
iiiMfflj???Mi..., L

3 0314 00003 09T5

1986
County Screening Board Data

State Flower-Showy Lady Slipper

State Tree - Norway Pjne

State Bird-Common Loon

MNDOT
HE
356
•M6

M54a
1986

June 1986



. ^El°^
-.€> ^S^^. -fe_

§ f fy3- Minnesota Department of Transportation
5o. ^ — <t

^ WA^^n ^y.(? Transportation Building, St. Paul, MN 55155
v> z^ ^^

OF

phon^l2-296-1660

June 2, 1986

TO : County Engineers
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Enclosed herewith is a copy of che 1986 Spring County Engineers'

Screening Board Data. This report has been prepared by the State
Aid Needs Unit, Office of State Aid, Minnesota Department of Trans

portation.

The unit price data included in this booklet has been reviewed by

the County State Aid Highway General SubcommiCtee and will be re-
commended to the Screening Board to be used in the 1986 C.S.A.H.
Needs Study.

If you have any conments, questions, or recomnendacions regarding

this report, please forward them to your District Representative
with a copy to this office prior to the meeting which is scheduled

for June 25-26, 1986.

Sincerely,

^^^>^^
Kenneth M. Hoeschen

Manager

County State Aid Needs UniC

Enclosure: County Screening Board Data

An Equal Opportunity Employer
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1986 COUNTY SCREENING BOARD DATA
JUNE, 1986

Introduction

The primary tasks of the Screening Board at this meeting are to establish
unit prices to be used for the 1986 County State Aid Highway Needs Study, to

review and give approval or denial to the additional mileage requests included
in this booklet, and to review the results of studies previously 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 1980 construction projects and added the

1985 construction projects. The abstracts of bids on all rural design State
Aid and Federal Aid projects, let from 1981 through 1985, are the basic source

of information for compiling the data used for computing the recommended 1986
rural design unit prices. Also for the first time, 1985 urban design projects

were included in the five year average unit price study for all counties. The
gravel base unit price data obtained from the 1985 projects was transmitted to
each county engineer for his approval. Any necessary corrections or changes

received from the county engineers were made prior to the Subcommittee's

review and recommendation.

A state map showing the Subcommittee s recommended gravel base unit

prices was transmitted to each county engineer immediately after the
Q ti H/* rtrnm 4 t~t-<a£» o mo

•

Minutes of the Subcommittee meetings held March 10, April 10, and May 15,
1986 are Included in the Reference Material section of this report. Tom
Behm, Chairman of the General Subcommittee, will attend the Screening Board
meeting to review and explain their recommendations.

-1-



1986 COUNTY SCREENING BOARD DATA
JUNE, 1986

Trend of C.S.A.H. Rural Design Unit Prices

(Based on State Averages from 1975-1985)

The following graphs and tabulations indicate the unit price trend of the var'

ious construction items. As mentioned earlier, all unit price data was re-

trieved from the abstracts of bids on State Aid and Federal Aid Projects.

Three trends are shown for each construction item: annual average, five-year

average, and needs study average.

-2-



1986 COUNTY SCREENING BOARD DATA

JUNE, 1986

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

^ 1985

^

QUANTITIES

1,843,954

1,914,934

1,307,398

1,408,202

1,148,672

1,006,473

1,274,775

472,257

802,909

634,976

729,577

'-I-N'M-OL.I: ^

COST

$ 3,248,453

3,948,292

2,805,472

3,725,724

3,891,149

3,665,775

4,589,136

1,623,628

2,884,687

2,564,735

2,804,858

vjLKbK.'i b^s^n

ANNUAL
AVERAGE

$ 1.76

2.06

2.15

2.65

3.39

3.64

3.60

3.44

3.59

4.04

3.84

V\'f^^^\^

5-YEAR

AVERAGE

$ 1.60

1.74

1.87

2.11

2.33

2.66

3.04

3.30

3.54

3.66

3.70

NEEDS STUDY
AVERAGE

$ 1.57

1.60

1.74

1.87

2.11

2.56

3.67

3.43

3.27

3.54

4.04

An n u, a, I a v e T age F i ve Year a v. Needs S+u,d.i>' AV

•I ,5@-i

4,00-1

CL

c
D

@iM

C rt& y —i

QQ-\

1.50 -|

1,00 -.

0,50-|

Q, 03

^3

:i

;:.

5

f
;:'

;'

'.

I
i.'

;:;
;:'

?.
;.

?.

•:

;:'

>

^
f;
:'

I

T T
1976 197b 1977 1978 1979 I960 1981 1962 1983 196-4 1965

Trend of CSAH Rural
Subbase 2211

De 5 i gn Un i +
C Lass 3 &< 4

Prices

-3-



1986 COUNTY SCREENING BOARD DATA

JUNE, 1986

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

YEAR

1975

1976

1977

1978

1979

1980

198L

1982

1983

1984

1985
-^-

QUANTITIES

2,912,968

2,104,954

2,160,267

2,383,648

2,115,430

1,468,830

1,840,881

2,236,590

1,763,446

1,713,625

2,574,482

^-n^! ubf5.

COST

$ 5,390,129

4,281,045

4,633,760

6,150,942

6,885,598

5,099,343

6,218,533

7,325,058

6,273,769

7,385,785

10,479,018

,P^ A-U

ANNUAL
AVERAGE

$ 1.85

2.03

2.14

2.58

3.25

3.47

3.38

3.27

3.56

4.31

4.07

c\^^ VPr"^ {•T

5-YEAR

AVERAGE

$ 1.73

1.84

1.96

2.12

2.34

2.64

2.91

3.15

3.38

3.58

3.72

c

NEEDS STUDY
AVERAGE

$ 1.75

1.73

1.84

1.96

2.L2

2.59

3.54

3.43

3.27

3.56

4.31

Bt^ annual .average five vea, i- a v. needs ? + nd < a ••/1

4, 0-^

a.

-I...

8-n'

1,

0. '3

171

T

B

-4-
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1986 COUNTY SCREENING BOARD DATA

JUNE, 1986

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

YEAR

1975

1976

1977

1978

1979

1980

1981

1982

1983

1984

^ 1985
i.

QUANTITIES

1,562,419

1,348,029

1,421,330

1,738,385

1,640,936

1,218,694

1,825,702

1,835,435

2,056,356

2,038,778

2,491,261

l^(Uublr-

COST

$16,349,138

14,184,423

13,887,156

20,006,836

23,711,868

20,084,084

35,165,185

31,923,387

38,327,447

40,975,814

49,596,140

IU ?..

ANNUAL
AVERAGE

$10.46

10.52

9.77

11.51

14.45

16.48

19.26

17.39

18.64

20.10

19.91

rns

5-YEAR

AVERAGE

$ 8.36

9.09

9.69

10.70

11.43

12.47

14.39

15.85

17.40

18.55

19.13

NEEDS STUDY
AVERAGE

$10.20

10.66

10.62

10.38

10.70

12.64

16.48

19.27

17.39

18.61

20.10

Rn'nual a v erase Five Year a vi Needs S-tudy .a1

2 4,0@-i

:0, 00

Ib. 0@

a- ., .7

8 , @ 0

4.00-1

<3. 03

71

1975 197b 1977 1978 1979 i960 1961 1982 1983 1964 1985

Trend of CSAH Rural Des ig-n U'n i t Pr ice 5
B i+.u.n'i i n ou.5 Surface 2331 _5_



1986 COUNTY SCREENING BOARD DATA

JUNE, 1986

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

YEAR

1975

1976

1977

1978

1979

1980

1981

1982

1983

1984

^ 1985

QUANTITIES

143,249

107,703

55,764

122,544

64,840

87,488

63,541

165,085

128,625

162,488

223,479

COST

$ 1,692,701

1,194,772

667,058

1,656,383

1,308,883

1,413,751

1,310,395

3,194,360

2,729,746

3,747,298

5,450,872

ANNUAL
AVERAGE

$11.88

11.09

11.96

13.52

20.18

16.16

20.63

19.35

21.22

23.06

24.39

5-YEAR
AVERAGE

$ 9.67

10.40

11.29

12.41

13.20

14.24

16.13

17.66

19.54

20.42

22.10

NEEDS STUDY
AVERAGE

$11.20

12.58

13.08

12.11

15.41

14.52

17.58

20.63

19.39

21.44

23.06

-^ -W.LobE^ URfcftO ^Co'60 9(:)o0t-^£'0

^SS An 'n u a I average Five Ye a r a. ' Needs SU'.d.v av,

10--1

28, @0-<

al 15
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@0-|

a.
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1= 1 Q , Rd-!
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/
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1986 COUNTY SCREENING BOARD DATA

JUNE, 1986

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

^ 1985

QUANTITIES

371,963

302,814

301,424

388,427

261,637

291,915

177,479

167,785

176,024

283,698

194,555

COST

$ 684,525

656,844

714,046

1,032,379

806,744

1,072,984

565,415

503,312

669,773

1,027,910

769,340

ANNUAL
AVERAGE

$ 1.84

2.17

2.37

2.66

3.08

3.68

3.19

3.00

3.81

3.62

3.95

5-YEAR

AVERAGE

$ 1.67

1.76

1.92

2.17

2.39

2.77

2.95

3.09

3.37

3.50

3.54

NEEDS STUDY
AVERAGE

$ 1.70

1.67

1.76

1.92

2.17

2.64

3.67

3.19

3.00

3.76

3.62

^ lN<u-ub£^ ULRBP,r^ ^e^t6«t Pfco^e-dTS

', ^MM An 'n u a, t a v e r a ge F i v e Y ear a v > (:;:::::3 Needs S + u d y .a v

•I , 0 0 -I

•J * .-.> 'I'J —1

00-^

Ill

0

CL2

2. 50-j

00-1

1. 5!

