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TO ; County Engineers
District State Aid Engineers

SUBJECT : County Engineers' Screening Board Data

Enclosed herewith is a copy of the 1987 Spring
County Engineers' Screening Board Data. This report

has been prepared by the State Aid N' ?ds Unit, Office
of State Aid, Minnesota Department o_ Transportation.

The unit price data included in this booklet has

been reviewed by the County State Aid Highway

General Subcommittee and .will be recommended to the
Screening Board to be used in the 1987 C.S.A.H.

Needs Study.

If you have any comments, questions, or

recommendations regarding this report, please
':'.-, forward them;'.to •y£sH'ir<| Qi^tr-ii.c't'.'^representative

with a copy' tb thd.^ ol¥I"®e'"prior to the meeting

which is scheduled for Jyn^J-^-lB, 1987.
i'^r^&^s"\ ^:^.:^ "'
..^•^' '^w:%,^ :' ., ^."'.^•;.^F"' ^

^ Sincerely, /•• ^^•1:; ; • ',

C&LOJ^L^V. <felcnjJLAj

f
.-,:.^r"':.^';'''

f. .•"^-: ' ^. /: •\. • • '' .^. /. . ,'.. '1; •::

Kenneth H.'Hoeschen

Manager

County; State.,Aid Needs' Unit

Encl-osure : ' Couhty' 'Screening Bodrd Data

An Equal Opponunily Employer



19S7
Sen&UtUt^ Soet^cC

ljtet^ ^^U^M^ »»

^ 1987
MINNESOTA DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION



^
..

It
s'

f 1
3

L
tl

1^

"^
-7

a
"

^

i^
7@

fc
iJ

i
?&

o
!!

^
3
 &

.-
A

.-
^

-
^

-1
 n

 ^
ss

? r
-
L

"
,
 
.
/
-

^
 j

!!
?.

^
3|

Jl
m r^

B
I

^ 
yi

ifK
W

L
-^

—
4

1
'-
b

^
/"

^
il

E
(

li
jl

 1
?H

§
'§

 j
3
 ^

^
"-

!-
N

S
^

-J
'.

P
 ^

. 
S

-

m
p

i,
.i

^
 i

t
i^

: 
?
2
r
^

~
i'
-c

^
7
-i

 ?
?
 ^

'
i3

^
'K

 I
 I

^
~

'Y
I^

L
 F

/W
il

^
/ 

i
?
 t

f
i
-
j
g
 f

^

Q
^r

/ I
I 

I 
-S

s 1
1X

4^
 P

i

^
s
u

^
'

~
~

]

1^
1

fr
&

rT
&

^
 ^

!
?^

j
l^

j
I3

 I
I 

li
t

i-
,X

i^
-;

p
-

^
(\

^
\

1^
/ \

r
"
 •

s
-.

-(
^

- 
/-

—

>K
W

S
^

. 
i^

^
—

i"
 S

 ?
 /

/

L
^

fi
;W

"
5
"
—

"
—

—
1
?
 f

^
5
v
 i

g
>

i 
f 

,.
;

F
i^

ii
sy

?.
 E

r^
rn

 §
^"

ir
yi

?r
n

>
1

 ^
?

I1
 fl

 IX
J

L
p

^
^

q^
jj

§i
—

^
-^



TABLE OF CONTENTS

FOR THE COUNTY SCREENING BOARD DATA

TO BE PRESENTED AT THE JUNE 17-18, 1987 MEETING

I. GENERAL INFORMATION AND UNIT PRICE RECOMMENDATIONS Pages 1-16

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

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

C. 1987 C.S.A.H. Gravel Base Unit Price Data............... 10 & Fig. A

D. Unit Price Inflation Factor Study....................... 11

E. C.S.A.H. Roadway Unit Price Report...................... 12-13

F. C.S.A.H. Miscellaneous Unit Price Report................ 14-16

II. MILEAGE REQUEST Pages 17-32

A. Criteria Necessary for County State Aid Highway

Designation............................................. 18

B. History of C.S.A.H. Additional Mileage Requests......... 19-22

C. Carver County........................................... 23-32 & Fig. B

III. REFERENCE MATERIAL Pages 33-74

A. 1982-1986 Five-Year Average Subbase (Class 3 & 4)

Unit Price Data......................................... 34 & Fig. C

B. FAS Fund Balance Deductions............................. 35

C. County State Aid Maintenance Transfers.................. 36

D. County State Aid Hardship Transfers..................... 37

E. C.S.A.H. Urban Design Complete Grading Cost Study....... 38-41

F. Needs Adjustments of Variances Granted on C.S.A.H. s.... 42

G. Minutes of the October 29-30, 1986 County Engineers
Screening Board Meeting................................. 43-54

H. Minutes of the October 29, 1986 General

Subcommittee Meeting.................................... 55

I. Minutes of the December 11, 1986 General Subcommittee

Meeting................................................. 56-57

J. Minutes of the February 20, 1987 General Subcommittee

Meeting................................................. 58

K. Minutes of the April 10, 1987 General Subcommittee
Meeting................................................. 59-60

L. Minutes of the May 14, 1987 General Subcommittee
Meeting................................................. 61

M. Current Resolutions of the County Screening

Board................................................... 62-74

IV. Subcommittee Reports Pages 75-96

A. Inactive Needs Adjustments.............................. 76-86

B. Traffic Projection Factors.............................. 87-94

C. Procedure for Determination of Rural

and Urban Needs Study Unit Prices....................... 95-96



1987 COUNTY SCREENING BOARD

Dick Hansen

Dave Qleonawski

Duane Lorsung

Lee Amundson (Chairman)

Roger Gustafson

Mike Pineonneault

Bob McPartlin

Don Paulaon

Ken Weltzin

Duane Blenck (Secretary)

St. Louis County

Kittson County

Tadd County

Mahnomen County

Carver County

Goodhue County

County

Yellow Medicine County

Ramsey County

Crow Wing County

District 1

District 2

District 3

District 4

District 5

District 6

District 7

District 8

District 9

19S7 CSAH GENERAL SUBCOMMITTEE

Don Wisniewski (Chairman) - Washington County

Art Tobkin - Clearwater County

Dave Everds - Dakota County

Ron Sandvik

Pete Boomgarden

Don Wisnieweki

CSAH VARIANCE SUBCOMMITTEE

Le Sueur County

Redwood County

Waahington County



1987 COUNTY SCREENING BOARD DATA
JUNE, 1987

Introduction

The primary tasks of the Screening Board at this meeting are to
establish unit prices to be used for the 1987 County State Aid Highway Needs
Study, to review and give approval or denial to the additional mileage request
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 1981 construction projects and added the

1986 construction projects. The abstracts of bids on all State Aid and

Federal Aid projects, let from 1982 through 1986, are the basic source of

information for compiling the data used for computing the recommended 1987
unit prices. As was directed by the 1986 Screening Board, urban design

projects have been included in the five year average unit price study. The
gravel base unit price data obtained from the 1986 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.

Minutes of the Subcommittee meetings held October 29 and

December 11, 1986; February 20, April 10, and May 14, 1987 are included in the
"Reference Material" section of this report. The General Subcommittee will

alteuu the Screening Board meeting to review and explain their

recommendations.

-1-



1987 COUNTY SCREENING BOARD DATA
JUNE, 1987

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

(Base on State Averages from 1977-1986)

The following graphs and tabulations indicate the unit price trends of

each of the various construction items. AB mentioned earlier, all unit

price data was retrieved from the abstracts of bids on State Aid and

Federal Aid Projects. Three trends are shown for each construction item

annual average, five-year average, and needs study average.

Please note that urban design projects were included in the study

beginning with the 1982 projecte.

-2-



1987 COUNTY SCREENING BOARD DATA

JUNE, 1987

TREND__qF_C_.S_._A.H. RURAL DESIGN UNIT PRICES FOR SUBBASE - CLASS 3 & 4

YEAR

1977

1978

1979

1980

1981

1982

1983

1984

1985

1986

QUANTITIES

1,307,398

1,408,202

1,148,672

1,006,473

1,274,775

472,257

802,909

634,976

729,577

801,779

COST

$ 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

2,904,511

ANNUAL
AVERAGE

$ 2.15

2.65

3.39

3.64

3.60

3.44

3.59

4.04

3.84

3.62

5-YEAR

AVERAGE

$ 1.87

2.11

2.33-

2.66

3.04

3.30

3.54

3.66

3.70

3.72

NEEDS STUDY
AVERAGE

$1.74

1.87

2.11

2.56

3.67

3.43

3.27

3.54

4.04

3.84

Annu.a, I fl'ver age Five Y'e-a'i- Av, Needs S+udy av.
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1987 COUNTY SCREENING BOARD DATA

JUNE, 1987

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

YEAR

1977

1978

1979

1980

1981

1982

1983

1984

1985

1986

QUANTITIES

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

2,298,971

COST

$ 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

8,783,496

ANNUAL
AVERAGE

$2.14

2.58

3.25

3.47

3.38

3.27

3.56

4.31

4.07

3.82

5-YEAR

AVERAGE

$ 1.96

2.12

2.34

2.64

2.91

3.15

3.38

3.58

3.72

3.82

NEEDS STUDY
AVERAGE

$1.84

1.96

2.12

2.59

3.54

3.43

3.27

3.56

4.31

4.07

A" nu, .&. I flver ag'e Five Year M v . Needs S-tad;, rt\

^, 53.
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•j, y y •

0- •-.

~3 ,
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I
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1S66 198b

-4-



1987 COUNTY SCREENING BOARD DATA

JUNE, 1987

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

YEAR

1977

1978

1979

1980

1981

1982

1983

1984

1985

1986

QUANTITIES

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

2,556,567

COST

$ 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

43,039,573

ANNUAL
AVERAGE

$ 9.77

11.51

14.45

16.48

19.26

17.39

18.64

20.10

19.91

16.83

5-YEAR

AVERAGE

$ 9.69

10.70

11.43

12.47

14.39

15.85

17.40

18.55

19.13

18.60

NEEDS STUDY
AVERAGE

$ 10.62

10.38

10.70

12.64

16.48

19.27

17.39

18.61

20.10

19.91
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1987 COUNTY SCREENING BOARD DATA

JUNE, 1987

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

YEAR

1977

1978

1979

1980

1981

1982

1983

1984

1985

1986

QUANTITIES

55,764

122,544

64,840

87,488

63,541

165,085

128,625

162,488

223,479

258,737

COST

$ 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

4,976,856

ANNUAL
AVERAGE

$ 11.96

13.52

20.18

16.16

20.63

19.35

21.22

23.06

24.39

19.24

5-YEAR

AVERAGE

$ 11.29

12.41

13.20

14.24

16.13

17.66

19.54

20.42

22.10

21.58

NEEDS STUDY
AVERAGE

$ 13.08

12.11

15.41

14.52

17.58

20.63

19.39

21.44

23.06

24.39

Annual Average Five Year A v. Needs S+u,dy Av.

