necessary at the present time.

2) No needs deduction shall be made for those variances which allow a width
less than standard but greater than the width on which apportionment needs
are presently being computed.

Examples: a) Segments whose needs are limited to the center 24
feet.

b) Segments which allow wider dimensions to accommodate

diagonal parking but the needs study only relates to

parallel parking (44 feet).

3) Those variances granted for acceptance of design speeds less than stand-

ards for grading or resurfacing projects shall have a 10 year needs ad-

j.ustment applied cumulatively in a one year deduction,

A. The needs deduction shall be for the complete grading cost
if the segment has been drawing needs for complete grading.

B. The needs deduction shall be for the grade widening cost if
the segment has been drawing needs for grade widening.

C. In the event a variancp is granted for resurfacing an exist-

ing roadway involving substandard width, horizontal and vert-

ical curves, etc., but the only needs being earned are for

resurfacing, and the roadway is within 5 years of probable
resinstatement of full regrading needs based on the 25-year

time period from original grading; the previously outlined

guidelines shall be applied for needs reductions using the
county s average complete grading cost per mile to determine

the adjustment.

4) Those variances requesting acceptance of widths less than standard for

a grading and/or base & bituminous construction project shall have a
needs reduction equivalent to the needs difference between the stand-

ard width and constructed width for an accumulative period of 10 years

applied as a single one year deduction.
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5) On grading and grade widening projects, the needs deduction for bridge
width variances shall be the difference between the actual bridge needs
and a theoretical needs calculated using the width of the bridge left
in place. This difference shall be computed to cover a 10 year period
and will be applied cumulatively in a one year deduction.

Exception: If the county, by resolution, indicates that the
structure will be constructed within 5 years, no

deduction will be made.

6) On resurfacing projects, the needs deduction for bridge width var-

iances shall be the difference between theoretical needs based on
the widCh of the bridge which could be left in place and Che width

of the bridge actually left in place. This difference shall com-

puted to cover a ten year period and will be applied cumulatively
in a one year deduction.

Exception: If the county, by resolution, indicates that
the structure will be constructed within 5
years, no deduction will be made.

7) There shall be a needs reduction for variances which result in
bridge construction less than standard, which is equivalent to
the needs difference between what has been shown in the needs

study and the structure which was actually built, for an acc-

umulative period of 10 years applied as a single one year ded-
uctlon.
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1985 COUNTY SCREENING BOARD DATA
JUNE, 1985

Needs Adjustments for Variances Granted on GSAH's

The adjustmenCs shown below are for those variances granted for which

projects have been awarded prior to March 22, 1985. These adjustments
were computed using guidelines established by the Variance SubcoramiEtee.

CounCy

Itasca

St. Louis

District 1 Totals

Hubbard

DisCrict 2 Totals

Todd
Wri,-;ht

District 3 Totals

Becker

District 4 Totals

Hennepin

District 5 Totals

Dod^e
Fillmore
Freeborn

Rice
District 6 Totals

Cottonwood

Jackson

NicolleL

Nobles
Rock

WaConwan

DistricC 7 Totals

Lac Qui Parle

District 8 Tocals

STATE TOTALS

# of
Variances

I
2
3

1
I

1
1
2

1
1

5
5

1
1
2
1
5

1
1
2
1
1
1
7

1
1

25

$

$

Recommended

1935
Needs

Adjustments

220,800
1,409,730
1,530,530

19,625
19,625

22,226
25,600
47,826

165,885
165,885

7,246,004
7,246,004

154,240
82,794

200,058
128,228
565,320

28,053
2,353,760

41,191
309,140

21,551
18,640

2,772,335

136,120
136,120

12,583,645
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1985 COUNTY SCREENING BOARD DATA
JUNE, 1985

Transfer of CSAH Municipal Account Funds

For general information purposes, we are reporting the counties which have made

transfers from their Municipal Account to their Regular Account.