1 , VI V} —1

0,50-1

'3,0@ 7 T T 1 T T
1976 197b 1377 1978 1979 1980 1981 1982 1

Trend of CSAH Rural Desig'n Unit Prices
Gravel Surface 2118

198'
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1986 COUNTY SCREENING BOARD DATA

JUNE, 1986

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

^. 1985

QUANTITIES

677,084

649,216

617,397

748,028

641,380

528,325

606,762

757,995

830,487

806,440

988,1^0

COST

$ 1,546,793

1,589,269

1,436,097

2,259,804

2,255,009

1,963,507

2,287,661

3,097,043

3,460,292

3,541,782

4,411,013

ANNUAL
AVERAGE

$ 2.29

2.45

2.33

3.02

3.52

3.71

3.77

4.09

4.17

4.39

4.46

5-YEAR

AVERAGE

$ 2.08

2.18

2.29

2.50

2.73

2.98

3.25

3.61

3.88

4.06

4.21

NEEDS STUDY
AVERAGE

$ 2.11

2.08

2.18

2.29

2.50

5.00

3.73

3.78

4.08

4.12

4«39

~^. :mu OLE'G a^'E'^^ *o^si^^ PRO}''"'

An nu, .=', I aver a 3- e F i y e Y e a 1- a v N e e d 5 S + u d',' a v,

5 , 00

4,0@-^

•v 3 , 00-1

'..-

a..

D 2, 00

1, 00

@ , E"3

n
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1986 COUNTY SCREENING BOARD DATA
JUNE, 1986

1986 C.S.A.H. Rural Design Gravel Base Unit Price Data

Copies of the following raap were sent to each county engineer immediately fol-
lowing the Subcommittee s meeting. This was done so that all county engineers

have as much time as possible to review the infcrmation on the map prior to

District meetings and the Screening Board meeting.

The map Indicates each county's 1985 CSAH needs study gravel base unit price,
the gravel base data in the 1981-1985 five-year average unit price study for
each county, and an inflated gravel base unit price which is the Subcommit-

tee s recommendation for 1986. For the first time, urban design projects, let

in 1985, were included in the five year average unit price study for all

counties.

The recommended 1986 rural design gravel base unit prices were determined by
the Subcommittee at their May 15, 1986 meeting, using the following procedure
which was initially adopted at the 1981 Spring Screening Board meeting.

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

average unit price, inflated by the factors shown in the in-

flation factor report, is used.

If a county has less than 50,000 tons of gravel base materi-

al 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 unit 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 gravel base material from the sur-

founding counties that do have 50,000 tons in the five-year
average is added to the combined gravel base and subbase ma-

terial to equal 50,000 tons and a weighted average unit

price inflated by the proper factors is determined.

As you can see, the counties whose recommended unit prices have either a

square or a circle around them, have less than 50,000 tons of gravel base ma-

terial in their current five-year average unit price study. Therefore, these

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

above. Tom Behm, Subcommittee Chairman, will. attend the Screening Board meet-

ing to discuss their recommendation"

-10-



1986 COUNTY SCREENING BOARD DATA
JUNE, 1986

Unit Price Inflation Factor Study

Because of the drastic fluctuations in unit prices in recent years, the

Subcommittee is recommending continuing the inflation of the costs in the

five-year average unit price study for the determination of needs study

prices.

Since the gravel base and subbase prices are the basis for the other needs

study construction item unit prices, the needs unit concentrated on these

two items to generate inflation factors.

The Inflation factors arrived at were computed by dividing the average unit
price of the latest year in the five-year average by the average unit price

of the year involved. These calculations are shown in the charts below.

Gravel Base - #2211 Class 5-6

Year

1981

1982

1983

1984

1985

Quantity

1,840,881

2,236,590

L,763,446

1,713,625

2,574,482

Subbase

Quantity

1,274,775

472,257

802,909

634,976

729,577

Cost

$ 6,218,533

$ 7,325,058

$ 6,273,769

$ 7,385,785

$10,479,018

- #221L Class 3-4

Cost

$ 4,589,136

$ 1,623,628

$ 2,884,687

$ 2,564,735

2,803,465

Annual

Average

$3.38

$3.27

$3.56

$4.31

$4.07

Annual

Average

$3.60

$3.44

$3.59

$4.04

$3.84

Inflation
Factor

$4.07
$3.38 =

$4.07
$3.T7 =

$4.07
$3756 =

$4.07
4.31 =

1.20

1.24

1.14

.94

Inflation
Factor

$3.84
$3.60 =

$3.84
$V744 =

$3.84
$3759" =

$3.84
4704 =

1.07

1.12

1.07

.95

Year

1981

1982

1983

1984

1985

In order to reflect current prices in the 1981-1985 five-year average unit

price study, each project s gravel base and subbase costs were multiplied

by the appropriate Inflation factor.

-11-





1986 COUNTY SCREENING BOARD DATA
JUNE, 1986

C.S.A.H. - M.S.A.S. UNIT PRICE COMPARISON

(Based on State Averages)

The following tabulation shows the average unit prices in the 1985 C.S.A.H.

needs study, the unit prices recommended by the M.S.A.S. Subcommittee for use

in their 1986 needs study, the 1981-1985 C.S.A.H. five-year average unit pric

es (based on actual projects), the 1985 C.S.A.H. average and the C.S.A.H. Sub

committee's recommended 1986 unit prices.

The C.S.A.H. Subcommittee s recommended prices were determined at their meefc-

ing on May 15, 1986. Minutes documenting these proceedings are included in

the "Reference Material portion of this booklet.

-12-



1986 County Screening Board Dat®

June, 1986

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

Construction Iteia

Rural Design

Subbase Ci 3&4/Ton
Gr.Base Cl 5&6/Ton
Bit.Base 2331/Ton
Bit.Surf.2331/Ton
Bit.Surf.2341/Ton
Con.Surf.230l/Sq.Yd.
Gravel Surf.2ll6/Ton
Gravel Shldr.2221/Ton

Urban Design

Grading/Cu.Yd.
Subbaee Cl 3&4/Ton
Or.Base Cl 5&6/Ton
Bit.Base 2331/Ton
Bit.Surf.233l/Ton
Bit.Surf.2341/Ton
Con.Surf.2301/Sq.Yd.

Miscellaneous

Storm Sever-Comp./Hi.
Storm Sever-Part./Mi.
Sidewalk Const./Sq.Yd.
C & G Const./Lin.ft.
Tree Removal/Tree
Sidewalk Removal/Sq.Yd.
C & G Renoval/Lin.Ft.
Cone.Pave.Renoval/Sq. Yd.

Bridges

0-149 Ft.Long/Sq.Ft.
150-499 Ft.Long/Sq.Ft.
500 Ft. & Longer/gq.Ft.
Widen/Sq.Ft.
RR over Hvy

1 track/lin.ft.
Each Add.Track/Lin.ft.

Railroad Protection

Signs
Signals
Signals & Gates

1985
CSAH
Needs
Study

Average

4.04
4.31

20.10
20.10
23.06
15.34
3.62
4.39

3.00
4.50
5.25

23.50
23.50
25.00
19.60

196,000
62;000

14.00
6.50

90.00
3.50
1.50
3.75

45.00
51.00
56.00
75.00

2,250
1,750

300
65,000
95,000

$

$

$

$

$

1986
HSAS Unit
Prices

Recommended
by_HSAS

Sub-
conaittee

SAME

AS

URBAN

DESIGN
4.25

3.00
5.00
5.25

22.00
22.00
25.00

196,000
62; 000

1^.00
6.00

90.00
4.00
1.50
3.75

49.00
51.00
55.00
65.00

2,250
1,750

300
65.000
95,000

1981-1985
CSAH

5-Year
Average

$ 3.70
3.72

19.13
19.13
22.10

3.54
4.21

1985
CSAH

Average

$ 3.84
4.07

19.91
19.91
24.39

3.95
4.46

1986
CSAH

Unit Price
Recommended

by CSAH
Subcommittee

G.B.

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

$
G.B.
G.B.
G.B.
G.B.
G.B.
G.B.