(I S3

29. @'3-<

"' 15 , 00
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T
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1987 COUNTY SCREENING BOARD DATA

JUNE, 1987

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

YEAR

1977

1978

1979

1980

1981

1982

1983

1984

1985

1986

QUANTITIES

301,424

388,427

261,637

291,915

177,479

167,785

176,024

283,698

194,555

257,323

COST

$ 714,046

1,032,379

806,744

1,072,984

565,415

503,312

669,773

1,027,910

769,340

951,855

ANNUAL
AVERAGE

$ 2.37

2.66

3.08

3.68

3.19

3.00

3.81

3.62

3.95

3.70

5-YEAR

AVERAGE

$ 1.92

2.17

2.39

2.77

2.95

3.09

3.37

3.50

3.54

3.64

NEEDS STUDY
AVERAGE

$ 1.76

1.92

2.17

2.64

3.67

3.19

3.00

3.76

3.62

3.95

<u
u

{:
~s

[^3 f=)nTTj,c. t A-ei-c.ge Five Year MV. I1"'"] Need. 5 S-tud',' M'V.

i-l Cl
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8. 00
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1987 COUNTY SCREENING BOARD DATA

JUNE, 1987

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

YEAR

1977

1978

1979

1980

1981

1982

1983

1984

1985

1986

QUANTITIES

617,397

748,028

641,380

528,325

606,762

757,995

830,487

806,440

988,140

1,097,504

COST

$ 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

4,415,374

ANNUAL
AVERAGE

$ 2.33

3.02

3.52

3.71

3.77

4.09

4.17

4.39

4.46

4.02

5-YEAR

AVERAGE

$ 2.29

2.50

2.73

2.98

3.25

3.61

3.88

4.06

4.21

4.23

NEEDS STUDY
AVERAGE

$ 2.18

2.29

2.50

5.00

3.73

3.78

4.08

4.12

4.39

4.46

(ijl3 AnnuaI Average F i v e V e a, r A v . '] Needs S+udy R\

5,^O-i

4 . 6 0 -j

"r 3 . 00
0

',-

CL

2.0Q-]

1.B0-|

a, 00

NOTE; 1982-193b Includes Urbdn Design P\-ojec\'-j

n

^

T T
1877 1978 1979 19 88 1981 1962 1983 1984 1985 198b

Trend of CSAH Rural Des i sr-n U'n i t Prices
Gravel Shou.lders 2221
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1987 COUNTY SCREENING BOARD DATA
JUNE, 1987

1987 C.S.A.H. Gravel Base Unit Price Data

The map (figure A) indicates each county's 1986 CSAH needs study gravel base
unit price, the gravel base data in the 1982-1986 five-year average unit price
study for each county, and an inflated gravel base unit price which is the
Subcommittee's recommendation for 1987. As directed by the 1986 Screening

Board, all urban design projects were also included in the five year average
unit price study for all counties.

The following procedure, initially adopted at the 1981 Spring Screening Board
meeting, was implemented by the Subcommittee at their May 14, 1987 meeting to
determine the 1987 gravel base unit prices:

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

five-year average unit price, inflated by the factors
shown in the inflation factor report, is used.

If a county has less than 50,000 tons of gravel base
material in its 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 its five-year av-

erage unit price study, then enough gravel base mate-

rial from the surrounding counties which do have

50,000 tons in their five-year averages is added to
the combined gravel base and subbase material to equal.

50,000 tons, and a weighted average unit price inflac-

ed 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 mate-

rial 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. Don Wisniewski, Art Tobkin, and Dave Everds from the Subcommittee will
attend the Screening Board meeting to discuss their recommendations.

-10-





1987 COUNTY SCREENING BOARD DATA
JUNE, 1987

Unit Price Inflation Factor Study

Because of the drastic fluctuations in uniC 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 Che 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

1982

1983

1984

1985

1986

Year

1982

1983

1984

1985

1986

Quantity

2,467,051

1,938,168

1,862,681

2,574,482

Cost

$ 8,

$ 7,

$ 8,

$10,

167,357

113,486

042,583

479,018

Annual

Average

$3.31

$3.67

$4.32

$4.07

Inflation
Factor

$3.82
$3731 = 1

$3.82
$3767 = 1

$3.82
$4732" =

$3.82 =

.15

.04

.88

.94

2,298,971 $ 8,783,496

Subbase - #2211 Class 3-4

$3.82

$4.07

Quantity

474,716

838,004

645,084

729,577

801,779

Cost

$ 1,633,375

$ 3,015,160

$ 2,605,291

$ 2,804,858

$ 2,904,511

Annual

Average

$3.44

$3.60

$4.04

$3.84

$3.62

Inflation
Factor

$3.62
$3744 = 1.05

$3.62
$3.60 =1.01

$3.62
$4.04 = 0.90

$3.62 = 0.94
$3784

In order to reflect current prices in the 1982-1986 five-year average unit

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

by the appropriate inflation factor.

-11-



1987 COUNTY SCREENING BOARD DATA
JUNE, 1987

C.S.A.H. Roadway Unit Price Report

The following tabulation of roadway construction prices shows the

average unit prices in the 1986 C.S.A.H. needs study, the 1982-19B6

C.S.A.H. five-year average unit prices, the 1986 average and the

Subcommittee's recommended unit prices for use in the 1987 needs study.

The Subcommittee'B recommended prices were determined at their meetings

on April 10 and May 14, 1987. Minutes documenting these proceedings are

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

-12-



Construction Item

1987 COUNTY SCREENING BOARD DATA

JUNE, 1987

C.S.A.H. Roadway Unit Price Report

1986
CSAH
Needs

Study
Average

1982-1986
CSAH

5-Year

Average

1986
CSAH

Average

1987
CSAH

Unit Price

Recommended

by CSAH
Subcommittee

Rural & Urban Design

Grav. Cl 5 & 6/Ton $4.07<R)
5.25(U)

3.82(0 3.82(0

Rural Design

Subbase Cl 3 & 4/Ton
Bit.Base & Surf. 2331/Ton
Bit.Surf. 2341/Ton

Con.Surf. 2301/Sq.Yd.
Gravel Surf. 2118/Ton
Gravel Shldr. 2221/Ton

$3.84
19.91
24.39
15.34

3.95

4. 46

$3.60
18.46
20.47

3.63

4.22

$3.54
16.71
17.95

11.77(Mn/DOT)
3.68

4.02

G. B.

0. B.

G. B.

G. B.

G. B.

$ 0.28
1- 12.89

+ 14.13
11.77

0. 14
+ 0. 20

Urban Design

Grading/Cu.Yd.
Subbaee Cl 3 & 4/Ton
Bit.Base & Surf. 2331/Ton

Bit.Surf. 2341/Ton

Con.Surf. 2301/Sq.Yd.

$3.00
5.00

22. 00

25.00

19.60

4
20
26

.97

.84

.46

4.

18.

25.

47
48
41

14.84(Mn/DOT)

G.

G.

G.

B.

B.

B.

$3.
•t-

+

+

14.

25
0.

14.

21.

84

65
66
59

<R) Rural
(U) Urban
(C) Combined

»The Recommended Rural Design Gravel Base Unit
Price for each individual county ia shown on

the state map foldout (Fig. A).

G.B. - The gravel base price as shown on the
state map.

-13-



1987 COUNTY SCREENING BOARD DATA
JUNE, 1987

C.S.A.H. Miscellaneous Unit Price Report

The following report lists the miscellaneous unit prices used in the

1986 C. S. A. H. needs study, those recommended by the M. S. A. S. Sub-

committee or Mn/DOT and the unit prices recommended by the C. S. A. H.

Subcommittee.

Documentation of the Subcommittee's recommendationa can be found in the

minutes of their meetings on April 10 and May 14, 1987 which are

reprinted in the "Reference Material" section of this booklet.

-14-



1987 COUNTY SCREENING BOARD DATA

JUNE, 1987

C.S.A.H. Miscellaneoua Unit Price Report

Conetruction Item

Other Urban Design

1986
CSAH
Needs

Study
Average

Prices
Recommended

For 1987
By MSAS

Subcommittee
or Mn/Dot

1987
CSAH

Unit Price

Recommended

by CSAH
Subcommittee

Storm Sewer - Complete/Mi.

Storm Sewer - Partial/Mi.
Curb & Gutter Const./Lin.Ft.

Tree Removal/Tree

Sidewalk Removal/Sq.Yd.
Curb & Gutter Removal/Lin.Ft.
Cone.Pave.Removal/Sq.Yd.

$196,000
62,000

6.00
90. 00

4.00
1. 50
3.75

M.S.A.S

M.S.A.S

M.S.A.S

M.S.A.S

M.S.A.S

$196,000
62,000

.- 6.00

.-100.00

.- 4.00

.- 1.75

.- 4.00

$196,000
62,000

6.00
100.00

4.00
1.75
4.00

Bridges

0-149 Ft.Long/Sq.Ft.
150-499 Ft.Long/Sq.Ft.

500 Ft. & Longer/Sq.Ft.
Widening/Sq.Ft.

RR over Hwy - 1 Track/Lin.ft.

Each Add.Track/Lin.ft.

$45.00
51. 00

56.00
75.00

2,250
1,750

$37.00
40. OQ

54.00
116.00
2,250
1,750

$37.00

4Q. QQ

54.00
100.00

2,250
1,750

Railroad Protection

Signs
Signals
Signals & Gates

$300
65,000
95,000

$300
65,000
95,000

$300
65,000
95,000

-15-
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1987 COUNTY SCREENING BOARD DATA
JUNE, 1987

Criteria 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, 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.