AMOUNT OF
TRANSFERYEAR

1979^ -

1980 -

1981 -

1982 -

1983 -

1984 -

COUNTY
Hennepin
LeSueur

Morrison

Cottonwood

Lac Qui Parle
McLeod

Pipestone
Houston

Chippewa
LeSueur

Lyon
Morrison

Wadena

Waseca

Mille Lacs
Redwood
Todd
Wabasha

$1,722,900
125,000
151,558
250,000
100,000

75,000
200,000
149,800
133.360
150,000
300,000
322,234
200.000
150,000
290,103
200,000
315,000
350,000

TOTAL $5,184,955

These transfers are permitted under "Minnesota Rules for State Aid Operations,"

an excerpt from which reads as follows:

Upon receipt of a certified copy of a county board resolution requesting
the transfer of a portion of or the total accumulated amount in the county

municipal account fund, to the county regular account fund, the

commissioner shall transfer the funds, provided:

A. the county submits a written request to the commissioner and holds a

public hearing within 30 days of the request to receive and consider

objections by the governing body of a city within the county, having a
population of less than 5,000, and no written objection is filed with the

commissioner by the city within 14 days of that hearing;

B. if within 14 days of the public hearing held by the county a city

having a population of less than 5,000 files a written objection with the
commissioner identifying a specific county state-aid highway within the
city which is requested for improvement and the commissioner investigates

the nature of the requested improvement and finds the identified highway
Is not deficient in meeting minimum state-aid street standards or the

county has shown evidence that the Identified highway has been programmed
for construction in the county's five-year capital improvement budget in a

manner consistent with the county's transportation plan or there are

conditions created by or within the city beyond the control of the county

that prohibit programming or reconstruction of the identified highway.
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Minutes of the County Engineers Screening Board Meeting

October 30 & 31, 1984

Roll call of Board Members:

Disfcrict 1 ..... Dave Zech ................... Cook County ............. Present

District 2 ..... Bernie Lieder ............... Polk County ............. Absent

Diytrict 2 ..... Wes Gjovik .................. Red Lake County ......... Present

District 3 ..... Wayne Fingalson ............. Wright County ........... Present

District 4 ..... Otho C. Buxton .............. Grant-Pope County ....... Present

District 5 ..... Don Wisniewski .............. Washington County ....... Absent

District 5 ..... Art Lee ..................... Hennepin County ......... Present

Disfcricfc 6 ..... Bob Egan .................... Wabasha County .......... Present

Distrjcfc 7 ..... Ron Sandvik ................. LeSueur County .......... Present

Districfc 8 ..... Pete Boomgarden ............. Redwood County .......... Present

District 9 ..... Chuck Swanson ............... Washington County ....... Absent

District 9 ..... Doug Weiszhaar .............. Chisago County .......... Present

Chairman Sandvik called the meeting to order at 1:00 P.M., October 30, 1984.

Screening Board Alternates Present:

DJ.sfcrict 1 ..... Boyd Paulu .................. Carlton County

D-i.sfcrict 3 ..... Dick Laryon ................. Mille Lacs County

Di strict 4 ..... Lee Amundson ................ Mahnomen County

District 5 ..... Brad Larson ................. Scott County

Di.strict 6 ..... Mike Pinsonneault ........... Goodhue County

District 7 ..... Jerry Engstrom .............. Watonwan County

Disfcrict 8 ..... Roger Gustafson .............. McLeod County

District 9 ..... Ken Weltzin ................. Ramsey County

Others Present were:

Gordon Fay ......................... Director of State Aid

Roy Hanson ......................... Office of State Aid

Ken Hoeschen ....................... Office of State Aid

Jack IsaacHon ...................... District 2 State Aid Engineer

Dave Reed .......................... District 3 State Aid Engineer

Vern Korzendorfer .................. District 4 State Aid Engineer

Chuck WeJchselbaum ................. District 5 State Aid Engineer

Earl Welshons ...................... District 6 State Aid Engineer

Harvoy Suedbeck .................... District 7 State Aid Engineer

John Hoeke ......................... District 8 State Aid Engineer

Elmer Morris ....................... District 9 State Aid Engineer

John Walkup ........................ Aitkin County - Sub-Committee Chairman

Art Tubkin .......................... Clearwater County

Duane Blanck ....................... Crow Wing County

Dave Olsonawski .................... Kittson County

Joel Alter ......................... Legislative Auditors Office

Dennis Carlyon ..................... Benton County - Screening Board Secretary
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The Chairman introduced those present from Mn/DOT State Aid Office and the District

Offices. He also introduced the Screening Board Alternates, John Walkup, the

Sub-Committee Chairman, and Dennis Carlson, Screening Board Secretary.