$

$

$

- $ 0.23
•

* 15.84
* 15.84
<• 20.32
<• 11.27

0.12
* 0.39

> 3.00
» 0.93
* 1.18
<• 17.93
^ 17.93
f 20.93
* 15.53

196,000
62;000

14.00
6.00

90.00
4.00
1.50
3.75

45.00
51.00
56.00
75.00

2,250
1,750

300
65,000
95;000

• The Recoianended Rural Design Gravel Base Unit
Price for each individual county is shown on
the state nap foldout (Fig. A)

0.B. - The rural design gravel base price as
shown on the state nap
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CT^ 1986 COUNTY SCREENING BOARD DATA
JUNE, 1986

Cj'iteria Necessary for County State Aid Highway Designation

In the past, there has been considerable speculation as to which requirements 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, community meeting halls, ^ndustrial 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.



19S6 COUNTY SCREENING BOARD DATA
JUNE, 1986

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

j

-^ 25
26
27

28
29
30

Aitkin
Anoka

Becker

Beltrami

Benton

Big Stone

Blue Earth
Brown

Carlton

Carver

Gas s

Chippewa

Chis ago
Clay
Clearwater

Cook
CotConwood

Crow Wing

Dakota

Dodge
Douglas

Faribault

Fillmore
Freeborn

Goodhue

Grant

Hennepin

Houston

Hubbard
Isanti

1958-
1964

6.:

1.:

6.1

3.

1.'

15.:

3.!

3.1

1.'

14.1

3.;

1..

0.:

3.1

3.:

13.1

1.1

7.i

1.

0.1

5.:

4.:

o.i

1.1

10
33

84*
l8*
40

29*

81
62

55

00

24
18
30*

60
37
00*

65*

40*

12
05

30
50

,60

,06

1965-
1970

0.'

10.1

0.1

3.1

0.'

7.'

1.1

O.i

l.i

3.:

0,

0,

0.

1.;

0,

71
07

69

63

94
90
00

,82

,80

,25

.37

.90

.12

.25

.74

1971-
1976

0.

0.

0.

0.'

0.

1.1

1.:

2.'

1.:

o.<

0.1

0.:

0.

0.

16

16

13

48

10
00

30

47

20

65

08

24

12
26

1977 1978 1979 1980 1981 1982 1983 1984

ToC. Miles

Requested

& Approved

1985 To Date

0.60

0.25

2.26

0.11

0.09
1.10

0.52 0.33

0.06

6.70

2.04

10.07

7.69
3.18

1.56

15.54
7.57
3.62

2.97
7.90

15.00

24
10
30

3.60
6.47

13.00

6.38
0.11

10.65

1.66
2.22
1.60

0.08

5.42
5.59

0.12

2.17
1.80
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County

1958-
1964

1965-
1970

1986 COUNTY SCREENING BOARD DATA
JUNE, 1986

History of C.S.A.H. Additional Mileage Requests

Approved by the County Engineer s Screening Board

1971-
1976 1977 1978 1979 1980 1981 1982 1983 1984

Tot. Miles

Requested

& Approved
1985 To Date

31 Itasca
32 Jackson
33 Kanabec

34 Kandiyohi
35 Kittson 6.60*
36 Koochiching 9.27*

37 Lac Qui Parle 1.70
38 Lake 3.24*
39 Lake of Woods 0.56

40
41
42

43
44
45

46
47
48

49
50
51

52
53
54

55
56
57

Le Sueur

Lincoln

Lyon

McLeod
Mahnomen

Marshall

Martin

Meeker

Mille Lacs

Mornson

Mower

Murray

Nicollet
Nobles
Norman

Olmsted

Otter Tail
Pennington

:.

5.65*

2.00

0.09
1.00

15.00*

0.80

9.28*

3.52

1.31

10.77*

0.84

58 Pine 9.25
59 Pipestone
60 Polk 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

0.02

0.09

0.60

0.36

1.55 0.67

0.10

0.44
6.60

9.27

1.93
5.38
0.89

3.55
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



County

1958-
1964

1965-
1970

1986 COUNTY SCREENING BOARD DATA
JUNE, 1986

History of C.S.A.H. Additional Mileage Requests

Approved by the County Engineer's Screening Board

1971-
1976 1977 1978 1979 1980 1981 1982 1983 1984

Tot. Miles

Requested

& Approved
1985 To Date

61 Pope 1.63 2.00 1.20
62 Ramsey 9.45* 0.67 0.61
63 Red Lake 0.50

0.21 0.92
4.83

11.86
0.50

64 Redwood 2.30
65 Renville
66 Rice 1.70

1.11 0.13 3.54

1.70

67 Rock 0.50
68 Roseau 5.20 1.60

69 St. Louis 7.71* 11.43

0.54 1.04

6.80

19.14

70 Scott 8.65* 3.44
71 Sherburne 5.42
72 Sibley 1.50

73 Steams 0.08 0.70
74 Steele 1.55
75 Stevens 1.00

5.15 0.12

3.90

17.36
42
50

4.68
1.55
1.00

>X3
I

76 Swift 0.78
77 Todd 1.90*
78 Traverse 0.20 0.56

79 Wabasha 0.43* 0.30
80 Wadena
81 Waseca 4.10 0.43 0.14

82 Washington 2.33* 0.40
83 Waconwan 0.04

84 Wilkin

85 Winona 7.40*
86 WrighC 0.45
87 Yellow Medicine
TOTALS 246.60 92.43 25.65
*Some Trunk Highway Turnback Mileage

1.39

0.08

0.24

0.33
0.60

1.38

1.60

1.33

0.50 4.15 2.78 1.80 1.20 0.96 0.81

0.05

0.19

2.93 3.55

1.02
1.90
2.36

0.73

4.72

4.39
0.91

7.40
1.83
1.39

383.36



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

DATE : ^<£='Z"'/~', /^ /eyy^

TO : Manager, State Aid Needs Unit

FROM : ^'T'7 ^-Z7^.->Z^<S-A/^ €)^/~~<c=~'^

SUBJECT: Request for Approval of a System Revision
(M^ase^ptri-a-ty) (County) of £'<G'^/^-££-^>

District State Aid Engineer

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

x 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,

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

A Occurs at reasonable intervals consistent with the density of population.

x
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 arEerial.

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 : ^^-^C? C^^S •r'<^ £) /9c^7^><P^<S /^^-Z- /^'C^^?^^'^- <£=•

€:^^-V^-/ ,7-7/£. ^S~^6y^ £>. £~ ^y/ - /^iy/<—^^ ^~>/=~a? ^//Q ££.-

c/- >Z ^-=^5-. f^ JS^^^^> /^---^/^/-^

RECOMMEND APPROVAL OR DENIAL;

M^ ^^rn^^A
District State Ai'y Eiy&ineer

Manager, State Aid Needs Unit

^-/^'-JS"
Date

Date

APPROVED OR DENIED:
-20- State Aid Engineer Date
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"c"
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PHOPOSEO RE^OC^T^^
OF PoRT/o^

OF C.S./9^ 3
- 2.00 ^f^es
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(HIGHWAY,
tbEpf""COUI

Department
222 E. State St.

MONTE 1_. BEREND.P.E.DETROIT LAKES, MINNESOTA 56501 ^"w"1,1^'-:,'
County Engineer

Office 218-847-4235 Shop 218-847-7516

CURTISSWELDON, Ass't. Engr.

JOHNOKESON.Maint. Supv.

September 6, 1985

Mr. Vemon Korzendorfer
District State Aid Engineer
?t/DOT
Box 666
Detroit Lakes, Mn. 56501

RE: Proposed CSAH Designation No. 53
Proposed CSAH Deletion No. 3

Dear Vem:

Becker County hereby requests the following changes be made in
the County CSAH system:

REVOKE: CSAH 3

County State Aid Highway No. 3 from CSAH No. 16
(Southwest corner of Section 29, Twp. 142 North,
Range 43 West) to CSAH No. 18 (Northwest comer of
Section 20, Twp. 142 North, Range 43 WestJ, length 2 nulcs.

No state aid funds have been spent on this section
This section of road is in a very sparsely populated,
rural, agricultural area. The 1981 ADT is 50, projected
80. Existing section is 22' graded with 20' gravel
surface, deficient in cross 'section, design speed and
structure.

DESIGNATE: CSAH 53

County Road No. 138 from the intersection with CSAII No. 22
at the northwest comer of Section 34, Twp. 138 North,
Range 42 West, thence continuing in a westerly direction
between Sections 33 and 28, 32 and 29, 31 and 30, said
township and range, to junction with County State Aid
Highway No. 11 at or near the quarter section comer
between Sections 30 and 31, said township and range, and
there terminating, length 2.5 miles.

This County Aid re"'i is presently graded to 28 feet with
22 feet bituminous surface and 3 feet aggregate shoulders.
It is proposed to be used as a 9-ton access road to a
large turkey raising facility that will contribute largely
to the economy of Becker County. The other CSAH's to be
used for access are capable or will be upgraded to provide
9-ton access from Tli 59.

-22-

AN EQUAL OPPORTUNITY EMPLOYER



Page 2
Vemon Korz.endorfer

September 6, 1985

It is requested that the difference between the revocation and
designation (0.50 milesj be granted as there is no other County
State Aid Highway that could be revoked without disrupting the
remaining county CSAH system.

Please review, approve, and forward to State Aid for consideration
by the Screening Committee.

Sincerely,
BECKER COUmY HIGHWAY DEPARTMENT

l<y»<Jj^_>

Monte L. Berend, P. li.