County

1987 COUNTY SCREENING BOARD DATA
JUNE, 1987

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

Approved by the County Engineer's Screening Board

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*

1965-
1970

0.71
10.07

0.69

3.63

0.94
7.90
1.00

0.82

1.80

1971-
1976

0.16

0.16

0.13

0.48

0.10
1.00

1.30

1977-

1982

0.60

0.25

1983 1984 1985 1986 1987 1988

Tot. Miles

Requested

& Approved
To Date

01 Aitkin
02 Anoka
03 Backer

04 Beltrami
05 Benton

06 Big Stone

07 Blue Earth
08 Brown

09 Carlton

10 Carver

11 Cass
12 Chippewa

13 Chisago
14 Clay
15 Clearwater

16 Cook
17 Cottonwood

18 Crow Wing

19 Dakota
20 Dodge
21 Douglas

22 Faribault
23 Fillmore
24 Freeborn

1.65* 2.47 2.26

0.11
7

1
0

.40*

.12

.05

3

0

0

.25

.37

.90

1

0

.20

.65

0
1

.09

.10

6.70
2.04

10.07

7.69
3.18
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

6.38

0.11
10.65

1.66
2.22

1.60

ID
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County

1958-
1964

1987 COUNTY SCREENING BOARD DATA
JUNE, 1987

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

Approved by the County Engineer's Screening Board

1965-
1970

1971-
1976

1977-
1982 1983 1984 1985 1986 1987 1988

Tot. Miles

Requested

& Approved
To Date

25
26
27

28
29
30

31
32
33

34
35
36

37
38
39

40
41
42

43
44
45

46
47
48

Goodhue
Grant

Hennepin

Houston

Hubbard
Isanti

Itasca

Jackson

Kanabec

Kandiyohi
Kittson

Koochiching

Lac Qui Parle
Lake
Lake of Woods

Le Sueur

Lincoln

Lyon

McLeod
Mahnomen

Marshall

Martin

Meeker

Mille Lacs

5
4

0
1

6
9

I
3
0

2
5
2

0
I

15

0

.30

.50

.60

.06

.60*

.27*

.70

.24*

.56

.70

.65*

.00

.09

.00

.00*

.80

0.12

1.25
0.74

0.10

0.44

0.23
1.58
0.33

0.90

0.42

1.52

0

0

0
0

0

0

0

1

0
0

.08

.24

.12

.26

.56

.83

.50

.00

.50

.74

0.85

0.06

0.12

0.02

0.08
5.42

5.59

0.12
2.17
1.80

0.10

0.44
6.60
9.39

1.93
5.38
0.89

3.55
6.55
2.00

0.59
1.42

16.00

1.52

1.30
0.74



County

1958-
1964

1937 COUNTY SCREENING BOARD DATA
JUNE, 1987

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

Approved by the County Engineer's Screening Board

1965-
1970

1971-
1976

1977-
1982 1983 1984 1985 1986 1987 1988

Tot. Miles

Requested

& Approved
To Date

49 Morrison

50 Mover
51 Murray

52 Nicollet
53 Nobles
54 Norman

55 Olmsted
56 Otter Tail
57 Pennington

58 Pine
59 Pipestone
60 Polk

61 Pope
62 Ramsey
63 Red Lake

64 Redwood
65 Renville
66 Rice

67 Rock
68 Roseau

69 St. Louis

70 Scott
71 Sherburne
72 Sibley

9.28*

3.52
3.83

13.71

1.10

0.23

1.31

10.77*

0.84

9.25

4.00

1.63
9.45*

2.30

1.70

0.50
5.20
7.71*

8.65*

1.50

4.55

0.50

2.00
0.67

1.11

1.60
11.43

3.44
5.42

1.55

1.20
0.61
0.50

5.15

0.09

0.36

0.67

0.13

0.54

0.60

0.21 0.92

13.20
4.62

0.60
13.94
1.31

15.32
0.36

0.84

9.25

0.50

6.22

4.83
11.86
0.50

3.54

1.70

1.04
6.80

19.14

17.36
5.42
1.50

I
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County

1987 COUNTY SCREENING BOARD DATA
JUNE, 1987

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

Approved by the County Engineer's Screening Board

1958-
1964

0.08

1.90*

0.20

0.43*

4.10

2.33*

1965-
1970

0.70
1.55
1.00

0.78

0.43

1971-
1976

0.56

0.30

0.14

0.40
0.04

1977-
1982

3.90

0.24

0.33
0.68

1983 1984 1985 1986 1987 1988

Tot. Miles

Requested
& Approved

To Date

73 Steams
74 Steele
75 Stevens

76 Swift
77 Todd
78 Traverse

79 Wabasha
80 Wadena
81 Waseca

82 Washington
83 Watonwan

84 Wilkin

85 Winona
86 Wright
87 Yellow Medicine
TOTALS

7.40*

0.45 1.38

1.39

1.60

1.33

0.05

0.19

4.68
1.55
1.00

1.02
1.90
2.36

0.73

4.72

4.39
0.91

7.40
1.83

1.39
246.60 92.43 25.65 11.39 0.81 2.93 3.55 0.12 383.48

*Some Trunk Highway Turnback Mileage



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

DATE 3 /-3o

TO : Manager, State Aid Needs Unit

FROM : ^ /" /„ ] y,, ^ , /&„ /.,..
9^7

District State Aid Engineer

SUBJECT: Request for Approval of a System Revision
(teB±ripaUEy>- (County) of (P „ ^ ,^ ,

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,

^_.
^3r is functionally classified as collector or arterial.

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

adjacent counties,

^6r 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.

1^1 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

1 It-^Tnl IT 1-. ff-f^ i7<->1,,r

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: —^^7^-^

_Qf O^i. I <^./-. i^'i^'^^'Q'-'.^
^ ^?^ zA^/^~>-< r2^z-_ ^_^^1-t^' ,1 A /̂^Y-«-l j!"^<

^•^J^-> ^-^i .4. 3 , r 'C ,

y~ zz

RECOMMEND APPROVAL OR DENIAL:

APPROVED OR DENIED:

,^^\^^^c\C" <L- CAJ_- -^ ^^i< -<-'^rtY/-^-
District "State Aid Engineer

Manager, State Aid Needs Unit

State Aid Engineer

_2
Date

Date

M-y
j2_ A./

z.

Date
-23-



PUBLIC WORKS DEPARTMENT
(612) 448-3435

April 28. 1987

CARVER COUNTY COURTHOU8E
600 EAST FOURTH STREET
CHA8KA, MINNESOTA 66318

COUNTY OF CADWD
Mr. C. E. Weichselbaum

District 5 Stafce Aid Engineer
2055 North Lilac Drive
Golden Valley, MN 55422

Re; CSAH System Revision Request

Dear Mr. Weichselbaum;

Thank you for your preliminary review of transferring CSAH designation
from CSAH 16 to that portion of CR 117 between CSAH 18 and TH 5. Your
conclusion of there being 0.89 mile of CSAH 16 available for this
transfer is accepted.

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

CSAH 16 Revocation
Revoke County State Aid Highway 16 located between CSAH 17 and

TH 5 within the City of Chanhassen. The total length of this

revocation being 0.89 mile.

C SAH 19 Des i gnat i on
Designate County Road 117 located between CSAH 18 and TH 5 within
the City of Chanhassen to be County State Aid Highway 19. The
total length of this designation being 0.97 mile.

This request was officially authorized by

ously carried by the Carver County Board of
1987.

a motion made and unanlm-
Commissioners on April 28,

-24-

In 1984, the AADT on County Road 117 was 940 vehicles. In 1986. the
City of Chanhassen retained a consultant traffic engineer to develop a
"Year 2005 Transportabion Plan" for a portion of Chanhassen including

CR 117. The engineer's year 2005 average daily traffic for CR 117 was

3,000 to 4,000 vehicles. This projection supports the Carver County
Year 2000 Thoroughfare Plan which includes the development of a north—

south minor arterial corridor in the area of CR 117. This corridor is

projected to be part of a major cross county transportation facility.

Three Chaska industrial parks are located adjacent to and south-
westerly of the CR 117 and CSAH 18 intersection. Sixty-five companies

employing roughly 3,500 people are located within these parks which

total approximately 470 acres. Fluroware Inc., FSI, Minnetonka Inc.,

and Lake Region Manufacturing Inc. are four of the companies within
the Chaska Industrial Park marketing fcheir products throughout the
state, the nation, and the world. Forty acres of land are presently
being considered for annexation to the industrial park area. Twelve
new industries have been added to the parks during the past three
years.

Allirmatiuc Action Equal Oppnrlunilv Emplnvcr



Letter to Chuck Weichselbaum

April 28, 1987
Page 2

The Hazeltine National Golf Club is located immediafcely to the south

of the Chaska Industrial Park and Hazeltine Lake. The 1991 U. S. Open

Golf Tournament will be played on this course. Development of the
residential property adjacent to the course continues at a brisk pace.
CR 117 serves as one of the north—south links from TH 5 to this
developing- area.

CR 117 was most recently graded in 1951. Initial bituminous surfacing-

occurred in 1960 with the most recent overlay being placed in 1985.
The shoulder to shoulder dimension of the road is approximately 28

feet with a mat width of 24 feet. Inslopes are generally steeper than

4;1. Vertical and horizontal alignments of the roadway do not meet
state aid minimum standards. Reconstruction of CR 117 is not in the

1985 through 1989 Highway Capital Improvement Program.

The City of Chanhassen has requested Carver County to pursue conver-

sion of CSAH 16 to local jurisdiction. This request is supported by
Chanhassen's "Year 2005 Transportation Plan". The consultant recom-

mends CSAH 16 become a city roadway for the following reasons:

CSAH 16 is an extremely short segment of county jurisdic-

tion.

This segment lacks significant continuity with other county
roadways.

The essential function of this roadway is to provide access
to area businesses.

The city will have greater flexibilifcy over the design,

modifications, and usage (parking, access, lane

configuration) if the roadway is under local Jurisdiction.

CSAH 16 is presently a combination of urban and rural roadway sec-
tions. The most recent expenditure of county state aid construction

funds on CSAH 16 was for the grading and paving of the roadway in
1968. Currently CSAH 16 is drawing "needs" for only "additional

surfacing". The 1984 AADT on the segments of CSAH 16 ranges from

3,900 to 6,600 vehicles.

The City of Chanhassen has embarked on an ambitious downtown
redevelopment program. This program includes significant changes

within the present CSAH 16 corridor. These changes include turn

lanes, center islands, walkways, lighting and landscaping. In addi-

fcion, major realignments of- roadways in the area of CSAH 16, TH 101

and TH 5 are proposed. These realignments will compliment the na-

fcionally renowned "Chanhassen Dinner Theater" along with the other
businesses and attractions within the downtown area. Construction on

significant portions of the proposed roadway realignments is scheduled
for 1987.

-25-



Letter to Chuck Ueichselbaum
April 28. 1987
Page 3

To accomplish the requested change in the Carver County State Aid

Highway System, an additional 0.08 mile of state aid highway is
needed. The approval of this additional mileage will result in 0.97

mile of county state aid highway being available for use on CR 117.
This mileage will permit state aid designation of CR 117 along its
present alignment from CSAH 18 to TH 5. The definition of the CR 117

centerline proposed to be designated as county state aid highway has
been reviewed and accepted by the office of state aid.

An extensive examination of the existing CSAH system has been made by
Carver County in conjunction with this request. No CSAH segment in
the more rural area of Carver County was identified as a possible can—

didate for revocation because of the resulting loss in system con—

tinuity and service spacing. As part of examining fche eastern por-
tion of the county, discussions with city staff from Victoria, Chari-

hassen, and Chaska regarding community development, comprehensive

plans, transportation needs, and the county state aid highway system
were held. These meetings resulted in a better understanding of the
planned transportation systems in each community. These systems in-

elude a number of "minor arterial" corridors not on the state highway,

the county state aid highway, or the municipal state aid street sys-
tems. The general opinion at these meetings was that "minor arterial"

roadways most appropriately belong- under the jurisdiction of the state
or the county. The general conclusion was that there are insufficient
miles of county state aid highway available for transfer to the "minor
arfcerials" identified in the "Carver County 2000 Thoroughfare Plan"

and in more recent community transportation studies. Therefore, the
request for 0.08 mile of additional county state aid highway system to

permit the designation change seemed reasonable and with basis. Also,
the conceptual state aid highway realignments developed to best

reflect current thoughts on transportation corridors in eastern Carver

County resulted in greafcer CSAH system needs than the 0.08 mile being
requested.

Please review this request and forward it to the Mn/DOT Office of
State Aid as an update of my initial letter on this subject dated

March 17, 1987. It is understood this mileag-e request will be on the
agenda of the County Engineers' Spring- Screening- Board meeting.

Please contact me at your convenience if you have any questions

regarding this proposed change in the Carver CSAH system.

Sin

County Engineer

RMG/cjr

-26-
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Chaska

April 28, 1987

Mr. Roger Gustafson
County Engineer
Carver County Courthouse
600 East Fourth Street
Chaska, MN 55318

Dear Roger:

The purpose of my letter is to express the City of Chaska's strong support
for inclusion of County Road 117 on Carver County's State Aid System.

County Road 117 serves as a main access into Chaska's three industrial
park areas. Presently, Jonathan Industrial Park and Crosby Industrial
Park are substantially filled serving 65 companies presently have in
excess of 3,500 employees.

In the summer of 1987 we are anticipating completion of public improve-
ments within the new 120 acre Arbor Industrial Park. Two industrial
projects are now under construction and we anticipate that the park will
be filled within a three year period.

In addition to serving as a prime access to the Chaska's industrial area,
County Road 117 also serves as a secondary access to the northern residen-
tial portion of the community. Based on these factors the City of Chaska
wholeheartedly supports the County's efforts to include County Road 117 on
the County State Aid System. If we can provide you any additional infor-
mati'on or comments regarding the proposal, please feel free to contact me
at your convenience.