Chairman Sandvik asked if anyone wanted the previous Screening Board Minutes read.

Hearing no request, he asked if there were any corrections or additions to the minutes.

Wayne Fingalson moved and Doug Weiszhaar second a Tnotion to approve the June 1984

minutes as mailed. Motion carried.

Chairman Sandvik also introducted Joel Alter from the Legislative Auditory Office.

Ken Hoeschen then led the board thru the Screening Board booklet.

Page 3 & Figure A - Comparison of Basic 1983 and 1984 25-year Construction Needs

The 3 major factors affecting these needs are, the normal update, the new unit

prices and the traffic data update. Ken noted the re-instatement of complete

needs (25 years after grading some segments), as well as soil factor changes had

a significant impact. Art Lee asked if surfacing occurred at a later date would

the grading needs re-instatement be delayed. Ken said the resolutjon states the

letting date of a grading contract is the determining factor. Ken noted the

counties with major changes due to soil factor changes. Doug W. asked if the

action at the June meeting approved the soil factor changes? Chairman Sandvik

said no action was taken at the June meeting. Bob E. asked for clarification

of the previous minutes by significant back-up data to make soil classj ficafc-iun

changes. It was pointed out that no back-up data has been submitted since the

June meeting and the question of retro-activity was unclear fur requests submj.fctcd

prior to the June meeting.

Ken H. noted that unit prices were up considerably yo almost everybody shows

some increase.

Page; 5 & Figure B - Restriction of 25-year Construction Needs Changes

Ken H. explained the limitations of 20% plus or minus from the state average

change. There were no questions from the board.

Page 6 - FAS Fund Balance Deduction

Ken H. noted that the deduction is a needs deduction from the 25-ycar needs and

affects the apportionment by approximately 20 dollars per thousand dollars of needs

Pages 7 thru 17 - Rural Design Grading Cost Adjustment

Ken H. said the current resolution adjusts the 25-year construction needs by

a formula that considers the rate of grading accomplishments and the relationship

of actual grading costs and needs grading costs. He then presented some alternate

formulae that adjusts the base period from 30 percent to 10 percent of the sysfcom.

Some alternate formulae also considered only the portion of the system that has

complete grading needs rather than the entire rural design system.

Jack Isaacson spoke for a committee of State Aid Engineers that thave been

reviewing the ongoing Rural Design Grading Study, as well as the Grading Coyh

Adjustment Factor. Three groupH of three State Aid Engineers rev;ii:'wed 27 cuuntJos

regarding grading costs and they did not review counties in their own diytrjcts.
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Letters of recommendations will be sent to each Dist. St.-"Aid Engr. regarding his

counties. Since they will not be ready for the 1985 apportionment calculations,

they recommended the Screening Board use the 1975-1983 data for 1985 and
also revise the adjustment factor to 10 percent of the portion of the system that

hay complete Rural Design Grading Needs. (Yellow handout)

Pages 18 thru 20 - Special Resurfacing Projects

Ken H. refreshed the board s memory of the 1967 Screening Board Resolution

regarding resurfacing projects. There were no questions.

Pages 21 & 22 - Bond Account Adjustments

There were no questions.

Pages 23 thru 27 - Construction Fund Balance "Needs" Deductions

Ken H. explained that this iy a "Needs" deduction and not applied directly to

the apportionment but does reduce the apportionment somewhat.

Pages 28 fchru 30 - MJ.ll Levy Deductions

There were no questions or comments.

Page 31 - "After the Fact" Bridge Deck Rehabilitation Needs

There were no questions.

Pages 32 & 33 - "After the Fact" Right of Way Needs

Duug W. asked if State Aid could remind the counties annually to update this item.

Ken H. said he would with the permission of the Screening Board.

The question came up if a list of the warrants and a certified letter from the

County Engineer was acceptable justification. Ken H. said they had accepted

something less than copies of the actual warrants but once the system is

Jmpl.RmRnfc.ud, it shouldn't be a big job to obtain copies of the warrants for a

one year update.