County Highway Engineer

MLB:lc

end. Map § Resolution

-23-
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1986 COUNTY SCREENING BOARD DATA
JUNE, 1986

1981-1985 Five-Year Average Subbase (Class 3 & 4) Unit Price Base

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

that is in the 1981-1985 five-year average unit price study and the inflated

subbase unit price, the determination of which is explained in another

write-up in this section. This data is being included in the report because

in some cases the gravel base unit prices recommended by the Subcommittee, as

shown on Fig. A, were determined using this subbase information.
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1986 COUNTY SCREENING BOARD DATA
JUNE, 1986

FAS Fund Balance Deductions

The foLlowing resolution was adopted by the County Screening Board in 1973,

revised In June, 1980, again in October, 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 based on the FAS fund balance as of

June 30 of each year.

The following data Is presented for the Screening Board s information and to
forewarn the counties Involved of a possible "needs deduction". Please note

that these figures are current only through May 15, 1986 and do not represent
the final data

County

Anoka

Becker

Dako ta

Hennepln

Houston

Kanabec

McLeod

Ram s ey

Scott

to be used for the

FAS Fund

Balance as of

May 14, 1985

$755,717

654,428

642,794

1,029,161

523,291

366,356

490,789

410,257

552,519

1986 apportionment.

Maximum
Balance

$481,355

551,684

540,803

611,425

413,208

350,000

457,329

350,000

428,045

Tentative Deduction
From the 1986

25-Year C.S.A.H.

Construction Needs

$274,362

102,744

101,991

417,736

110,083

16,356

33,460

60,257

124,474
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1986 COUNTY SCREENING BOARD DATA
JUNE, 1986

County State Aid Maintenance Transfers

Coun ty Transfers

Carl ton

Cook
Lake
Pine
St. Louis

Dist. 1 Totals

Beltraml
Clearwater

Hubbard

Norman

Dist. 2 Totals

Aitkin
Benton

Isanti
Kanabec

Mille Lacs

Sherburne

Todd
Wright

Dist. 3 Totals

Big Stone

Douglas

Pope
S tevens

Swift
Traverse

Dist. 4 Totals

1
4
4
6
3

18

2
I
2
I

6

9
1
2
2
8
4
1
I

28

2
3
3
4
I
4

17

28-Year

Total
1958-1985

$ 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

$ 958,208

County Transfers

Carver

Hennepin

Scott

Dist. 5 Totals

Dodge
Fillmore
Goodhue
Houston

Mower

Rice
S teele
Wabasha

Dist. 6 Totals

Cottonwood

Jackson

Le Sueur

Rock

Sibley
Waseca

Ua tonwan

Dist. 7 Totals

Lac Qui Parle

Lyon
Meeker

Murray
Renvllle

Dist. 8 Totals

STATE TOTALS

# of Transfers

1
5
3

9

2
2
I
2
1
4
4
2

18

I
2
3
2
3
2
3

16

3
1
4
3
1

12

124

28-Year

Total
1958-1985

20,000
575,219
75,000

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

220,264
48,110
58,236

104,000
10,800

441,410

$5,387,110

The last year for a Maintenance Transfer was in 1980 for Traverse County for

$120,000.
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1986 COUNTY SCREENING BOARD DATA
JUNE, 1986

County State Aid Hardship Transfers

County Transfers

Cook

Koochiching
Lake
Pine

Dlgt. 1 Totals

Beltrami
Clearwater

Hubbard

Lake of Woods
Norman

Pennington

Red Lake
Roseau

Dlst. 2 Totals

Altkln
Benton

Cass

Crow Wing
Kanabec

Wrlght

Dist. 3 Totals

17
4
1

11

33

I
1
5

18
1
L
1
6

34

18
5
6
I
5
2

37

28-Year

Total
1958-1985

$ 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

County Transfers

Big Stone

Grant
Mahnomen

Traverse

Dist. 4 Totals

Fillmore

Dlst. 6 Totals

Wa tonwan

Dist. 7 Totals

Lac Qui Parle

Plpestone

Dist. 8 Totals

Chisago

Ramsey

Dist. 8 Totals

STATE TOTALS

# of Transfers

1
L

15
1

18

1

I

I

1

1
1

2

1
1

2

128

28-Year

Total
1958-1985

$ 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

$5,523,725

The last year of a Hardship Transfer was in 1982 for Aitkin County for
$250,000.
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1986 COUNTY SCREENING BOARD DATA
JUNE, 1986

Needs Adjustments for Variances Granted on CSAH s

The adjustments shown below are for those variances granted for which projects

have been awarded prior to May 1, 1986 and for '<?hich no adjustments have been

previously made. These adjustments were computed using guidelines established

by the Variance Subcommittee.

County

Le Sueur

M owe r

Rarosey

St. Louis

Steams

Swift

Yellow Medicine

STATE TOTAL

Recommended

1986 Needs

Adjys tments

$ 253,726

105,597

1,340,398

1,947,451

95,450

36,900

14,400

$3,793,922

If the counties involved have any questions regarding these adjustments, the

State Aid Office can be contacted directly. Also, the calculation of the
adjustments will be available at the various district meetings and the
Screening Board meeting.
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Minut-.cs of the County Engineers Screening Board Meeting

October 24 & 25, 1985

Chairman Boomgarden called the meeting to order at 1:00 P.M., October 24, 1985.

Chairman Boomgarden asked the secretary to call the roll of Board members.

District 1 ..... Boyd Paulu ............... Carlton County .........-Present

District 2 ..... Dave Olsonawski .......... Kittson County ..........Present

District 3 ..... Dick Larson .............. Mille Lacs County .......Present

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

District 5 ..... Paul Ruud ................ Anoka County ............Present

Disfcricfc 6 ..... Mike Pinsonne^ult ........ Goodhue County ..........Present

District 7 ..... Gerald Engsfcrom .......... Watonwan County .........Present

District- 8 ..... Pete Boomgardcn .......... Redwood County ..........Present

District 9 ..... Doug Weiszhddr ........... Chisago Counfcy ..........Present

Chdirman Boomgdrdon asked if the Board Wdnfced the minutes of the June meeting redd.

There being no such request, Dick Larson moved and Dave Olsonawski second the motion

to approve the minutes as distributed earlier. Motion carried unanimously.

Chairman Boomgardon then introduced the Mn/DOT personnel present:

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

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

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

pill Croke ................. District 1 State Aid Engineer

Jack Isaacson .............. District 2 State Aid Engineer

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

Vern Korzendorfcr .......... District 4 State Aid Engineer

Chuck Weichselbaum ......... District 5 State Aid Engineer

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

Harvey Suedbeck ............ District 7 State Aid Engineer

John Hooko ................. District 8 State Aid Engineer

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

Chdirman Boomgdrden introduced Tom Behm, Chdirman of the Screening Board Sub-Committee

and Art: Tobkin a member of that committee.

Others present were:

Screening Board Alternates

District 1 ................. Dave Rholl ............. Pine County

District 2 ................. Mike Rardin ............Polk County

District 3 ................. Duane Lorsung ..........Todd County

District 4 ................. Lee Amundson ...........Mahnomen County

District 5 ................. Roger Gustafsun ........Carver County

District 6 ................. Neil Britton ...........Fillmore County

District 7 ................. Bob McPartlin ..........Waseca County

District 8 ................. Don Paulson ............Yellow Medicine County

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

Herb Klossnor - Hennepin County

Duane Blanck - Crow Wing County

Dennis Cdrlson - Screening Board, Secretary

-31-



Chairman Boomgarden then asked Ken Hoeschen to lead the Board thru the current Report.

Ken Hoeschcn started with:

Page 3 dnd F'igurc A - Compariyon of 1984-1985 Const.'.ruction Needs

Ken expldined the effects of each of the 4 changes on Figure A. He also corrected the'

figure .in the second column for Pope County from +1,877,178 to +312,078. Total stdtfe-

wide needs increase was +30.7%. There were no questions.

Page 5 and Figure B - Needs Adjustments

Ken read the resolution that limits a county in Needs changes. He also noted thdt it

may not be dbsolufcely clear that the limiting factor applies to both increases and

decreases in Needs. Chairman Boomgarden suggested that the words "lesser than" be

added immedidtely after the words "greater than" to clarify the intent. Chairman

Boomgardcn read d letter from Lake County questioning why their 1986 tentative dppor-

tionment dropped and asked if they could be granted an exception from the 20% limita-

tion on construction needs changes so they could realize an apportionment increase.

Dave Olsonawski asked if the remainder of the construction needs adjustment will be

made next year? Ken Hoeschen said yes the adjustment will be applied in 1986 for

1987 apportionment. The discussion that followed, concluded that Lake County was not

unique and if dn exception were made it would also have to be made for other counties.

Page 6 - PAS Fund Baldncc Deductions

Ken Hocschon oxpldined the revised 1973 resolution on FAS balances and the reasons for

implementiny. Doug Weiszhaar asked why the opportunity for asking for a waiver from

the resolution was discontinued. Chdirman Boomgdrden recalled that waivers were being

granted quite easily and the resolution was no longer effective.