Sincerely,

Dave Pokorney
City Administrator

DP:jai

-30- urty of ^r135Ka Minnesota 205 East Fourth Street 55318-2094 Phone 612/448-2851



CITY OF
CHANBASSEN

690 COULTER DRIVE • P.O. BOX 147 • CHANHASSEN, MINNESOTA 55317
(612) 937-1900

April 11, 1987

Carver County Board of Commissioners
600 4th Street
Chaska, MN 55318

Dear County Commissioners;

The City of Chanhassen initiated the request to have the County
consider removing the current 78th Street County Stafce Aid
designation and to move such to County Road 117. By this letter,
we wish to reconfirm our earlier position. Specifically, we
believe it to be in the interest of both the city and county to
remove the current 78th Street designation and replace such with
County 117 for the following reasons;

~ Transportation - County 117 acts a primary feeder from the
south Lake Minnetonka cities to Jonathon/Chaska. For Highways
41 and 5 to continue functioning as state highways, good
county roads are necessary. The importance of County 117 will
continue to increase. By contrast, West 78th Street, in down-

town Chanhassen^ serves primarily the interest of Chanhassen
and does not function in its intended capacity;

- Local Planning - West 78th Street has varying right-of-way
throughout its length. As Chanhassen continues to grow and,
in light of our downtown redevelopment project, the city's
ability to control development along 78th Street is highly
critical. With the current state aid designation, both the
county and city's interest would be served by deleting this
segment of roadway as state aid. These conflicts would not
exist on County 117 where the county's function to insure
controlled access could more reasonably be achieved.

We are hopeful that the County Board similarly agrees with
Chanhassen that the change in county state aid designation from West
78th Street to County 117 will best serve our city and the county's
interest in circulation, planning, and economics.

Thank you for your consideration.

-1'

Don Ashworth

City Manager
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1987 COUNTY SCREENING BOARD DATA
JUNE, 1987

1982-1986 Five-Year Average Subbase (Clase 3 & 4) Unit Price Data

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

information that is in the 1982-1986 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 aubbase information.
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1987 COUNTY SCREENING BOARD DATA
JUNE, 1987

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 aformentioned amount shall
be deducted from the 25-year County State Aid Hi-ghway

construction needs in their regular account. This
deduction will be based on the FAS fund balance as of
June 30th of each year.

The following data is presented for the Screening Board's information

to forewarn the countiea involved of a possible "neede deduction".
Pleaae note that these figures are current only through April 29p1987

do not represent the final data to be used for the 1988

Apportionment.

County

PAS Fund
Balance as of

April 29,1987
Maximum

BBlance

Ten-tative

Deduction
From the 1987

25-Year C.S.A.H.

Construction Needs

Anoka

Becker

Crow Wing

Dakota

Houaton

Kanabec

McLeod

Rameey

Roseau

St. Louis

Scott

$846,764

759,, 212

890,419

753,669

605,987

422,364

575,721

417,432

606,780

2,908,922

624,404

$504,513

584,273

853,284

574,155

442,251

350,000

481,641

350,000

602,684

2,787,174

433,679

$342,251

174,939

37,135

179,514

163,736

72,364

94,080

67,432

4,096

121,748

190,725

-35-



1987 COUNTY SCREENING BOARD DATA
JUNE, 1987

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

Isanti
Kanabec

Mille Lacs
Sherburne
Todd
Wright

Dist. 3 Totals

Big Stone

Douglas

Pope
Stevens

Swift
Traverse

Dist. 4 Totals

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

17

29-Year

Total
1958-1986

$ 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

Diet. 5 Totals

Dodge
Fillmore
Goodhue
Houston

Mower

Rice

Steele
Wabasha

Dist. 6 Totals

Cottonwood
Jackson

Le Sueur
Rock

Sibley
Waseca

Watonwan

Dist. 7 Totals

Lac Qui Parle

Lyon
Meeker

Murray
Renville

Dist. 8 Totals

STATE TOTALS

# of Transfers

1
5
3

9

2
2
1
2
I
4
4
2

18

1
2
3
2
3
2
3

16

3
1
4
3
1

12

124

29-Year

Total
1958-1986

$

$

$

$

$

$5,

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

,387,110

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

$120,000.
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County State Aid Hardship Transfers

County Transfers

Cook
Koochiching

Lake
Pine

Dist. 1 Totals

Beltrami
Clearwater

Hubbard

Lake of Woods

Norman

Pennington
Red Lake

Roseau

Dist. 2 Totals

Aitkin
Benton

Cass

Crow Wing
Kanabec

Wright

Dist. 3 Totals

17
4
1

11

33

1
1
5

18
1
1
1
6

34

18
5
6
1
5
2

37

29-Year

Total
1958-1986

$ 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

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
1

18

1

1

1

1

1
1

2

1
1

2

128

29-Year

Total
1958-1986

$

$

$

$

$

$

$5,

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

,523,725

The last year of a Hardship Transfer was in 1982 for Aitkin County for
$250,000.
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C^S^A^H.._yRBAN_DESIGN_COMPLETE_GRADING_CQST_STUDY

The 1986 County Screening Board directed that each county engineer

estimate his complete grading costs on proposed urban design

C.S.A.H.'B. The District State Aid Engineers along with the Office

of State Aid developed a procedure and forms to use and

transmitted the information to the individual counties.

After the county engineers submitted their estimates and they were

reviewed by the District State Aid Engineer, the costs were

summarized by county and district. The DiBtrict State Aid

Engineers reviewed the summaries in January at the County

Engineers Inatitute. After considerable discussion the group

agreed to take the costs back to some of the counties for a

more realistic reporting. The District State Aid Engineers met

again in April and the concensua was to recommend the complete

urban design grading costs as summarized on the following three

pages. They also are recommending that an annual adjustment

mechanism be adopted similar to the rural design grading cost

comparison.
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CSAH Urban Design Complete GradinR Cost Study
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CSAH URBAN DESIGN COMPLETE GRADING COST STUDY

COUNTY

CARLTON
COOK
ITASCA
KOOCHICHIN6
LAKE
PINE
ST. LOUIS

DISTRICT 1 TOTALS

BELTRAMI
CLEARWATER
HUBBARD
KITTSON
LAKE OF THE WOODS
MARSHALL
NORMAN
PENNINGTON
POLK
RED LAKE
ROSEAU

DISTRICT 2 TOTALS

AITKIN
BENTON
CASS
CROW WING
ISANTI
KANABEC
MILLE LACS
MORRISOH
SHERBURNE
STEARNS
TQDD
WADENA
WRIGHT

DISTRICT 3 TOTALS

BECKER
BIG STONE
CLAY
DOUGLAS
GRANT
MAHNOMEN
OTTER TAIL
POPE
STEVENS
SWIFT
TRAVERSE
WILKIN

DISTRICT 4 TOTALS

CSAH MILES
WITH URBAN

DESIGN COMPLETE
GRADING NEEDS

4.26
2.78
3.03
5.95
0.55
4.90

23.60
45.07

8.04
2.84
2.25
2.65
0.42
0.21
2.01
1.03
8.27
1.97
2.94

32.63

3.41
1.84
7.76
8.23
1.00
1.15

11.62
7.79
2.97

16.81
5.74
2.77

14.99
86.08

2.72
0.72
6.03
9.61
2.54
1.28

28.11
6.15
3.40
4.18
2.02
1.57

68.33

PRESENT
COMPLETE

URBAN DESIGN
GRADING NEEDS

$ 282,959
237,829
212,i08
429;012
53,984

365;262
1,839,929
3,421,083

526,950
197,316
124,737
195;636
34,077
12,006

138,791
89,271

618,655
149,219
227,196

2,313,854

292,166
132,114
502,056
493,878
58,575
79,284

703;947
440,979
161,337

1,187,193
379,824
180,387

1,107,698
5,719,438

145,293
62,121

512,553
662,320
184,418
72,638

1,634,048
367,992
343;776
295,847
141,780
138,936

$ 4,561,722

COMPLETE
URBAN DESIGN

GRADING NEEDS
( USING NEW

ESTIMATES )

$ 582,164
260,203
443,098

1,005,516
83,439

762;925
6,378,726
9;516;071

1, 256,371
312;576
266;546
488,530
78,019
25,680

275;558
200;305

1,205,014
327,901
331,818

4,768,320

431,453
291,559

1,286,451
1,114;073

335,269
117,055

1,581,134
818,247
267,123

2,455,040
783;557
391,259

3,475,639
13,347,859

228,843
140,450

1,327,002
1,791,450

327,098
286;552

5,963,545
847,518
519,932
888,092
321,578
339,747

$ 12,981,807

TOTAL
NEEDS

CHANGE

+ $ 299,205
* 22,374

* 236,996
» 576,504
+ 29,455

+ 397,663
* 4,538,797
» 6,094,988

+ 729,421
+ 115,262
+ 141,809
^ 292,894
+ 43,942
+ 13,674

* 136,767
<• 111,034
^ 586,359
* 178,682
* 104,622

* 2,454,466

^ 139,287
* 159,445
+ 784,395
* 620,195
* 276,694
+ 37,771

+ 877:187
+ 377,268
» 105,786

+ 1,267,847
+'403,733
* 210,872

* 2,367,941
+ 7,628,421

^ 83,550
* 78,329

* 814,449
^ 1,129:130

*' 142,680
^ 213,914

* 4,329; 497
+'479,526
* 176,156
+ 592,245
^ 179,798
» 200,811

* $ 8,420,085
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CSAH URBAN DESIGN COMPLETE GRADING COST STUDY

CSAH MILES
WITH URBAN

COUNTY DESIGN COMPLETE

ANOKA
CARVER
HENNEPIN
SCOTT

DISTRICT 5 TOTALS

DODGE
FILLMORE
FREEBORN
GOQDHUE
HOUSTON
MOWER
OLMSTED
RICE
STEELE
WABASHA
WINONA

DISTRICT 6 TOTALS

BLUE EARTH
BRONN
COTTONWOOD
FARIBAULT
JACKSON
LE SUEUR
MARTIN
NICOLLET
NOBLES
ROCK
SIBLEY
WASECA
WATOSwAN

DISTRICT 7 TOTALS

CHIPPEWA
KANDIYOHI
LAC OUI PARLE
LINCOLN
LYON
HC LEOD
MEEKER
MURRAY
PIPESTONE
REDWOOD
RENVILLE
YELLOW HEDICINE

DISTRICT 8 TOTALS

CHISAGO
DAKOTA
RANSEY
WASHINGTON

DISTRICT 9 TOTALS

STATE TOTALS

GRADING NEEDS

12.13
8.58

223.55
10.68

254.94

2.35
5.39
4.54
7.82
2.43
4.92
1.44

10.37
10.02
8.43
2.74

60.45

14.38
5.81
4.38
8.69
6.88
9.13
3.44
2.13
7.62
6.35
1.32
7.71
3.94

81.78

3.62
13.04
2.90
3.98

10.00
5.19
3.51
1.39
7.20
4.89
4.44
4.08

64.24

9.99
50.05

167.87
31.90

259.81

953.33

PRESENT
COMPLETE

URBAN DESIGN
GRADING NEEDS

$ 787,401
575,932

18,078,802
912;197

20,354,332

196,836
486;852
323,988
662,191
202,059
356,243
95,153

757, 308
780;296
553,890
220,244

4,635,060

1,133,206
375,421
320,215
860,060
529,110
861,331
282,122
199,553
632,472
482,163

86, 585
633,902
374,503

6,770,643

255,735
977,937
246;574
299,610
751;964
356,834
257,316
92,202

652,945
379,318
391,361
268,324

A,930,120

666,066
4,058,038

13,694;512
2,020,180

20,438;796

$ 73,145,048

COMPLETE
URBAN DESIGN

GRADING NEEDS
< USING NEW

ESTIMATES )

$ 2,789,750
1,165,876

90,059;773
2,186,108

96,201,507

559,865
460,801
704,048

1,515,570
346,035

.1,005,567
326,515

3,185,733
1,815,834
2;327,047

784,344
13,031,359

2, 440,758
530,904
633,705

1,774,949
1,151,410
1,447,946

593,839
380,127

1,472,219
712,558
193,764

1,569,133
796,605

13,697;917

904,956
2,743;398

722, 565
534;716

2,381,630
657,879
647,641
124,420

1,281,471
846,762
861,118
765,682

12,472,238

1,696,408
11,577;963
66,356;760
6,799,215

86,430,346

$ 262,447,424

TOTAL
NEEDS

CHANGE

^ $ 2,002,349
+ 589,944

^ 71,980,971
+ 1,273; 911

* 75;847;175

* 363,029
- 26,051

* 380,060
* 853,379
+ 143,976
* 649,324
^ 231,362

* 2,428,425
* 1,035,538
+ 1,773,157

* 564,100
^ 8,396,299

+ 1,307,552
*'155,483
* 313,490
* 914,889
+ 622,300
» 586,615
* 311,717
» 180,574
* 839,747
<• 230,395
* 107;179
^ 935,231
^ 422,102

+ 6,927,274

» 649,221
* 1,765,461

+'475,991
* 235,106

^ 1,629,666
+ 301,045
* 390,325
* 32,218

* 628,526
* 467:444
* 469,757
* 497,358

+ 7,542,118

+ 1,030,342
* 7,519,925

* 52,662,248
* 4,779,035

» 65,991,550

+ $ 189,302,376
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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, 1987 and for which no

adjustments have been previously made. These adjustments were

computed using guidelines established by the Variance Subcommittee.