Page 35 and Figure C - Tentative 1985 CSAH Money Needs Apportionment

Ken H. briefly discussed the Screening Board Restriction (Column 2) on Fig. C

and where it should be inserted in the calculations. It is State Aid's under-

standing that it should be applied to the basic needs and unless directed

otherwlye they will continue as they have done in the past.

Page 36 - Letter of Recommendation to Commissioner of Transportation

Ken H. explained where the backup data is shown in the booklet for the letter of

recommendation. There were no questions.

Pages 45 fchru 47 - Comparison of Actual 1984 & Tentative 1985 Apportionments

Ken H. explained the tentative 1985 apportionments are based on 1984 dollars and

the excise tax transfer dollars are not figured in the totals. We can expect

about 7% more than shown.
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Pages 50 thru 53 & Figure E - Blue Earth Mileage Request

Ron Sandvik said the request originated from the City of Skyline with concurrence

from the City of Mankato. The County Engineer has reviewed his system for poysiblo

revocations and could not locate any viable segments. Ken H. explained there aru

only 4 cities in the state that are not served by a State Aid Road or Trunk Highway

There was a brief discussion on what the ADT was on specific segments, and Ron S.

said the portion of Skyline Drive in the City of Mankato way 1140 vehicles per day.

Upon request,Ron S. stated the existing R/W was 50' and the roadway width varied

from 20' to 27' on Skyline Drive. The roadway was also resurfaced during the last

year.

Dakota County Mileage Request

Ken H. handed out a letter and supporting data from Dakota County requesting

additional State Aid mileage on their system. Doug W. explained that 30% of the

routes requested are constructed to State Aid Standards and additional contracts

being let will bring more of the mileage up to standards with MunJx-ipal Sfcate Aj d

Funds.

Dave Z. pointed out that the current resolution has an August deadline for mileage

requests. Doug W. finished explaining in detail the status of each segment of

the proposed route. Gordon F. pointed out the relationship of the proposed route

to the new zoo. It was also pointed out the proposed route invol-vey 3 cities.

Variance Committee Report

Ron S. reported that their recommendation on variances involving substandard

construction should result in a reduction of needs. The specific needs deduction

should be a one time deduction from the 25 year needs. The deduction would be

multiplied by 10 (representing 10 years) before being applied to the 25 year
needs. See their report for details.

Ken H. noted that this is the first look at addressing needy deduct ions duo to

variances and possibly this could be reviewed and acted on at fche spring moofcj.ng

in 1985.

Meeting recessed at 3:45 P.M.

Meeting reconvened at 9:00 A.M., October 31.

Roll was called and all members were present.

Ken H. was asked to lead the discussion of each item to be considered in the booklet;

for action at this meeting.

Page 3 & Figure A - Comparison of Basic 1983 & 1984 Construction Needs

No action required.

Page 5 & Figure B - Restriction of Needy Changes

Changes limited to plus 28.6% or minus 11.4%. Information only and no actiun

required.

Page 6 - FAS Fund Balance Deduction

No action required.
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Pages 7 thru 17 - Rural Design Grading Cost Adjustments

Ifc was pointed out that the current resolution did not specify the percent of

the yysfcem to be used in the formula for making adjustments. The current

pracfcico .i.s to use 30%. A handout showing 3 alternatives was discussed and

mention was made that it would be better to wait until all districts have a

chance fcu review the alfcRrnafcives before another method i.s adopted. After

cunsiderable dJ.HuuHsion Dave Z. moved to adopt the recommendation by the District

State Aid Engineers (the yellow handout), Wes G. second the motion. Pete

Boomgarden said he could support the motion if he could reserve the right to

revise the formula again if it has negative impacts on his district. The

question was called and the motion carried by a 5 to 4 hand count vote.

Page 18 fchru 20 - Special Resurfacing Projects

Ken H. explained it is a 10 year adjustment to the 25 year needs on segments

with special resurfacing projects.

Pages 21 & 22 - Bond Account Adjustments

Information only, no action required.

Pages 23 thru 27 - Construction Fund Balance "Needs" Deduction

No action taken.

Pages 28 fchru 30 - Mill Levy Deduction

No actJ.on required.

Page 31 - "After the Fact" Bridge Deck Rehabilitation Needs

Nu action taken.

Pages 32 & 33 - "After the Fact" R/W Needs

Bob Egan moved and Art L. second a motion to revise the current resolution

by striking the remainder of the last sentence that follows the words "July I".