Pages 7 fco 11 - State Aid Construction Fund Balance Deductions

Ken explained that there was an error in Goodhue County Column 4, change 382,989 to

268,371 and revise the last 2 columns accordingly. Chairman Boomgarden said thafc

Hubbard County has requested a waiver from the deduction due to extenuating circumstance

The Board felt there were other counties with similar circumstances and waivers have

never been granted before.

Pages 12 fco 14 - Special Resurfacing Projects

Ken Hoeschen explained the resolution and said that one District had requested a listing

of individual projects for each county that fall into this category. Ken said he will

mail such lists immediately and again annually.

Pages 15 to 25 - Comparison of 1984 Grading Costs to Needs Study Costs

Ken Hoeschcn noted that the procedure for adjusting grading costs was revised at the

fall 1984 Screening Board meeting to speed up the correcting of changing or erroneously

reported costs. Gerry Engstrom preseiibod a resolution to include all project costs

in +;heir grading costs. After a long discussion, the Board felt a cut-off date of

July 1 each ycdr should be included in the resolution. District 8 felt this would

complicate the needs study to the point the end would not justify the means. The

possibility of "after the fact" needs was suggested by District 2.

Page 26 - Variance Adjustments

Ken Hoeschen noted this is the first year for this adjustment.
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Pages 27 & 28 - Bond Account Adjustments

No comments.

Pages 29 & 30 - "After the Fact" Right of Way Needs

Ken Hocschen said this is the 2nd year this resolution is being implemented. There

w?as a discussion on including utility moves as R/W costs and there was a question on |

what is dllowdble with respect fco inside or outside the R/W. No conclusion was ;

reached. \

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

I
This is the 3rd year these needs have been included.

f

Page 32 - "After the Fact" Miscellaneous Needs |

I
Ken Hoeschen noted that this is a new item this year. 1

Page 33 to 35 - Mill Levy Deductions i

I
Ken Hoeschen called special attention to the paragraph on page 33 that is in capital
letters,regarding Legislative changes:involving Anoka and Dakota Counties.

Page 37 and Figure C - Tentative 1986 Money Needs Apportionment !

Ken Hoeschen briefly discussed the data and noted that he had used last years apportion-

ment for comparison.

Paul Ruud presented a resolution from Districts 5 & 9 regarding Urban Design Grading

Needs and asking for uniform consideration with respect to Rural Design Grading Needs. |
Also included in the resolution was a request to phase in the new Rural Design Grading j
Needs Study over d 2 year period, rather than in 1 year. Paul explained that they ;

would like an Urban Design grading cost study to make the unit prices comparable to ]
uGtUul COStS.

Paul Ruyd also presented a sheet on the status of Urban Grading Needs items. Some

are included in the needs study but about 26 items are not included at this time.

Doug Weiszhaar indicated that disparities exist between the Needs Study grading
quantities and the actual contract quantities.

After considerable discussion the Board concluded that an inequity does exist between

Urban and Rural Design grading needs and d Urban Grading study would be appropriate. I

The Board didn't feel it necessarily followed that because the Legislature mandated
d 2 year implementation of the 24 ft. restriction that they eliminated, it was

appropriate to implement the Rural Design grading study over a 2 year period.

Chairman Boomgdrdcn suggested that before action is taken at tomarrows meeting, it ;

may be appropriate to submit the requests in two resolutions rather than one.

Ken Hoeschen briefly reviewed the 1985 Legislation on pages 85 & 86 of the Screening
Board Report and the limiting factors that are included in the removal of the 24'
restriction make it possible that the law could be negated in the event apportionments

decrease.

Tom Behm reported on the activities of the General Sub-Committee.
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Otho Buxton presented a resolution from District 4 on behalf of Traverse County

regarding gravel base unit prices. In essence, they are requesting the inclusion of

Clay County gravel base unit prices so as to better reflect Traverse County's actual

costs. There was considerable discussion, but the sentiment seemed to be that if an

exception is made, it would precipitate many more requests for exceptions.

Chairman Boomgarden suggested the Screening Board give the General Sub-Committee

more direction or prioritize the items to be studied.

Roy Hanson asked the Board to refer to page 99 of the report dealing with the para-
graph on widening CSAH's with local dollars to meet the minimum CSAH geometric

standards for resurfacing, then overlaying with C'SAH construction money but still

retaining complete needs. The State Aid Office has been advised by the Attorney

General s Office not to approve plans that include widening of the roadway to min-
imum overlay standards with local funds. The State Aid Office will abide by the
Attorney General's recommendation. Chairman Boomgarden said the question of retain-

ing full grading needs or widening needs will have to be resolved and should probably
come to a vote tomorrow.

Roy Hanson directed the Board to Page 100 of the report where the General Subcommittee

is recommending that revoked MSA streets, that occur due to cities falling below
5,000 population and are therefore put on the CSAH system, shall not create eligible
mileage to be used later on other county roads which the county may want on the

State Aid System. In fact, treat those miles much like T.H. Turnback miles. Roy

Hanson indicated that the possibility exists that the City of Pipestone miles recently

placed on the Pipestone County State Aid Highway System may involve some system
revisions that include some former MSAS miles. It is therefore imperative that the
matter be clarified and resolved by the Screening Board. Chairman Boomgarden distrib-

uted handouts and read a letter from Pipestone County. Pipestone County is requesting

the Screening Board to vote down the General Subcommittee' s proposed resolution

regarding the MSA turnback miles because it will adversely affect Pipestone County.
There was considerable discussion about the negative and positive aspects of restricting

MSA turnback miles, but no conclusion was reached.

Pages 55 to 58 & Figure "D" - Dodge_County_T4ileage Request (Mantorville)

Ken Hoeschen again reviewed the request and then turned it over to Mike Pinsonneault

for clarification and additional information. Mike Pinsonneault explained details

of the request and answered questions of the Screening Board.

Pages 60 to 63_^ Dc>dge_County Mileage Request (West Concord)

Ken Hoeschen again reviewed the request briefly, before turning over to the District
representative for elaborating details and answering questions. Mike Pinsonneault

pointed out considerations that Dodge County made prior to making the request to the
Screening Board. Several questions were asked about the stub street and alternate

streets were discussed.

Paqes 64 to 66 & Figure "E" - Lac Qui Parle County_Mileage Request (Marietta)

Kon Hoeschen described the request ai.ci turned it over to Peter Boomgarden for further

clarification. Peter asked John Hoeke to explain an incident that occurred in 1973

regarding mileage in this county. John Hoeke said that the county engineer in Lac Qui

Parle County submitted a request to him in 1973 to revoke 2.0 miles and designate 0.6

miles. Not being totally familiar with the system, John Hoeke approved the request

without advising the county that the mileage cannot be reclaimed at a later date. John
Hoeke felt that since the miles were lost through no fault of the county, that some

special consideration be given to this request. Pete Boomgarden said that their District
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would approve the request if the stub toward the school on 4th St. were dropped.

Page 68 to 70 - Lac Qui Parle County Mileage Request (Dawson)

Ken Hoeschen outlined the request, pointing out highlites and then asked Peter

Boomgarden to give supplemental information. Peter explained the importance to

the commercial plant at the south end of the proposed segment and the need for

good fcransportdtion access.

Peter also re-iterated the fact that the total mileage being requested is less than

the miledgc lost in 1973.

Pages 72 fco 74 - LeSueur County Mileage Request

Again Ken Hoeschen gave d brief summary of the request and asked Roy Hanson to

comment on activities that have occurred affecting this request. Roy Hanson said

that the request as it currently stands is the result of negotiations with LeSueur

County, the State Aid Office and some Legislators. It was necessary during

negotiations to make commitments that now require approval by the Screening Board

or actions already taken will have to be reversed.

Pages 76 to 79 & Figure F - Norman County Mileage Request

Ken Hoeschen reviewed the request with the Board and then asked Dave Olsonawski

to supplement the data in the report with additional information and answer any

quostions by the Board. Dave said the projected ADT was about 2600 to the school

but he didn't know what it is beyond the school.

Pages 80 to 83 & Figure G - Wdtonwan County Mileage Request

Ken Hoeschen lead the Board thru the request and turned it over to Gerald Engstrom

for supplemental data. Gerald Engstrom handed out a letter and a map showing

building locations of major traffic generaters that affect the proposed designation.

He also noted that the revocation in jyiadelia was a remnant that became a stub when

CSAH 3 outside the city limits was revoked several years ago.

There was a discussion on the adjustments made to grading unit prices being 2 to 3

years behind. They also discussed the storm sewer needs prices ($196,000/mi.) and

the impdct on a county. It was suggested that both items may be referred to the

General Sub-Committee.

Meeting recessed at 5:10 P.M.

Chairman Boomgarden reconvened the meeting at 9:00 A.M., October 25, 1985.

Chairman Boomgarden summarized the proposed General Sub-Committee's resolution on

page 100 and noted Pipestone County's strong recommendation to not pass the resolu-

tion. Doug Weiszhaar asked if cities other than Pipestone are' in the same situation

and could be proposing similar system changes that involve MSA turnback mileages.