Recommended
1987 Needs

County Project Adjustments

Chisago 13-609-15 $111,579

Otter Tail 56-635-10 $295,236

Washington 82-621-15 $614,200

If the counties involved have any questions regarding these

adjuBtmente, 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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Minutes of the County Engineers Screening Board Meeting

October 29 & 30, 1986

('•ill fco oi.-der ,'ib 1:0') P.M. by Chairman Doug Weiszhaar. He introduced the secretat.-y

>i(id ,i;;kc() lii-m l--o R.ill the roll.

Ho 1.1. c, i.1.1. of membc'r.":

Boyd Paulii. .............. .Carlton County. ...........District I...........-Present

D.-jve Olnonaw;~>ki. ......... .Kitt.son County. ..........-District 2...........-Present

Dick Lar.^on. ............. .Mille Lacs County.........District 3............Absent

Udriiie Lor;';imy. ........... .Todd County. .............-District 3 Alternate..Present

Lee Amundson..............Mahitomen County...........District 4............Present

['.ni.1. Rund.. .............. .Anoka County. .......... ...District 5.. ......... .Present

Mike Pin.sormcault. ....... .Goodhue County............District 6............Present

Ger.iJ.d Enystrom. ......... .Watonwan County. .........-District 7............Present

Don Pau.lson. ............. .Yellow Medicine County....District 8........... .Absent

Tom Bclim. ................ .Lyon County. .............-District 8 Alternate..Present

Uom-j Weiszhaar............Chisago County. ..........-District 9............Present

Dennis C'arl^on. .......... .Benton County. ............Secretary.............Present

C'h,iirm>an Wei.r~,xhaar called fcor approval of the June 25 & 26, 1986 Screening Board

minute:;. Gerald Eny-.trom moved and Mike Pinsonneault second a motion to approve

Uie minufcc.'"; n;'- distributed. Motion carried unanimously.

C'haj email Weir-zh^/ir introduced the Mn/DOT Personnel from State Aid in attendance:

Gordon Fay .......................... Director o fc State Aid

Roy II<:in;;on. ........................ .Ofcffice o£' State Aid

Ken Hoenchen........................Otfice o£' State Aid

Hj.l]. (">:oke. ........................ -District 1 State Aid Engineer

J,3ck Incjitcnon. ..................... .District 2 State Aid Engineer

Ij.ivu Reeil........................... DiEtrict 3 State Aid Engineer

Vorn Koi.'zendorle}:. ................. .District 4 State Aid Engineer

Chuck Weichnelb^nm..................District 5 State Aid Engineer

E..u:l Wcl.shon;;. ..................... .District 6 State Aid Engineer

ll-jrvey Suedbeck. ................... .District 7 State Aid Engineer

John Iloeke..........................District 8 State Aid Engineer

Elmer Morri.'-;. ...................... .District 9 State Aid Engineer

Chairm.'ni Weiszhaar then introduced Don Wisniewski - Washington County as General

Sub-C'ommittee rhairman, and Art Tobkin and Dave Everds who also serves on the

Sub-Committee.

('hoirmrjn Wei;.zhaar dsked others present to introduce themselves:

Koyer CnntdL.^on. .............. .Carver County Ken Straus.........Office ot: State Aid

Neil Brit (--on. ................. .Fillmore County Vern Genzlinger....Hennepin County

'I'om Kicheln. .................. .Wilkin County Roger Hille........Marshall founty

John W-.ilknp. .................. .Aitkin County Russ Larson........Roneau County

Mike Rardin....................Polk County Walter Leu'. ....... .Lake ot Woods f'ounty

Ken WRltzin....................Ramsey County Doug Grindall......Koochichiny County

Dick Hail;-.e-n. .................. .St. Louis County Larry Chezick......Koochiching County

Bob McPartl.in. ................ .Waseca County Duane Blanck.......Crow Wing County

John Strohkircli. .............. .DNR
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Chairman Weiszhaar then asked Ken Hoeschen to lead the discussion of: items in

the booklet.

Paye 3 & Figure A - Comparison of 1985 to 1986 Basic Construction Needn

Ken went thru each of the effects of Needs changes on Figure A and referred bo

the map on Page 72 for:changes in Traffic Counts. He also noted that 16 countien

that were counted will not be included until 1987.

Page 5 & Figure B - Restriction of 25 Year Construction Needs Chanyen

There are 2 counties that have restrictions which are Lake and Traverse c'ounl-.ie.-;.

Pdye 6 - FAS Fund Balance Deductions

Ken noted that the actual loss in apportionment will be about $20 per thousand dollars

shown.

Paye 7 & Figure C - CSAH Fund Balance "Needs" DednctioiiR

Ken noted that there was an error on Figure C for Washington County in the 1986

ronstrnction Fund Balance "Needs" Deduction column (should read $202,272). Corrected

copies were distributed to those present.

Page 8-10 - Special Resurfacing Projects

Ken reviewed the current Screening Board resolution, and the totals beiny deducted.

There were no comments.

Pages 11-21 - Comparison of 1984-85 Rural Design Grading to Needs Study Costs

Ken briefly reviewed the resolution dealing with gradiny cost adjustmentp. Tf you

estimated low your adjustment will be positive and if:' you estimated hiyh •/our

ddjur.tment is negative.

Page 22 - Variance Adjustments

Having been approved at the June meeting, there was no need to discuss thin ddjuntment.

Payes 23-24 - Bond Account Adjustments

No comments.

Pages 25-28 - After the Fact Needs

Ken noted that you don't draw any needs on these items until after the expenditure hr3R

been made. The reporting must be in the State Aid Office by July 1 each year thafc you

want an update. If you fail to meet the deadline you will only receive 24 years of

needp instead of:' 25.

Payes 29-31 - Mill Levy Deduction;-;

Bc-used on d county's total tax evaluation.

P,:iye:; 33 & Figure D - Tentative 19U7 Money Needs Appot.-tionment

Ken reviewed the columns on Fiyure D and noted the estimated $1F)7,000,000 that compi.ifes

with the last years $176,000,000. The (fund is considerably down, primd^-ily because ot

loss of MVET Transfer.
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Paye.s 34-36 - RRCommendation to Commissioner of: Transportation

Mnnt be scnl-- l--o the Commissioner by November 1 each year.

P.ujc;: .<'/-40 - Tentcifcive CSAH Apportionments

No di;~;cnn:~;ion.

P.'jye:; 41-43 -Compari-.on of 1986 to Tent. 1987 CSAH Apportionments

There are no question;"; by the delegates.

I'dye.s 4')-49 - Hi:;tory ofc Mileage Requests Granted

No Comments.

Pciyen 4')-')2 {» Fiynre E - Mille Lacs County Mileage Request

Ken dencribed the request, noting the maps on Pages 51 & 52. Duane L. pointed out

the development of. a new industrial park and the airport to the northeast of: the city.

He .i.l.-o n.jid the trat'tic volumes were current and anticipated after construction is

complet-.e. It WBG noted that the intersection of new T.H. 169 and proposed CSAH 9 is

..il-.-qfdde. The scheduled completion o£ new T.H. 169 is 1987.

P.KjG.^ (>4-b3 - Fiynre F - Koochiching County Mileage Request

Boyd P. ;5did that Koochiching County had searched their system for milage to revoke

and afcbo: con.sidcrable shiCting come up with a request for 0.12 miles of new State Aid

i.'Ocid. Boyd explained the proposed CSAH extension has a shopping mall at one end and

South 1 nti-'rnationa.l Falls at the other so it is only natural that the demand for a

connection i;; yreat. He indicated a projected volume off 3000 VPD and a secondary

bRiiiilit- i;~. rclicl: oil d Bnbntandard street (15th St. W.) that is currently carrying

bn:~,c.-, .ind more t»:..tt?i.c than it can handle. Boyd Raid that construction of the new

-1.ink won].d ;-;t'-.if--t d;-; ;~;oon dr; ponnible. The railroad has been abandoned so there will

be no r<-iilt;o,jd cru:^;iny needed. He brieCly discussed the revocations in Northhome and

Little fcork ijnd said that both cities have concurred in the system changes.

Payer; 6'i-68 - State Park Road Account

John Strohkirch of: the DNR described the proposed County State Aid Projects Car 1987.

The -1.i."t in order of: priority is:

Forestvi.Ue State Park $ 295,100

Sibley State Park 140,000
Split Rock Lighthouse State Park 30,600
Gooseberry Falls State Park 36,300

Helmer Myre State Park 98,000

Total: $ 600,000

Mr. Strohkirch mentioned that their plans at Fore.stville are in limbo until they reach

.3 solution thdL wil.l satisfy the local residents, the DNR and meet State Aid Standards.

At-ter considerable discuspion, Mr. Strohkirch suggested that maybe the Screening Board

nhou-l.d consider the last tour projects separately because he is sure that they will all

meeb Stdt-e Aid Standards. He said that Forestville may also be approved but if not

iicceptable it would be resubmitted at the Spring Screening Board Meeting when more

inf-orm.ition is <jv.-ii3.able. Mike P. suggested they consider an effective dust control

p>;OL)r,3m a:-. .311 <jll:-erndtive to reconstruction and bituminous surfacing. Gordon F. noted

l--l].-il; UIG DNR did not initidte the inclusion of;' Screeniny Board approval in the law,
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nor did Mt^DOT initiate that requirement. But it will serve an a commnnic,.)ting tool

between DNR and State Aid people as well as county people. Jt wan pointed out that

the entire $600,000 must be designated toward projects ox- the remainder will yo b.ick

into the State Aid Fund for redistribution.

Payes 71-72 - CSAH 20-Year Traffic Projection Factors

Paul R. naid it is hard to argue against statistics but it' r, dit'fficult to ur)de>::;b,.)iid

what's hdppeniny around the state when you look at the new tfactor."; on Paye 72.

Pages 73-86 - June Screening Board Minutes

No comments.

Paye 87 - Sept. General Sub-Committee Minutes

No comments.

Payes 88-99 - History of Screening Board Resolutions

Ken H. saj-d the reference to two bridges should be revised to one bridye on fche

July 1976 Bridye Cost Limitation Resolution. One of the two bridges has .^ince been

removed from the State Aid System.

The resolutions on After the Fact Needs should be revised to submit the new data fco

the District State Aid Engineer by July 1 rather than the State Aid Ot-'t'ice.

Ken H. said the General. Subcommittee was created in the early 1970' r. by a motion in

Screening Board minutes. He suggested a resolution would be more appropriate .ind

handed out a draft resolution.