There was a discussion on revising the requirement of furnishing copies of

dc'tual warrants, but since the updating only involves 1 year at a time, it

yhouldn'fc be too bad. The question was called and the motion carried.

Doug W. moved and Pete B. second a motion to also delete those portions of

the "After the Fact" Bridge Deck Rehabilitation Needs resolution and the Street

Lighting, etc., resolution that limit the input to the year following the

construction. Motion carried.

Page 35 & Fdgure C - Tentative 1985 Money Needs Apportionment

SoiI factor changes were discussed at length and the question was raised

whether the 14 counties requesting changes should comply with the June 1984

resolution. It was also unclear what specific significant back-up data was

Intended in the June 1984 resolution. Was soil selection considered when the

new soil factors were established was brought up. The question of why not

have soJ1 factors greater than 130 was also discussed. Pete B. moved to

require the 14 counties requesting changes be required to submit significant

back-up data before approval. Doug W. second the motion. Credibility and

availability of soil conservation maps was discussed. Nicollet County submitted
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Road Rater and Benkelman Beam data to justify their requested changes,

according to Harvey Suedbeck. Motion failed. Art L. moved and Bob E.

second a motion to have the State Aid Office develop a set of guidelines

for District State Aid Engineers. The guidelines to be reviewed afc the

Spring Screening Board Meeting. Motion carried.

Pete Boomgarden moved and Wayne Fingalson second a motion to approve the

letter of recommendation to the Commissioner of Transportation as written

on page 36. Motion carried unanimously.

Page 50 thru 53 & Figure E - Blue Earth Mileage Request

A secret ballot vote was taken and the Blue Earth County request was denied

8 to 1.

Dakota County Mileage Request

Doug W. moved to grant an exception to the August 1 deadline and allow the

Dakota County request to be considered. Art L. second the motion for

discussion purposes. Doug W. presented a letter dated December 1983

requesting the additional mileage. Doug W. and Elmer M. gave background

data on development of the route to date. Wayne F. felt that without a

copy of the State Aid Engineer's letter and an opportunity to discuss it

with other counties in the Districts, it would be inappropriate to act on

the request at this time. Motion failed.

Wayne F. moved and Doug W. second a motion to adopt the following resolutjon:

Be it resolved that an amount of $359,240 (not to exceed 1/4 of 1% of

the 1984 CSAH Apportionment sum of $143,696.365) shall be set aside
from the 1985 Apportionment Fund and be credited to the research account.

Motion carried unanimously.

Gordon Fay discussed the disbarring of several contractors from Federal Aid jobs and

it might be wise to get your county attorneys opinion when they are involved in letting

a contract with local money.

Mr. Fay also discussed the current status of the Legislative Jurisdiction Study

Committee. He outlined John Williams' (Committee staff person) alternative vjew.y

of the major problem and possible solutions.

He also talked about a review of 20 counties with respect to Needs reporting, striping

and signing. You may be leaving yourself open for tort liability if your signing and

striping is deficient. The Needs reporting involving soil classification may be long

overdue and he thanked the board for directing his office to come up with some

proposals for the board to review that will finally resolve the issue of significant
back-up soils data.

Mr. Fay also noted that on November 13 thru 15, there will bu a meeting afc hho

Leamington Hotel to deal with truck load limits. Should be a good workshop yo try

to attend.

The Rural Grading Cost Study was reviewed by District State Aid Eng-ineors (27 counfcy

review) with teams of 3 Engineers and nobody reviewed their own District. If you

have been reviewed and have questions or disagree, they will send another team :i f

necessary.
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Chairman Sandvik asked if a housekeeping review of all past resolutions was necessary.

Bob E. moved and Dave Z. second a motion to have the Sub-Committee review past Screen-

ing Board minutes and resolutions to insure that they are not outdated or redundent,

as well ay administered correctly. Motion carried unanimously.

Juhn Walkup n.'-purfcnd that the Sub-Committee did not pruceed with R/W Needs r(^vi(.~'w

because uE action by the Screening Board subsequent to assigning the task. His Sub-

(-•ommifctee felfc that in light of changes in R/W Needs it wasn't necessary to complete

fche assignmenfc. The Screening Board did not disagree.