Roy said yes there are several cities that have this type of mileage; LaVerne, Ely

and St. Paul Park. Doug Weiszhaar also asked if the mileage is included in the

30,000 mile limit? Paul Ruud is concerned about cities that may fluctuate above

and below the 5,000 population over a period of years and each time they go above

the 5,000 population they have the opportunity to add new MSA routes to their system.

Chdirman Boomgarden said that it would take legislative action to resolve that issue.

Dick Larson said the law stated on Page 89 of the report clarifies what happens to

MSA turnbacks and the resolution is redundant. Doug Weiszhaar said that by acting

on the matter it becomes part of our rules as well as the law. Doug Weiszhaar moved

and Dick Larson second d motion to approve the resolution as presented by the General

Sub-Committee. Boyd Paulu asked if this resolution would preclude a county from
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re-arranging the mileage inside the city. It was the Board's understanding that

it would preclude any changes of turnbacks, whether MSA or Trunk Highway. Boyd

Paulu moved to amend the General Sub-Committees proposed resolution by adding

"outside the city limits" to the last sentence. Peter Boomgarden second the motion

to amend. Motion to amend fd.i3.cd. The origindl motion passed by a 7 to 2 vote.

The subject of widening CSAH's with local funds and subsequently proposing an

overlay project with State Aid Funds was brought before the Board for action

because of the Attorney General's opinion advising the State Aid Office not to

approve said overlay projects. Dick Ldrson moved and Boyd Paulu second the motion

thdt the practice of widening d substandard roadway to a minimum width with local

funds or forces so as to qualify the roadway for special bifcuminous resurfacing funds

shall l.imit the needs on said roddway to grade widening needs only. It is understood

that needs shall remain that way until the roadway is completely regraded. Motion

carried unanimously.

Pages 15 to 25 - Grading Cost Compdrison

Ken Hoeschcn asked if the Board was comfortable with where the grading cost: (adjustment

is being made in the formula or would they like to consider a. change. The Board said

to continue as has been in the past.

Page 26 - Variance Adjustments

Ken Hoeschen noted that these adjustments were approved at the spring meeting as will

be the case annually.

Pages 27-28 - Bond Account Adjustments

Mike Pinsonneault.said that it is inappropriate to use S.A. bonds for overlays that

in effect increase d county's needs. Mike moved that no bond account adjustment be

dllowed for State Aid Bonds being sold for the purpose of over].ay projects where needs

are not reduced. Paul Ruud second the motion. Ken Hoeschen explained that Bond

adjustments will not be made for projects where needs are not reduced. It was clarified

that the intent of the motion is not to be retroactive. Motion carried unanimously.

Pages 29 to 3U - "After the Fact" R/W Needs

Chdirman Boomgarden asked for clarification on allowable utility moves with respect

to inside or outside the existing R/W line and their inclusion as R/W costs. The

dcfim-tion of property owner includes anybody with a compensable interest in the

property on written record. Paul. Ruud moved and Boyd Paulu second a motion to refer

this matter to the General Sub-Committee for study and report back at a later meeting.

Motion carried.

Chairman Boomgardcn read d proposed resolution offered by Otho Buxton as District 4

representative.

WHEREAS, The Traverse County Gravel Base Unit Price set in June 1985

in Screening Board r<c+:ion is not representative of actual costs,

and

WHEREAS, The procedure used to establish the gravel base price does not

reflect true conditions,

NOW THEREFORE BE IT RESOLVED, That Clay County be added to the surrounding

counties of Pope, Douglas and Otter Tail for the purpose of

esfcdblishing the Rural Design Gravel Base Unit Price for Traverse

County for the 1985 Needs Study to be used in the determination
of 1986 apportionment.
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Otho Buxfcon pointed out that the practice of using surrounding counties has been

fche practice until June 1985, when it was deemed necessary to go to the second

tier of counties to get sufficient data and Clay County was inadvertantly omitted.

Otho Buxton moved and Dick Larson second the motion to approve the proposed

resolution. Motion failed.

Paul Ruud moved to authorize the General Sub-Commifcfcee to deviate from the rules

when individual review of counties whose five-year average unit price data does not

conform to the present requirements of having 50,000 ton of gravel base mdterial.

Otho Buxton second the motion. Motion carried.

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

There were no comments.

Page 32 - "After the Fact" Miscellaneous Needs

There were no comments.

Pages 33 to 35 - Mill Levy Deductions

Ken Hoeschen noted the change in the deductions for Anoka and Dakota Counties as

d result of legisldfcion.

Page 37 & Figure C - Tentative Apportionment Data

There were no comments.

Pages 38 to 40 - Recommendation to the Commissioner

Dick Larson suggested removing the words "Subdivision 5" from the letter to the

commissioner.

Doug Weiszhaar moved and Dave Olsonawski second the motion to approve the letter of

yocQfHip.endct't.ion t.o t.hc CommissiQnQr' of T27^nsoQr'tL^t.ion. Mot.l.on cd.rx'i.ed undnimQuslv

Pages 55 to 58 - Dodge County Mileage Request (Mantorville)

The floor was opened for additional data and questions. There were none. Secret

ballots were cast.

Pages 60 to 63 - Dodge County Mileage Request (West Concord)

Doug Weiszhaar moved to amend the request by deleting the stub segment on Main St.

East. Dave Olsonawski second the motion. Motion to amend carried 5-4. Secret

ballots were cast on the mileage request.

Pages 64 to 66 - Lac gui Parle County Mileage Request (Marietta)

Peter Boomgarden reminded the Board that Lac Qui Parle County had lost 1.4 miles

of CSAH miles in 1973 and consider that when your voting. Peter Boomgarden moved

to amend the request to delete the stub on 4th St. west of 3rd Ave. The motion died

for lack of a second. A secret ballot was cast on the mileage request.

Pages 68 to 70 - Lac Qui Parle County Mileage Request (Dawson)

There being no additional comments, a secret ballot was cast on the request.
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Pages 72 to 74 - LeSueur County Mileage Request

There were no additional comments and a secret ballot was cast.

Pages 76 to 79 - Norman County Mileage Request

There were no additional comments and a secret ballot was cast.

Pages 80 to 83 & Figure G - Watonwan County Mileage Request

Gerald Engstrom stepped down from the District delegate chair to allow the dlfccrnafce

to vote on this issue. A secret ballot was cast on the request.

The ballots on the mileage request were tabulated and the results were:

Dodge County (Mantorville) Approved 7-2

Dodge County (West Concord) Approved (Amended) 6-3
Lac Qui Parl.e County (Marietta) Denied 1-8

Lac Qui Parle County (Dawson) Denied 0-9

LeSueur County Approved 9-0

Norman County Denied 1-8

Watonwan County Approved 8-1

Doug Weiszhaar moved and Gerald Engstrom second a motion to approve the allocati.^n

to the research account by the following resolution:

Be it resolved that an amount of $427,834 (not to exceed 1/4 of 1%
of the 1985 C.S.A.H. Apportionment sum of $171,133,770) shall be

set aside from the 1986 Apportionment Fund and be credited to the

research account.

Roy Hanson directed the Board to Page 98 of the report to discuss Urban Design 1985

unit price study [shown by a 2)]. He said that normally only Rural unit prices
have been used in dll but Hennepin and Ramsey Counties. Paul Ruud moved dnd Doug

Weiszhaar second d motion to have the General Sub-Committee review the gravel bdso

unit prices with urban unit prices included and make d rccommendatioh to t;hc

Screening Board dt the spring meeting. Motion carried.

Page 99 at the top of the page - Items 1 thru 4

Mike Pinsonneault and Paul Ruud seconded a motion to have the General Sub-Committee

continue study of the 4 items and report to the spring Screening Board meeting.

Motion carried.

The Screening Board concluded that the prioritization of items sent to the General

Sub-Committce will be handled by the chairman of the Screening Board.

Dick Larson moved to refer the item of Urban Design Grading Needs to the General

Subcommittee for study. Boyd Paulu seconded the motion. Motion carried. (A copy

of the resolution from District 5 concerning this matter is attached.)

Paul Ruud moved to adopt the proposed resolution from District 5 phasing in the

Rural Design Complete Grading Study over a two-year period. Doug Weiszhaar seconded

the motion. Motion failed on a 6-3 vote. (A copy of the proposed resolution is

attached.)
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The subject of concrete joint repair projects was introduced by the General Subcom-

mittee in their minutes on page 99 of the report. It was the consensus of the

Screening Board that concrete joint repair projects should be handled the same as
special bituminous resurfacing projects, with the cost of said projects deducted
from the 25-year construction needs for a period of 10 years.

The District 7 contingent reintroduced a resolution concerning the inclusion of

"final" costs in the Rural Design Complete Grading Cost Comparison. After considerable

discussion, the Screening Board adopted the proposed resolution as offered by Dj-strict 7

(see attached copy).

Gordon Fdy briefly discussed some problems with gasahol and its affect on revenue.

That along with other raids on the HUF may result in negating the legislative changes

in 1985 involving State Aid. He cautioned us about attacking the gasahol issue

because it may be perceived as an attack on farmers.