After a short break there was a brief:' discussion on considering variance:'; oil Sbdte

Park Roads when the DNR doesn't consider variances in their regulationr; imposed on

counties and other agencies.

General Sub-Committee Report

Don Wisniewnki reported that the Sub-Committee reviewed the methodn used in e;;tr.ib].ir:hiiKj

Trafcfc'ic Projection Factors. They are not recommending a change at thit; l:imc-. However,

they do feel that projections have been skewed where only portions ot fche ::yr.fcem were

counted. Therefore they recommend the eliminations of: Syntem 70 counts in mdking

projections. They will be studying the matter further and make a tinal recommendation

at the Spring Screening Board Meeting.

Don also reported on the use of 40,000 Ton as a minimum £or establi.^hiny Grflvel Bar.e

unit prices. There are currently 23 counties that rely on other counties to er.bablinh

Gravel Base unit prices and if the minimum is reduced there would be 1') counties.

The Sab-Committee recommends no change at this time. It in the future a particn.l.ar

county is niyniEicantly atfected by the 50,000 Ton minimum it shoiild be refr.;r>:ed t-o

the Gencrdl Sub-Committee.

The last item Don reported on was a review o£ CSAH's in the 0 to t)c> prenent ADT t.-arnje,

which involves 3300 miles, and are drawing pavement needs. The Sub-C'ommittCG in

requesting more direction [rom the Screeniny Board becruiKe ol: their ob.'-;Grv<-il-.j.ot> l-.h.il:

only 430 milen in the 0-99 ADT range have not had any improvements .since I'MO .1;;

compared to 1341 miles in the other ranges. They are wondering it the nurL.-ieinq need.^

-46-



(not beiny paved) in the lowest range is as big a problem as the long period of:

time many other roads are not getting improvements. Paul R. suggested that maybe

any road that lias drawn needs for 25 years should be removed from the study until

improvements cire made. This would be an incentive for counties to make grading

improvement:-;. Art T. asked it improvements made with local funds are reported.

Apparently in moRt cases they are and should be reported.

A l.onq di;;cn",;;ion ensued on tlie philosophy of: need.", studie.s aiid I'-hG: thinkiny ot the-

people who c»;c'<jterJ the State Aid Needs Study. No conclusion wan reached but the

Board may consider a limit on how long a county can draw needs on a segment oJ: road.

Other BiiBinenr;

Dave 0. presenbed a resolution regarding combining the Urban and Rural Gravel Base

unit pricen (Attachment "A") to be implemented in 1987 for 1988 apportionments. Tfc

w^r; ciyrecd that the Board would like the study to reflect the actual costs that are

beiny incurred. Ken W. reported that portions off the needs study reflect an high

an 97"o but the overall study in Ramsey County is about 73% of actual costs. There

was dlso an understanding that the State Aid Office can go back 5 years to establish

l~-he combined Gravel Base unit prices. Dave 0. said to revise the first paragraph

to include the words "tor the previous 5 years" after the word county, so as to

clarifcy the intent.

Paul K. preRcntT-ed s resolvition (Attachment "B") regarding the proposed jurisdiction

exchanye between Mn/DOT and Hennepin County which included CSAH's 18 & 62. Legislation

included fchat .'lyreement must be reached between the two agencies. To date they have

not been <3ble to reach agreement.

Paul asked that since it appears the exchange will not be concluded this year,
would the Screening Board consider the inclusion of additional needs on CSAH's

18 & 62 for the 1987 apportionment. Vern G. agreed that the date is late but
that additional needs on portions of CSAH's 18 and 62 are appropriate since

construction was done 25 years ago. He also stated it could be as much as

$35,000,000 in needs. It was apparent that the necessary changes could not be
made and scill meet the November 1 deadline for submittins the recommendation
Co the Commissioner of Transportation. It was also noted that the MCHEA Exec-
utive Committee will be meeting on Monday, November 3 to review the routes

being considered for exchange. If the Screening Board approves the inclusion
of new data, the Board would have to reconvene to make the recommendation to

the Commissioner.

Go>:don F. reiterated the importance of: understanding the ramaffications oE the

jut-i^dictional exchange between Hennepin County and Mn/DOT. He felt the review by

the Execnfcive Committee is very important and a good decision by the Committee on how

to handle the matter.

Chairman Weiszhaar noted that action will be required on the allocation of funds toward

the Local Road Reseach Board. Paul R. mentioned the efforts by the County Engineers

to h.-ive ef-frective input to the Governor on the selection of a new Commissioner ot

Tr<3nnpo>:tation. Paul sits on a committee of: proEessional enyineers repreKenting

vciricm.s cnyineeriny a.^sociations that have compiled a list of possible candidates.

They <ire: GordonFay, Bernie Lieder, Chuck Swanson, Doug Differt, Larry McNamara,

Gone Ofcnte.jd, Don Nyga,3rd and Bob McFarland. Since that list was compiled another

n,.imo(J lid.s been added and that is Fritz Marshall. Several non-engineers are also

beiny mentioned, Len Levine, Sandra Garderbring, Judith Pinke, Clarence Purfeerst

,.md Joe Beyich.

-47-



Don W. mentioned the computer committee is active and is open to ideas. You will be

hearing a lot from them on hardware recommendations as well as sotrtware purclv.i;;.ed by

yovernment agencies. There also will be a nationwide bulletin board accec;.c;ible bo

all counties to disperse new programs at a minimal cost.

Meeting recessed at 5:00 P.M. On October 29, 1986.

Chairman Weiszhaar reconvened the meeting at 9:00 A.M. on October 30, -V>U6.

Don Paulson replaced Tom Behm as District 8 representative.

Pages 3 & Figure "A" - Comparison of 1985 to 1986 ConBtruction Needs

Ken H. explained the phasing out of the 24' Needs restriction and because the total

i-und is decreasing it will be necessary to reinstate the restriction for the 1986

Needs Study. It is the State Aid Offices understanding that the restriction can
be eliminated entirely in the 1987 Needs Study.

Ken also noted that the 1984 traEfc'ic chanyes are included and part ofc Lhe l9U'> chanqe;-;.

Paul R. moved and Boyd P. second a motion to approve the resolution rey^rdiny the

inclusion of: additional needs on Hennepin County 3.8 & b2 (Attachment "B"). There war;

discussion about the fact that Districts did not have an opportunity to review the

matter prior to this meeting. Chuck W. said it would take him 3 or 4 drr/s to review

the data and Ken H. said it would take 2 to 3 weeks to revise the report.s in fcheir otfricG

Vern G. said that they were notified on August 22 that the exchange won.l.d not be

completed as scheduled in 1986. There were 71 segments of: road that required review drid

revision prior to submitting a revised report and with meetinys and whatever, it took

until now to be prepared for this meeting.

Ballots were passed out and the vote was 2 for and 7 against. Motion tailed.

Pages 5 & Figure "B" - Restriction of 25 Year Construction Needs Change;-;

Ken H. noted that two counties are beiny J.imited on Needn chcinye.'"; and fchGy are L..»kG

and Traverse Counties.

Page 6 - FAS Fund Balance Adjustments

No comment.

Page 7 & Figure "C" - State Aid Construction Fund Balance Adjuntmenfc^

Ken H. mentioned that counties with excessive balances in either the FAS or Stdte

Aid Construction Funds will receive an adjustment. Revised Figure"C" was yiven to

all District Representatives.

Payes 8-10 - Special Resurffacing Projects

Ken H. paid that if: State Aid Construction money is used to overlay a nubstandcird road

the county lose.sneeds tor a period of 10 years. Lists ot those project.*-; will be sent

to each county prior to the Screeniny Board meeting each year.

P.iyen 11-21 - C'omparison ot 19U4-U!) Rui.-al DeKiyn Gradiny to NeedF; ytinly ('ont:;

Ken H. reiterated how the adjustments are arrived at.
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P.ige 22 - V,if:i<mce Adjnstmentn

Approved .it- blic spring meeting.

Paye.", 2;<-24 - Bond Account Adjustments

No Comment:;.

P.-aye:; 2S-2H - After the Fact Needs

Ken 11. said thrit certain itemn are not included in the Needs Study until after they

cire ..iccomplir.hed.

Pcx-jen 2')-31 - Mill Levy Deductions

B,.ir.ed on d county's ability to pay.

Payo 33 & Fiyure "0" - Tentative 1987 Money Needs Apportionment

Thi:; inc.ludo:'; the iifrtect of the adjustment?; just discussed.

P.-iyR.s 34-36 - Recommendation to Commissioner o£ Transportation

D<]VG 0. moved mid Don P. second a motion to approve the recommendation to the Comminsioner

o( Tr.-m^portabion. Motion Cdrried.

Pdye;-; 41-43 - Comparison of: 1986 to Tent. 1987 CSAH Apportionments

Ken 1-1. naid the 19U7 predictions are based on estiamtes from the Finance Dept.

Pciye;-. 4C)-')2 & Fiyure "E" - Mille Lacs Co. Mileage Request

Cli-iirman Weinzha.'ir asked iL- any delegates had questions or additional comments

>;egardiny the rcqnent. There being none the ballots were passed to the Screeing

C'ommiU-.ee members ,ind held until both mileage requests were voted on. Request was

denied by ii 1 Lor and 8 ayainst vote.

Pnqes ')'l-b3 h Fiq'ire "F" - Koochiching Co. Mileaye Request

Itoyd P. reit-c-rated nevero.1. of- the previous days comments and there being no quentionf;

the bdllots were dintributed to the representatives. Request was approved by an 8 fcor

i.uul .1. ayiaitist vote.

Paqer: 6')-6U - State Park Road Account

Gof-'don F. dip.cossed the merits ofc the Forestville State Park road and the alternatives

..ivai.lable to DNR regarding standards and dust control, etc. Dave 0. asked if all the

p<.»rk ro<3d."; are State Aid routes. Chairman Weiszhaar said that all those on the request

list were State Aid routes.

Goyd P. moved to approve the S projects requested by DNR if State Aid standards are met

dud <3yreemenfc can be reached with Fillmore County on the Forestville State Park road.

Mike P. necond the motion. AJrter considerable more discussion, which included possible

vaii^ncen, the motion passed unanimously.

P<-<ges 71-72 - CSAH 20 Year Trafcfic Projection Factors

Ken n.iid thdt aJ.l ofc the 1984 count.s are included and hal£ of the 1985 counts. The

renuiinder o t- the 198') counts will be added next year.
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Payes 73-86 - Minutes of the June 1986 Screening Board Meetiny

tMo comments.

Page 87 — General Snb-Committee Minutes

Don W.recommended the 50,000 ton minumum on Gravel Base be lefct an in tor now.

NO action required.

Don W. alsd recommended the method of computing traffcic projection L-^ctorn remaii) as i^.

No action required.

Don W. said they will make a recommendation on the use ofc System 70 counts <-it tlie

spring 1987 meeting. No action required.

Don W.asked for more direction on the paving needs for low volume roads. Paul R. moved

and Mike P. second a motion to direct the General Sub-Committee to continue to nfcudy

the matter and consider the tollowing factors; 1. What is the extent ol: the p>:ob3.em:-;

caused by no construction at all levels ofADT. 2. Look at Rome W'T/ to credit ..i

coiirity for aygressively constructing roads to current standards reyardlesr; ol: r-.ourcr;

of: funds. 3. Look for ways to soften the crunch when countier; spend loc-.il. Kind.'-; to

improve State Aid roads. After some discussion the motion carried U to 1.

Payes 88-99 - Screeniny Board Resolutions

Jerry E. moved and Boyd P. second a motion to revise the Bridge Cost Limitation

Resolution to refer to only one Minnesota River bridge. Motion carried t)-0.