Ken H. briefly discussed "After the Fact" Needs adjustments and said the Attorney

General's Office said that 25 year Needs adjustments can be made but Annual Needs

adjustments can not.

There was a brief discussion on variances and the affect on Needs. Ken H. said dollar

figures would be available at the spring meeting.

Dennis C. reported to the Screening Board that the Senate Government Operations

Committoe was inveytigating allegations of improprieties by PERA Board and Staff.

One of the allegations was the improper appointment of interum Director John Allers.

Mr. Allery is currently suspended along with Associate Director Mr. Hayne. This is

an important matter that we should all keep an eye on and Dennis will make a full

report afc the MCHE Institute in January 1985.

Wayne F. suggested the board give credit to and commend the job done by the
State? Aid Office, particularly Ken Hoeschen.

Gordy F. thanked the outgoing Screening Board members particularly Art Lee who

is retiring. Art L. expressed appreciation for the opportunity to be on the Screening

Board.

Chairman Sandvik thanked the outgoing Screening Board members and announced that

Bob Egan would be chairman for 1985.

Wayne F. moved and Otho B. second a motion to adjourn. Motion carried.

Mecfcing adjourned at 11:45 A.M.

RGSpecfcfully submitted,

/--' /.--;7

^..-
..•^-'r.

'^-^^/^.^^ - ^^^
Dcnniy C. Carlson

Screening Board Secretary
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MINUTES OF THE CSAH GENERAL SUBCOMMITTEE MEETING
April 26, 1985

Members present : John Walkup — Chairman -- Aitkin County

Tom Behm -- Lyon County

Don Wisniewski — Washington County

Others in attendance : Gordon Fay — State Aid, Mn/DOT
Roy Hanson — State Aid, Mn/DOT
Ken Hoeschen — State Aid, Mn/DOT

The meeting was called to order by Chairman Walkup at 9:30 A.M.

The subcommittee's first item of business was the recommendation of rural design

gravel base unit prices for each county for use in the 1985 needs study. Five
year average information plus inflation factor data was transmitted to the
members prior to the meeting. After considerable discussion concerning some
individual prices, minimum tonnage, etc., the subcommittee recommended the same

procedure as has been used the last several years.

Basically this procedure can be explained as follows:

a) If a county has at least 50,000 tons of gravel base material in its
five year (1980-1984) average unit price study, that price inflated by
factors based on annual averages is used.

b) If a county doesn't have 50,000 tons of gravel base material in its

five year study; enough subbase material and/or surrounding counties
gravel base material is added to equal 50,000 tons and an inflated
price is computed.

The subcommittee requested the Needs Unit to transmit a map showing the gravel

base unit price recommendations and the inflation factor report to each county
as soon as possible.

The subcommittee also requested the following data to be available for the

Screening Board; the unusual surrounding county situation in two counties, the
increasing number of counties that do not have 50,000 tons of gravel base

material, and a map showing possible unit prices using 40,000 tons minimum
instead of 50,000 tons.

The other unit prices to be used for the 1985 CSAH Needs Study were the next

topic for discussion. The results of the 1980-1984 five year average unit price
study and recommendations from Mn/DOT were used to make the following
recommendations.

Rural Design - Using the increments between the the 1984 statewide
C.S.A.H. average gravel base unit price and that of each

other construction item, add or subtract that increment to

or from each county s previously determined gravel base

unit price. The exception was for concrete surface for

which an average price of $15.34 (4X greater than last
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Urban Design

Miscellaneous

year s) was established and used along with the increment
method. This exception was necessary because no sample

was available in the five year study.

- The M.S.A.S. subcommittee's recommendations were

unavailable for this meeting so a special conference call

will be held to determine these prices after the M.S.A.S.
subcommittee meets.

- The M.S.A.S. five year averages were not available so

these will be discussed during the conference call
previously mentioned. The storm sewer prices were

determined based on Mn/DOT recommendations.

Bridge and Railroad - Recommended using the prices suggested by Mn/DOT
Crossing Protection Bridge and Railroad sections.

A brief report concerning the Rural Design Complete Grading Cost Restudy was
presented. Also, the activities and recommendations of the variance

subcommittee were discussed.