Ho also mentioned the draft guidelines for Jurisdictional Studies <as proposed by

Merr-ifct L.inzie's Office.

Ho talked briefly about debarrmcnt of contractors. The awarding of contracts for

debdi'red contractors is in the Statutes under 161.315 Subd. 5 or Chapter 299 laws

for 1985. Counties cannot award a State Aid contract to a debarred contractor

unless they have a resolution declaring it an emergency.

Gordon Fay also talked about the possiblity of processing Federal Projects by

Certified Acceptance rather than thru the State Aid Office. It is complex and

difficult but may speed up the process. The county takes on the responsibility

for meeting all requirements and failure to do so could result in loss of Federal

Funds on the project. There are many levels of certification depending on county

staff avdildbility.

Gordon Fay mentioned that Irv Sobon is retiring October 25, 1985, and will be

missed immedsureably.

Paul Ruud said the Jurisdictional guidelines had built-in restrictions that would

hrivp inhihitpd an objective conclusion to the study. The MCHEA addressed those

restrictions and recommended their removal.

Gordon Fay talked about the MCHEA's response to the Legislative Auditor's Report

on State Aid. He commended the committee that prepared the response for time, effort

and attention to detail in responding to a report that could have significant adverse

affects on our State Aid system. He also talked about meeting soon with the DNR

to find out what direction they will be taking in the 1986 Legislature.

Chairman Boomgarden thanked Otho Buxton for his service on the Screening Board

since his term is up. He also thanked the Board for electing him chairman for the

last year. The Board thanked Peter Boomgarden and Otho Buxton for their service on

the Board and gave them d round of applause.

The meeting was adjourned at 12:35 P.M.

Respectfully submitted,

^^^.^ ^" ^- ^^^'
Dennis C. Carlson

Screening Board Secretary
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District 7 Proposed Resolution

WHEREAS, All the counties recently completed an extensive rural grading cost study,

where current costs estimates were calculated <and reported to, reviewed

and approved by State Aid; and

WHEREAS, All participating State Aid grading needi items were included; and

WHEREAS, Turf establishment costs are reported to the State Aid Needs Unit for the

purpose of grading cost studies, even though said costs may be accomplished

by county forces.

NOW THEREFORE BE IT RESOLVED, That the Minnesota County Highway Engineer Screening

Board authorize the reporting of all participating State Aid eligible
items as verified by the Contract Final Voucher, and al.l turf estdbUshment.

costs as verified by existing practise to the State Aid Needs Unit-- for t-.hc-

purpose of adjusting the comparison of current rural design construct-ion

grading cost to the Needs Study Cost; and

BE IT FURTHER RESOLVED, Thdt said adjustment shall be made whether the find.], grridiny
cost is higher or lower than the estimated needs costs; and

BE IT FURTHER RESOLVED, That the report shall be due by the County Highway Engineer
to the State Aid Needs Unit within 3 weeks of the initial, publication oE
the comparison based on "Abstract Costs";

BE IT FURTHER RESOLVED, That where there is a "package" contract where there arc

different projects, the final grading costs are to be reported when the

final grading is complete.

BE IT FUTHER RESOLVED, That the date of July 1 be the cut-off date each yedr for
finals information submittals.
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District 5 Proposed Resolution

Urban Grading Needs Study

WHEREAS, Differences exist in the manner of computing rural design and

urban design grading needs; and

WHEREAS, Uniformity in computing urban design and rural design grading

needs is essential to avoid disparities in the money-needs

distribution of the County State Aid Fund,

NOW THEREFORE, BE IT RESOLVED, That an urban design grading needs study

be implemented, said study to develop d method to provide

uniformity between the urban and rural grading needs, and with

the study to be completed and ready for implementation.
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District 5 Proposed Resolution

Implementation of Rural Grading Adjustments

WHEREAS, Adoption of the 1983 update of rural design grading needs

without an update of urban design grading needs will cause

disparities in County State-Aid Fund apportionments; and

WHEREAS, Differences exist in the manner of computing rural design

and urban design grading needs; and

WHEREAS, The 1985 Minnesota Legislature, in the removal of the

24 foot width restriction on urban needs, included d two-

year phase of changes in apportionments resulting from

this revision in law,

NOW THEREFORE BE IT RESOLVED, That the rural grading needs adjustments,

included in the 1985 County Screening Board Report (October ].985) ,

be phased in over a two year period; 50% in the 1986 dpporfcion-

ment and 50% in the 1987 apportionment.
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^NESO^

^ f C^^. Minnesota Department of Transportation

^K?
Phon.March n'1986

Transportation Building, St. Paul, MN 55155'<ft>^^r ..-..-.-.—.-..—..-...., -..—,,

Op

TO : County State Aid Highway General Subcommittee
District State Aid Engineer/

From ^.Kenneth Hoeschen, Manager
^'CSAH Needs Study Unit

Re: : CSAH Urban Grading Cost Study

The County State Aid General Subcommittee met on Monday March 10th at 1:30 P.M.
those present were:

Thomas Behm (Chairman) Ken Hoeschen
Gordon Fay Art Tobkin

Roy Hanson Donald Wisniewski

The preliminary list of Urban Grading Needs Items was reviewed and It was the

consensus that certain items be deleted from the list and some item? be dls-
cussed with the District State Aid Engineers as to their role in urban

grading.

The attached shows the deletions, items to be added and the items in question.

A joint meeting of the CSAH General Subcommittee and the District State Aid
Engineers will be held on Thursday April 10, 1986 at the St. Cloud Mn/DOT
Office (3725 - 12th Street No.) beginning at 1:30 P.M. and continuing until

all items of concern are resolved.

An Equal Opportunity Employer -tO-



MINUTES OF THE JOINT CSAH GENERAL SUBCOMMITTEE
AND DISTRICT STATE AID ENGINEERS MEETING

APRIL 10, 1986

Subcommittee members present

District State Aid Engineers present

Others in attendance

Tom Behm, Chairman - Lyon County

Don Wlsniewski - Washington County

Art Tobkin - Clearwater Councy

Jack Isaacson - Bemidji
Dave Reed - Bralnerd

Vern Korzendorfer - Detroit Lakes

Cl-uck Weichselbaum - Golden Valley
Earl Welshons - Rochester

Harvey Suedbeck - Mankato
John Ho eke - Willmar

Elmer Morris - Oakdale

Gordon Fay - State Aid Mn/DOT
Roy Hanson - State Aid Mn/DOT
Ken Hoeschen - State Aid Mn/DOT

The meeting was called to order at 1;30 P^M. on Thursday April 10, 1986 at
the St. Cloud Mn/DOT office.

The purpoBe of this joint meeting was to review and possibly finalize the

list of icems to be Included in an urban design grading cost study.

Considerable discussion took place relative Co the list of items to be in"

eluded and the reporting form to be used for submitfcal of the quantities
and costs involved.

The attached list of items and reporting form is the recommendation result-
Ing from this joint meeting.

The Subcommittee is,further recommending that this study of urban design
grading costs be started immediately after the Needs Section completes the
1986 normal needs upddte.

In addition to the above, the Subcommittee is suggesting the fol-lowing items
not be included in this grading cost study but instead be included as "After
che fact needs".

Sanitary Sewer Removal
Water Main Removal
Utility Relocation
Sanitary Sewer Relocation
Sfcorm Sewer Relocation

Water Main Relocation

Just as for other "After the fact needs", only those costs eligible for
State Aid participation would ho. allowed.

The Subcommittee tentatively scheduled their next meeting for mid-May or
as soon as unit price data can be put together by the Needs Section.

Respectfully submitted,

KennetJi M. Hoei

-^
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URBAN GRADING NEEDS ITEMS

I. Items that may be included in the "Needs Study"

A. Removals

Clearing

Grubbing
Concrete Pavement Removal
Curb &. Gutter Removal

Culvert Removal
Sidewalk Removal

Concrete Sign and Light Base Removal
Storm Sewer Removal
Manhole and Catch Basin Removal

B. Excavation and Embankment
Common Excavation (includes bituminous less than 6")
Rock Excavation
Subgrade Excavation
Muck Excavation
Common Borrow

Topsoil Borrow
Granular Borrow

Salvage Aggregate
Salvage Bituminous Mixture (6" and over)

Salvage Topsoil
C. Minor Drainage Structures
D. Utilities

Adjust Curb Stop Box
Adjust Gate Valves

Adjust Frame and Ring Castings

Relocate Hydrants
Relocate Valves
Reconstruct Manholes

E. Traffic Barrier
Permanent Guard Rail

F. Turf Establishment

Seeding
Sodding
Fertilizer

Mulching
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FOR 1986
CSAH Urban Design Grading Cost Estimate

County Control Section_ Segment^
"Miles Termini:

Present ADT_ Proj. Factor_ Projected ADT_ Soil Factor_

Item Unit Quant. Unit Total
Price Price

2101 Clearing & Grubbing

2104 Removal Items

2105 Excavation & Em-
bankment

2411 Minor Drainage
Structures

0504 Utilities

2554 Traffic Barrier

2575 Turf Establishment

TOTAL
Miles

Cost/Mile =
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MINUTES OF THE CSAH GENERAL SUBCOMMITTEE MEETING
May 15, 1986

Members present ; Tom Behm, Chairman - Lyon County

Don Ulsniewski - Washington County
Art Tobkin - Clearwater County

Others in attendance : Ken Hoeschen - State Aid, Mn/DOT

The meeting was called to order by Chairman Behm at 1:15 P.M.