Duiine L. moved and Lee A. second a motion to revise the "At-ter the Facfc Need;-;"

resolUtiohK by changing the last sentence (on all 3 resolutions) to re^d, submit

to the "District State Aid Engineer." His approval must be received in the Of-tice

ot State Aid by July 1.

Also revisfe the Right ot: Way resolution by adding "only those costs actimlTy iocnrrcd

by a county are eligible" at the end of the first sentence. Motion carried 9-0.

Dave 0. moved and Don P. second a motion to adopt the resolution creafciny the

General Subcommittee that previously has functioned based on a motion by the

Screeniny Board. Also the north and south areas should be defrined by Districts

(See Attachment "C"). Motion carried 9-0.

Other Business

Dave 0. moved and Jerry E. second a motion to approve the District 2 renolufcion reyardiiiL)

the 5 year average Rural arid Urban unit prices by used £or Gravel Bane. Ken H.

explained the impact of such an action and clarified the process. Atter name di^cu:;^i.on

Chairman Weiszhaar suggested the matter be refrerred to the General Sub-C'ommittec.

The Board informally agreed to refer the matter to the General Sub-C'ommibbee.

Paul R. moved to table the motion until the spring 1987 meetiny. Bo'/d P. second the

mofcioi). Motion to table carried r» to 4.

Jerry E. moved aiid Duane L. second a motion to approve the Research Accunnb KGno-l.ution

a:-, stated in the agenda. Motion carried 9-0.

Gordon F. brietly discussed the loss of: ffunds from the MVET trannfrer .and tlie coaUtion

that was formed to reinstate the transfer to transportation. He a].no noted the

deminishing impact oE Gasahol tax exemptions due to decreased gasahol nscdye and

reduction in tax exemption.
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Gordon also talked about fund balances in State Aid and FAS funds as well as the FAU
fund.. FAU fcunds are administered by MPO's that are carrying balances that are

approaching the 4 year limit and are in danger of being returned for redistribution.

Henoted that some counties put a lot of effort in procuring outside or discretionary

f-und.s and still carry excessive balances in their regularly allocated funds.

Gordon F. and the Screeniny Board thanked Dennis Carlson fror his efforts as Secretary

tothis Board fcor the last 10 yearF;. Dennis rioted he appreciated the opportunity to

serve but it was time to step down and give someone else the opportunity to get

intimately involved with a Board of this stature.

Chairman Weiszhaar thanked the outgoing members Boyd Paulu, Dick Larson, Paul Ruud,

Jerry Engstrom and thanked the Board for electing him chairman.

Uoug Weinzhaar, as he leaves the Board, asked that future decisions he made on the

basis of what's right and not if it is good or bad for an urban or rural county. As

a rural county in an urban District he is particularly aware of struggle that tempts

each representative in making the decisions.

Duane moved and Jerry second the motion to adjourn. Motion carried 9-0. Meeting

adjourned at 11:'50 A.M.

Respectfully submitted,

'^^1^<- L. • C^- <^-

Dennis C. Carlson

Screening Board Secretary
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ATTACHMENT A

Be it resolved: The County State Md Highway Unit Price for Gravel Base,

Class 5 and 6 shall be determined using quantities and other

pertinent information from both rural and urban projects within

each county for the previous five years, and

Be it further resolved: The County State Md Average Prices for Gravel

Subbase Class 3 and 4; 2331 Bituminous Base; 2331 Bituminous

Surfacing; 2341 Bituminous Surfacing and 2301 Concrete Surfacing

shall be determined using quantities from both rural and urban

statewide projects, and these Average Prices shall be compared

to the individual county's Gravel Base Class 5 and 6 Unit Price

and increments either added or subtracted thereto, and /

Be it further resolved: The Unit Prices for Gravel Subbase, Class 3 and 4;

Gravel Base Class 5 and 6; 2331 Bituminous Base; 2331 Bituminous

Surfacing; 2341 Bituminous Surfacing and 2301 Concrete Surfacing,

as determined, shall be used for both rural and urban needs.
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ATTACHMENT B

WHEREAS, Legislation passed in 1986 directed Hennepin County and the
Minnesota Department of Transportation to exchange jurisdiction of several
roadways including CSAH's 18 and 62; and

WHEREAS, Hennepin County and MnDOT continued negotiating the terms of
the jurisdiction exchange throughout the summer months; and

WHEREAS, On August 22, 1986, NnDOT determined that the exchange would
not take place without further clarification of the legislative intent by the
1987 legislature; and

WHEREAS, Hennepin County, acting in good faith and in cooperation with
MnDOT, did not submit a needs request for CSAH 18 and 62 on the basis that
they would become trunk highways.

BE IT RESOLVED, That the Screening Board recommends that the needs
report for Hennepin County State Aid Highways 18 and 62 be processed by the
State Aid Needs Unit for inclusion in the 1987 State Aid Allocation.
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ATTACHMENT C
10/1/86

SUGGESTED COUNTY SCREENING BOAED RESOLUTION CHANGES AND ADDITIONS

Bridge Cost Limitations - July 1976

That the total needs of the Minnesota River bridge between Scott and
Hennepin Counties be limited to the estimated cost of a single 2-lane
structure of approved length until the contract amount is determined.
Also, that the total needs of the Mississippi River bridge between
Dakota and Washington Counties be limited to the estimated cost of
a 2-lane structure of approved length until the contract amount is
determined. In the event the allowable apportionment needs portion
(determined by Minnesota Chapter 162.07, Subdivision 2) of the contract
amount from normal funds (FAU, FAS, State Aid, Local)exceeds the
apportionment needs cost , the difference, shall be added to the

25-year needs of the respective counties for a period of 15 years.

AFTER THE FACT NEEDS

Bridge Deck Rehabilitation - Dec. 1982 (Rev. Oct. 1984)

That needs for bridge deck rehabilitation shall be earned for a period
of 15 years after the construction has been completed and shall consist
of only those construction costs actually incurred by the county. It
shall be the County Engineer's responsibility to justify any costs incurred
and to report said costs to the District State Aid Engineer. His approval
must be received in the Office of State Aid by July 1.

Right_cf_Way_- June ^984 (Rev^ Oct. 1984)

That needs for Right-of-Way on County State Aid Highways shall be earned
for a period of 25 years after the purchase has been made by the County
and shall be comprised of actual monies paid to property owners. Only those
,R/W costs actually incurred by the county .will be eligible. Acteptable

justification of R/W purchases will be copies of the warrants paid to the
property owners. It shall be the County Engineer's responsibility to submit
said justification in the manner prescribed to the District State Aid
Engineer. His approval must be received in the Office of State Md by
July 1.

Traffic Signals, Lighting, Retaining Walls. and Sidewalk - June 1984
(Rev. Oct. 1984)

That needs for Traffic Signals, Lighting, Retaining Walls, and Sidewalk
(as eligible for State Aid participation) on County State Aid Highways
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. It shall be the County Engineer's responsibility
to Justify any costs incurred and to report said costs to the District
State Aid Engineer. His approval must be received in the Office of
State Aid by July 1.

General Subcommittee

The the Screening Board chairman appoint a subcommittee to annually study
all unit prices and variations thereof, and to make recommendations to
the Screening Board. The subcommittee will consist of three members with

initial terms of one, two and three years, and representing the north,
(Districts 1,2,3,4), the south (Districts 6,7,8) and the metro area (Districts
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MINUTES OF THE CSAH GENERAL SUBCOMMITTEE MEETING

October 29, 1986

Members Present:

Others in Attendance:

Don Wisniewski - Chairman - Washington County
Art Tobkin - Clearwater County
Dave Everds - Freeborn County

Roy Hanson - State Aid, Mn/DOT
Ken Hoeschen - State Aid, Mn/DOT

The meeting was called to order by Chairman Wisniewski at 10:30 A.M. on
Wednesday, October 29, 1986 at Rutgers Bay Lake Resort.

The first item for discussion was the urban, suburban, rural traffic
projection factor concept in metropolitan areas. This concept was initially
introduced relative to the seven county metropolitan area, but was also
being considered for other metropolitan areas (e.g., Rochester, Duluth,
St. Cloud, etc.). Since all county engineers presently have the opportunity
to request traffic factors other than normal in specific areas, the
Subcommittee felt that no change in the current procedure should be
recommended.

Inclusion of "System 70" traffic counts in the calculation of the seven
metro counties' traffic projection factors was the next topic for reviewal.
After considerable discussion, the Subcommittee requested the State Aid
Office to compute traffic projection factors for those counties using years
of counts which only had consistent mileage included (remove years which
had only System 70 counts). This data should be available for the next
Subcommittee meeting.

The next issue to be discussed was the use of a 40,000 ton minimum gravel
base sample in the uetermination of a county's gravel base needs study
unit price. Presently, the minimum tonnage is 50,000 tons. The State Aid
personnel presented what impact this would have had on the 1986 prices. It
was the opinion of the Subcommittee that there is no magic figure that would
solve all problem areas and that the 50,000 ton minimum be retained. However,
it was the feeling of the Subcommittee that individual adjustments to specific
county's prices may be warranted in the future.

The subject of urban unit prices versus rural unit prices in the needs study
as they were approved at the June, 1986 meeting was introduced. This topic
will be brought up at the Screening Board meeting which begins at 1:00 P.M.
today (October 29). The Subcommittee didn't arrive at a specific recommenda-
tion because they were not directed to do so.

The Subcommittee reviewed the various summaries concerning CSAH mileage with
complete needs by projected traffic groups by latest year of grading and/or
surfacing. These were provided by the Office of State Aid. Considerable
discussion took place regarding those miles which have had no construction or
overlay,according to needs study reporting, since 1940. The Subcommittee
decided to present some of this data to the Screening Board and to request
further direction.

The meeting was adjourned at 12:15 P.I Respectfully subimtte^,^
-"<•

Kenneth M. Hoescheti
Acting Secretary

~^L
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MINUTES OF THE CSAH GENERAL SUBCOMMITTEE MEETING
DECEMBER 11, 1986

Members present : Don Wisniewski - Chairman - Washington County
Art Tobkin - Clearwater County
Dave Everds - Dakota County

Others in attendance: Gordon Fay - State Aid, Mn/DOT

Roy Hanson - State Aid, Mn/DOT
Ken Hoeschen - State Aidg Mn/DOT

The meeting was called to order by Chairman Wisniewski at 9;10 A.M. on
Thursday, December 11, 1986.

The first item for discussion was the use of "System 70" traffic counts

for computation of traffic projection factors in the 7 county metro area.

The State Aid personnel presented data relative to sample projection factors

without the "System 70" counts. The Subcommittee's recommendation is that
the following statements should be added to the Screening Board resolution
dealing with traffic projection factors;

Because of the limited number of CSAH's counted in the metro

area under a "System 70" procedure used in the mid 1970's,
those "System 70" count years shall not be used in the least

squares traffic projection. Count years which show represent-
ative traffic figures for the majority of their CSAH system

will be used until the "System 70" count years drop off the

twelve year minimum period mentioned previously.

The adjustment to traffic projection factors shall be limited

to a 0.3 point change per traffic count interval.

Needs study unit prices were the next subject for the Subcommittee. The
Office of State Aid presented specific urban and rural unit price averages
from the 1985 projects. The Subcommittee was In agreement as far as com-

binlng rural and urban design gravel prices to determine a county price
for these items. For bituminous prices, they requested the Office of State

Aid to compare results using the present procedure with one using a state
average unit price. This will be submitted to them when completed.

The Subcommittee then reviewed the following directions from the Screening
Board.