The subcommittee than reviewed a new procedure for converting low volume

concrete projects to standard base and bit quantities and costs for inclusion in

the five year average unit price study. After examining two projects of Ehis
type, the subcommittee is recommending that this conversion method be used
starting with 1985 construction projects. Mention was made that these type of

projects should always be converted to the lowest 9 ton design (presently 1,000
- 1,999 projected VPD). The subcommittee directed that a sample project be
included in the Screening Board Report.

At their last meeting, the Screening Board directed the subcommittee to review

all Screening Board resolutions. The following changes are therefore
recommended:

ELDIINATE

ftpi>

Rttra3—attd-Mtttti:ei-pat-AAvanee—Sovr-1965

¥hat-the-Screentng-Board-di:»peRse-wi-frh-bofch-fche-rural—and

muni:ei:pal—ad'vanee-enettmbranee-aAj-uafcinenfc'»-tR-ftgttrtng-nee(i»':

Annual District Meeting - Oct. 1963

That the District State Aid Engineer call a minimum of one

district meeting annually at the request of the District

R^ffe

^Screem^BpardjRepresentative to review needs for
consistency^oT^reporting.

FAS Fund Balances - Oct. 1973 (Latest Rev. Oct. 1982)

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 the 25-year County State Aid Highway construction needs
in their regular account. This deduction will be_^a.s^ed_Qn^

theFAS fund balance as of Jttne-39-ef-each-year^eptemberl
o ftEe'TuSenE^SrT
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County State Aid Construction Fund Balances - May 1975 (Rev

f?/=V/S^

July 1976)

That, for the determination of the-19?6 County State Aid
Highway needs an(i-al-t—f»t''ure-need'»7, the amount of the

unencumbered construction fund balance as of September I of

the current year; not including the current year s regular

account construction apportionment and not including Che

last three years of municipal account construction

apportionment or $100,000, whichever is greater; shall be
deducted from the 25-year construction needs of each

individual 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.

Rural Grading Cost Adjustment - Oct.1968

That, annually an adjustment to the rural complete grading

costs in each county be caaaiAej^d^X_the_Scj^ee^ng_^.aa^d.
^UCX_5dJustraent shall be(madle to

shall bejbased on the relationship of the actual cost o:
grading to the estimated cost of grading reported in the
needs study. The method of determining and the extent of

the adjustment shall be approved by the Screening Board.

Restriction of 25-Year Construction Needs Increase - Oct.

1975 (Rev. Oct. 1977)

¥hafr7~fo'r-fc'fte—i9y6-6SAH-Apporfc-i-onmenfc-,-~"the-iaereas'e-tR-baa-i:c

25-year—6&AH-eoRS'tFttefei:OTt-needs-oi—any-on'e-counfry7-fron-the

t9^41-t'»-the-i9y5—6SAH-aeeA8~sfrud'i-e8',--sksH--fee'l-res'frrtcfred-to

Se-pereenfe-age-pe'i-Bfc's-great'er-fchan-fche-a't'atewi-d-e-a^'erage

peree-Rfc—i:Ttcr&aae-f''rcnn-the-19?4-t©-t;lte-l-9?-&-b'ag-ic-?5-year

6&AH~e'ott9&rttefct©R-need'ST--Fo)*-ftttttre-yeaT's'i—appor'fc"i-eRmeRfc'»7

The CSAH needs change in. any one county from

the previous year s restricted CSAH needs to the current

year's basic 25-year CSAH coastruction needs shall be

restricted to 20 percentage points greater than the
statewide average percent change from the previous year s

restricted CSAH needs to the^^jrrent year's basic 25-year

CSAH construetion needs. J^n'y
"by"

the
by

involved.

Portion of "Mileage" Resolution

That whereas the county engineers are sending in many

requests for additional mileage to the C.S.A.H. system up to

the date of the Screening Board meetings, and whereas this

creates a burden on the State Aid Staff to prepare the

proper data for the Screening Board, be it resolved that the
for the sprin.e_ meetine must be in the State Aid

'^•V/^iC Office by Febreary-lSlApril Ij of each year, and the requests
for the fall meeting must^Te' in the State Aid Office by
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August 1 of each year. Requests received after these dates
shall carry over to the next meeting.