The first item for discussion by the Subcommittee was the inclusion of urban

design projects in the five year average unit price study. In past years, urban
projects were included in the five year study for Hennepln and Ramsey counties

only. It was decided to include urban projects for all counties beginning with
the 1985 projects. It was felt this will provide a larger sample from which a
representative price can be determined.

Next the Subcommittee reviewed each county's five year average gravel liase data
plus the Inflation factor information for the past five years. After

considerable discussion concerning some individual prices, minimum tonnage,

etc., the Subcommittee recommended the same procedure as has been used the l^st
several years.

Basically this procedure can be explained as follows:

a) If a county has at least 50,000 tons of gravel base material tn its
five year (1981-L985) 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 other unit prices to be used for the 1986 CSAH Needs Study were the next
topic for the Subcommittee. The results of the 1981-1985 five year average unit
price study, related information from the MSAS Subcommittee and from Mn/DOT were
used to make the following recommendations.

Rural Design - Using the increments between the the 1985 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 foy

which the 1985 average price of $15.34 was retained and
used along with the increment method.
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Urban Design

Miscellaneous

Bridges

- Use the MSAS Subcommittee s recommendation of $3.00 per

cubic yard for grading. For the other urban prices use

the MSAS Subcommittee's recommendation and apply the
increment between that and the 1985 state average for

gravel base ($4.07) to each county's recommended gravel
base unit price. The only exception is for concrete

surface for which the Subcommittee recommends retaining

the 1985 price and using the increment procedure.

- Because the MSAS unit price study addresses these items,

the CSAH Subcommittee recommends using the price
recommendations of the MSAS Subcommittee.

- The Subcommittee felt the prices should remain as last

year. They didn t feel the price averages from the Mn/DOT
Bridge Section warranted a change in the CSAH needs study
prices yet. Perhaps by next year a more meaningful trend

will be established.

Railroad Crossing - No change in prices was recommended.

Protection

The other items directed to the Subcommittee for study and the resulting
recommendations are included la the attached letter from Tom Behm, the

Subcommittee chairman.

The meeting was adjourned at 3;15 P.M.

Respectfully submitted

Kenneth M. Hoeschen

Acting Secretary
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LYON COUNTY THOMAS LBEHM
ENGINEER

DEPARTMENT OF HIGHWAYS

Marshall, Minnesota 56258
May22,1986 phone (507) 537.6720

Mr. Ken Hoeschen
Office of State Aid
Room 420 Transportation Bldg.
St. Paul, MN 55155

Re: Special Studies Directed by
the Screening Board

Dear Ken,

The Subcommittee has addressed those items requested by Mr. Weiszhaar
in his letter dated November 27, 1985. Our recommendations are as follows:

I Urban Design Grading Cost Study

A worksheet has been proposed and reviewed by the District State
Aid Engineers. We are recommending the addition of the following
as "after the fact" needs. Storm Sewer Relocation, Sanitary Sewer

Relocation or Removal, Water Main Removal or Relocation. Needs
shall be earned for a period of 25 years after the construction has
been completed and shall consist of only those construction costs
actually incurred by the County.

II Right of way needs on County State Aid Highways may include the
following utilities: communication lines, gas, oil and rural water.
Again all costs to the County for utility relocation shall earn needs
for a period of 25 years after payment has been made by the County
and shall include only those costs paid to the utility owners. Acceptable
justification will be copies of the warrants paid.

Ill Inclusion of Urban Gravel Base in the determination of the Rural
Gravel Base needs price. The inclusion of urban gravel base and the
increase in overall tonnage statewide resulted in an increase in the number

of counties that did not use gravel base prices for surrounding counties
by approx. 10%. It is therefore recommended that urban gravel base
projects be included in this study.

IV Minimum requirements for base and bituminous needs. The attached
tabulation shows the potential impacts of raising the base and t?ituminous
needs eligibility from 100 ADT projected to 100 ADT present counts.
All but 4countieswould have a decrease in total needs. Districts
1, 2, and 4 would have the greatest impact.

It is the recommendation of the Subcommittee that continued study
of grading trends on these segments be studied and the need for these
routes on a grid system be reviewed in each district.
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Special Studies - continued

V The General Subcommittee to the CSAH Screening Board does hereby present
the following recommendation to the Screening Board for their consideration:

Herewith, topics that are to be studied by the General Subcommittee/State
Aid shall be presented to and approved by the Screening Board. Upon approval,
the studies shall be prioritized by the Screening Board Chairman. All requests
to be submitted April 1 - August 1, to the Screening Board Chairman.

If there are any questions or comments, please call.

Sincerely/^ours,

v
\̂\\^v-.<_.,

Thomas L. Behm

TLB,-nb
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Effect of Revising Base and Bit. Needs Eligibility
From Requiring Projected ADT of 100 to Requiring Present ADT of 100

C.S.A.H. Miles With Approx. Needs Decrease

Projected ADT of 100 if Present ADT was Used
and Over, but Present for Eligibility of Base
ADT of Less Than 100 and Bit. Needs

Carlton 24.05 $1,679,772
Cook 43.00 3,003,335
Itasca 62.90 4,393,251
Koochiching 80.04 5,590,394
Lake 33.50 2,339,808
Pine 120.16 8,392,575
St. Louis 120.10 8,388,385
District 1 Totals 483.75 33,787,520

Beltrami 81.24 5,674,208
Clearwater 64.78 4,524,559
Hubbard 34.31 2,396,382
Kittson 68.32 4,771,810
Lake of the Woods 38.30 2,675,064
Marshall 176.70 12,341,612
Norman 122.00 8,521,090
Pennlngton 76.60 5,350,127
Polk 191.06 13,344,586
Red Lake 32.80 2,290,916
Roseau 187.27 13,079,873
District 2 Totals 1,073.38 74,970,227

Altkin 85.60 5,978,732
Benton 5.60 391,132
Cass 76.80 5,364,096
Crow Wing 14.20 991,799
Isanti 14.70 1,026,722
Kanabec 25.89 1,808,287
MilLe Lacs 34.20 2,388,699
Morrison 15.40 1,075,613
Sherburne

Steams 15.77 1,101,456
Todd 13.40 935,923
Wadena 10.10 705,435
Wright 0.98 68,448
District 3 Totals 312.64 21,836,342

Becker 29.21 2,040,172
Big Stone 17.50 1,222,288
Clay 86.80 6,062,546
Douglas 26.34 1,839,717
Grant 7.40 516,853
Mahnomen 42.00 2,933,490
Otter Tail 17.60 1,229,292
Pope 39.00 2,723,955> ' '--' 1

1,571,513
4,991,822
3,112,992

Wilkin 55.10 3,848,460
District 4 Totals 459.49 32,093,100

Stevens 22.50

Swift 71.47
Traverse 44.57

Wilkin 55.10
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C.S.A.H. Miles With

Projected ADT of 100
and Over, but Present

ADT of Less Than 100

Approx. Needs Decrease

If Present ADT was Used

for Eligibility of Base
and Bit. Needs

Anoka

Carver

Hennepin

Scott
District 5

Dodge
Fillmore

Freeborn

Goodhue

Houston

Mower

Olmsted
Rice

S tee Ie

Wabasha

Winona

District

Blue Earth

Brown

Cottonwood

Faribault
Jackson

Le Sueur

Martin

Nicollet
Nobles
Rock

Slbley
Waseca

Wa tonwan

District 7

Totals

6 Totals

Totals

Chippewa
Kandiyohi
Lac Qul Parle
Lincoln

Lyon

Me Lead
Meeker

Murray

Pipes tone

Redwood

Renville
Yellow Medicine
District 8 Totals

Chisago
Dakota

Ramsey

Washington

District 9 Totals

State Totals

4.40

0.79

5.19

33.40
25.40
22.30
9.40

13.00
7.62
3.60

7.30
12.20
31.08
28.80

194.10

32.70
25.05
44.70
32.50
24.69
18.30
60.10
23.66
60.81
22.60
20.80
24.10
25.30

415.31

32.76
22.30
58.50
28.60
15.84
5.00

19.00
21.70
47.27
53.80
18.47
33.80

357.04

13.00
6.10

0.51
19.61

3,320.51

307,318

55,178
362,496

2,332,823
1,774,063
1,557,544

656,543
907,985
532,219
251,442
509,869
852,109

2,170,783
2,011,536

13,556,916

2,283,932
1,749,617
3,122,072
2,269,963
1,724,473
1,278,164
4,197,685
1,652,533
4,247,274
1,578,497
1,452,776
1,683,265
1,767,079

29,007,330

2,288,122
1,557,544
4,085,933
1,997,567
1,106,345

349,225
1,327,055055
1,515,637
3,301,573
3,757,661
1,290,037
2,360,761

24,937,460

907,985
426,055

35,621
1,369,661

$231,921,052
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