Minimum Requirements - Oct. 1963

That the minimum requirements for 4-12 foot traffic lanes
be_es^_ab^Ushed_as 5,000 projected vehicles per day .Jtn^rm-al-

f^_rural^sign}areaa' and 7, 000 tn-urban-areasT ^orurb^^>

C32£^&^~^^^^^^£?J^Etl-ons_-£-^ over 20,000 vehiclesperday
Tn--urban-areas'(forSban~3es?eS^will be the minimum

requirements for6--12T33T~Tanes. The use of these

multiple-lane designs in the needs study, however, must be
requested by the county engineer and approved by the
District State Aid Engineer.

Base and Surface - June 1965

That base and surface quantities shall be determined by
reference to traffic volumes, soil factors, and State Aid
standards. Rigid base is not be be used as the basis for

estimating needs on County State Aid Highways. Replacement
mats on-urban-de»tgR-secfrton» shall^$3u(3"/bityminous

surface over existing concrete or [2" bit^^^ius surface over
existing bituminous . To be e 1 ig ib^eTorconcrS^e" 'pavement
in the needs study, 2,500 VPD or more perlane projected
traffic is necessary.

Items Not Eligible For Apportionment Needs - Oct. 1961

(latest Rev. 1972)

That Ri-ghfr-oE-Way?- Adjustment of Utilities, ¥raffi:e-6i-gna3:»7

&frreefc-fci:ghfc'i-ng7 Miscellaneous Construction, or Maintenance

Costs shall not be considered a part of the Study of
ADDOFI i.nnm€snt Nssds of the County Stats Aid Hishws.y SYStsina

Forest Highways ^nd«§.tate Park Access Roadgj - Oct. 1961
(Rev. June 1965)

ThatCfor^the determination of needs for those County State
Aid Highways which are designated as a part of the Forest
Highway System shaH—be-nad'e-on-tlte-a'ane-bag-i-s-as—for-ofcher'

Goun't-y-6t'ttfre-Atd—Bi-ghway»7-cxcepfr-£o-r^frhfia£rS££as'^Se££-

^od^ted—»frandar4»-g^evat^r/Sr~aFe state park access roads,
the appropnatestandards docunented in the "Rules for State
Aid Operations" shall be used.

HeRRepi-tt-Gottitt-y-Preeway-Des'i-gn—9cfrT-t964

¥hafr-fche-ce»t-o€-graAi:ng-fche-r'ttra1—dea-i-gn-aeefci-on»-of

Hennepi-n-6outtfry-6fc'ste-ArA-Hi-ghway»-18-att<i-6?,—wltteh-are

€reeway-dea'tgn-ahal-t-be-reporteA-afc—^}-£879@Q-per-ntl-e7'~ai*d

the~co»fr-o€-grad'tng-urbait-de8-tgR-»ecfrton»-fefeere©R-at

$^9a7699-P&r-ms:l-er—Rttrat-dFatnage-nofc-fco-exceed-$'36799Q-pei?

mi-1-e-anci-urban-drstnage-nofr-fca-exceed—$'t29r99©-pei*-n*l-e

»hal-i:-b&-permi:tfreii-tn-fcke-ReeA9-for-thr3--freeway-de8-ignT
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Bridge Widening - April 1964 (Latest Rev. June 1979)KE^£ —~~ —— — ——————— -
That the minimum bridge widening be 4 feet. aRd-fche-cosfr-be

e^pttfc'eA-afc—$'^&r99-per-sq<sare-fo'ofc"r

Brtd-ge-eo9fr—9cfr7-t961-^bafcesfr-8evT-.?ttRe-1989^

Thafc-f&r-fclte-parpe's'e-of-fche-needs-sfrud'y^-fche-conpi-efrc

consfrructten-cosfra-af-majoF-sfrrttcturea-be-bas'eA-ott-fche

I'ength-ef-tke-propoaeii-afc-ritetare-tn-frhe-fol-towtRg-manRer'?

Proposed—feeRgfch———6osfc-^S^T-FfrT
•ZgQ----l-49--Fe-efr-'-------—--$4TTee

15e—499-Feefr—————$4?ree
5e9-Pt—&-tongei————$5.6r99

-w
ADD f VARIANCES - ??

The meeting was adjourned at 1:50 P.M.

Respectfully submitted

Kenneth M. Hoeschen

Acting Secretary
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