1) What is the extent of the problems caused by no construction
at all levels of ADT?
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Page 2
Minutes - December 11, 1986

2) Look at some way to credit a county for aggressively constructing
roads to current standards regardless of source of funds.

3) Look for ways to soften the crunch when counties spend local funds
to Improve State Aid roads.

The Subcommittee requested the Office of State Aid to summarize the needs
on GSAH's which had no improvement in the last 35 and 45 years. This summary
will be sent to the Subcommittee when completed.

Direction number 2 and 3 above were discussed but no action was taken.

The Subcommittee decided to meet again at the County Engineers Institute

In January. Time and place will be determined at a later date.

The meeting adjourned at 12s40 P.M.

Respectfully submitted,

/^^^^^L
Kenneth M. Hoeschen

Acting Secretary
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MINUTES OF THE CSAH GENERAL SUBCOMMITTEE MEETING
FEBRUARY 20, 1987

Members present : Don Wisniewski - Chairman - Washin,i?,ton County

Art Tobkin - Clearwater County
Dave Everds ~ Dakota County

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

The meeting was called to order by Chairman Wisniewski at 9:00 A.M. on
Friday, February 20, 1987.

The first subject introduced was the revised format for presentation of
the five year average unit price information. Also shown was a revised

method for determining rural and urban design unit prices for needs study
purposes. It was agreed by the Subcommittee members that these revisions
should alleviate the problems between rural and urban prices brought up
at the June 1986 Screening Board meeting. Updated unit price data will

be presented at the next Subcommittee meeting.

The update-of urban design complete grading costs was discussed. This
update Is presently In the hands of the District State Aid Engineers,

dnd they are In the second review of the reporting. The Subcommittee
was concerned at the large cost/mile differences between counties.

The final item for discussion was the problem of complete needs being
earned on some CSAH's on which no grading has been accomplished in the

last 35-45 years. Art Tobkln presented a report on these mileages and
needs. He also introduced several possible approaches to address the
problem. After considerable discussion it was agreed that the approach
to pursue involved adjusting needs on segments not graded in the last 25

years based on the number of years required to construct the total GSAH
system usinR the current years statewide construction allotment.

Art Tobkin will prepare an explanation of this procedure and the State

Aid Needs Unit will compute a theoretical needs and apportionment impact

of this type of adjustment.

The next meeting of the Subcommittee was scheduled for April 10 at 9i00
A.M. at the Mn/DOT building In St. Paul.

The meeting was adjourned at lls20 A.M.

Respectfully submitted,
'•»^<^-

Kenneth M. Hoeschen

Acting Secretary
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MINUTES OF THE CSAH GENERAL SUBCOMMITTEE MEETING
APRIL 10, 1987

Members present: Don Wisniewski , Chairman - Washington County
Art Tobkin - Clearwater County

Dave Everds - Dakota County

Others present; Roy Hanson - State Aid, Mn/DOT

Ken Hoeschen - State Aid, Mn/DOT

The Subcommittee first reviewed the three items they were directed to

study by the Screening Board. They decided to each take a subject and

prepare a report for submittal to the Screening Board. The three
subjects and report authors will be:

1) Traffic Projection Factors (System 70 counts) - Don Wisniewski
2) Procedure for determination of rural and urban needs study unit

prices - Dave Everds
3) CSAH needs on segments not improved in last 25/35/45 years -

Art Tobkin

A general diecussion on 1) and 3) was held but the reports to be

prepared should answer any questions.

The determination of needs study prices was the major project for this
meeting.

Maps showing each county's five year average unit price data for both
subbaee and gravel base projects was diBtributed to the members. They
decided to review this information individually and to discuss these
prices at the next Subcommittee meeting.

The new procedure for determining needs study unit prices was
diacussed. Basicallv •fc.his involves ±nclud±na all urban deaian nr'Q^ec•t8

with the rural design projects to arrive at one gravel base unit price
for each county. Rural and urban prices for all other construction
items will be determined seperately.

The Subcommittee recommende using the increment method to determine
each county's subbase, bit. base and surface, gravel surface, and

gravel shoulder unit prices. The increment method, briefly explained,
involves applying the difference between the 1986 state average unit
price of gravel base and the 1986 state average unit price of each of
the other items to each county's individually determined gravel base

unit price. These recommedations will be Bhown individually in the

Screening Board Report.

For concrete surface, the Subcommittee recommeds using the 1986 Mn/DQT

average prices in the following manner:
Rural - 90',. Reg. fi" ( $11.50 ) + 10',. Irr. 8" < $14.18 ) = $11.77

Urban - 30% Reg. 9" ( $11.90 ) + 70% Irr. 9" ( $16.10 ) = $14.84

The Subcommittee recommends using $3. 25 as a cubic yard price for urban
design grading if the new Urban Design Grading Cost Study is not
implemented.
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For storm sewer construction, bridges, and railroad crossing protection,
the Subcommitte agrees with the prices recommended by Mn/DOT, with the

exception of bridge widening for which a compromise price will be
recommended. Their recommendations will be shown in the Screening Board
Report.

Unit prices for the rest of the items will be reviewed at the next
Subcommittee meeting. MSAS unit price data will be available at that
time and the Subcommittee will have had ample time to review the CSAH
Gravel Base Unit Price Data.

The next meeting was scheduled for May 14, 1987 at 9:00 am at the

Bn/DOT building in St Paul.

Respectfully submitted,

^^^'^-^L
Kenneth M Hoeschen
ActAng Secretary
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MINUTES OF THE CSAH GENERAL SUBCOMMITTEE MEETING
MAY 14, 1987

Members present; Don Wisniewski , Chairman - Washington County
Art Tobkin - Clearwater County
Dave Everds - Dakota County

Others presents Ken Hoeschen - State Aid, Mn/DOT

The meeting was called to order by Chairman Wisniewski at 9:00 A.M. on

Thursday, May 14, 1987.

The first matter to be taken up was the reviewal of the three reports

written by members of the Subcommittee (Inactive Needs Adjustments,

Traffic Projection Factors, and Determination of Rural and Urban Needs

Study Unit Prices). Copies had been submitted to each member prior to
the meeting. A few minor correctiona were suggested and, after a short

discussion the reports were approved to be included in the Screening

Board Report.

The rural design gravel base unit prices for the 1987 CSAH needs study

were the next topic for discussion. The large increases and decreases

from the 1986 prices in several counties were reviewed. No changes
from the basic procedure for any counties were recommended. The map
showing all gravel base unit price data was approved for inclusion in .

the Screening Board Report.

The Subcommittee then reviewed several miscellaneous prices which were
recently addressed by the MSAS Subcommittee. These prices will be
recommended to the MSAS Screening Board for use in the 1987 MSAS needs

study. The Subcommittee recommended these prices also be used in the
CSAH needs study. These recommendations will be included in the County

Screening Board Report.

The Subcommittee agreed to informally meet at 10:00 A.M. on June 17 at

Madden'a. Just prior to the County Screening Board meeting.

The meeting was adjourned at 10:35 A.M.

Respectfully submitted,

Ken Hoeschen
Acting Secretary
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CURRENT RESOLUTIONS OF THE
COUNTY SCREENING BOARD

November, 1986

BE IT RESOLVED:

ADMINISTRATIVE

Improper Needs ReporC - OcC. 1961 (Rev. Jan. 1969)

Thac the Office of ScaCe Aid and Ctie OisCnct State Aid Engineer be
requested to recommend an adjustment in the needs reporting whenever

there is reason to believe chac said reports have deviated from

accepted standards and to submit their recommendaCions Co the

Screening Board with a copy co che counCy engineer involved.

Type of Needs Study - Oct. 1961 (Rev. June 1965)

ThaC che Screening Board shall, from time Co time, make
recommendations to che Commissioner of TransporCation as Co che

extent and type of needs study to be subsequently made on che County
State Aid Highway System consiscent wich Che requirements of law.

Appearance ac Screening Board - Occ. 1962

Thac any individual or delegation having items of concern regarding

che study of State Aid Needs or ScaCe Aid Apporcionment Amounts, and
wishing co have consideraCion given to chese items, shall, in a

written report, communicace with the Commissioner of TransporCaCion

through proper channels. The Commissioner shall determine which
requests are co be referred Co the Screening Board for Cheir

consideration. This resolution does noC abrogate the right of the

Screening Board to call any person or persons co appear before che

Screening Board for discussion purposes.

Conscruction Cue Off Date - Occ. 1962 (Rev. June 1983)

Thac for che purpose of measuring che needs of the County State Aid
Highway System, the annual cut off date for recording conscrucCion

accomplishmencs based upon che projecC letcing date shall be
December 31.

Screening^Board Vice-chairman - June 1968

ThaC ac Che firsC County Screening Board meeting held each year, a
Vice-chairman shall be elected and he shall serve in chat capacity
unCi.1 the following year when he shall succeed to the chairmanship.

Screening Board Secretary - Oct. 1961

That, annually, the Commissioner of Transporcation may be requested

co appoint a secrecary, upon recommendaci-on of Che CounEy Highway
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Engineers Association as a non-voCing member of Ctie CounCy

Screening Board for the purpose of recording all Screening Board
actions.

Research Account - Oct. 1961

That che Screening Board annually consider setting aside a

reasonable amount of County Stace Aid Highway Funds for the Research
Account co continue local road research activiCy.

Annual District MeeCing - OcC. 1963 (Rev. June 1985)

Thac che DisCricc Stace Aid Engineer call a minimum of one district
meeting annually at the request of the District Screening Board
Representative Co review needs for consiscency of reporting.

General Subcommiccee - Oct. 1986

ThaC Che Screening Board Chairman appoinc a SubcommiCcee to annually
scudy ail unic prices and variations thereof, and to make

recommendaCions co the Screening Board. The Subcommiccee will

consist of three members with initial terms of one, Cwo and chree

years, and represencing che north (Districts 1, 2, 3 and 4), Che
souch (DisCricts 6, 7 and 8) and Ctie meCro area (Districts 5 and 9)
of che state. Subsequenc cerms will be for three years.

NEEDS ADJUSTMENTS

Ueficiency AdjustmenE -Oct. 1961 (Rev. June 1965)

Thac any money needs adjusCmenC made Co any county within the
deficiency classification pursuant Co Minnesota Statutes Chapter
162.07, Subdivision 4, shall be deemed to have such money needs
adjustment confined to Che rural needs only, and thaC such

adjustment shall be made prior to computing che Municipal Account
allocaCion.

Minimum ApportionmenC - Oct. 1961 (Lacesc Rev. Dec. 1966)

ThaC any county whose total apportionment percencage falls below
.586782, which is the minimum percentage permitted for Red Lake,
Mahnomen and Big Stone Counties, shall have its money needs adjusted

so chat its total apporCionment factor shall aC lease equal Che
minimum percentage facCor.

Funds Co Townships - April 1964 (Rev. June 1965)

That this Screening Board recommend co ctie Commissioner of

TransporCacion, chac he equalize the status of any county allocaCing

CounCy Scace Aid Highway Funds to the Cownship by deducting the
cownships' Cocal annual allocation from che gross money needs of che

councy for a period of EwenCy-five years.
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Bond Adjuscmenc - OcC. 1962 (Latest Rev. OcC. 1985)

Thac a separate annual adjustment shall be made in toCal money needs

of a counCy that has sold and issued bonds pursuant Co Minnesota

Statutes, Section 162.181 for use on State Aid projects except

biCuminous overlay or concrete joint repair projects. ThaC Chis
adjusCmenC, which covers Che amorcizaCion period, which annually

reflecCs che net unamorCized bonded debt, shall be accomplished by
adding said net unamortized bond amount co the compuCed money needs

of che councy. For the purpose of Chis adjustment, the net

unamorcized bonded debc shall be the Cocal unamorCized bonded
indebtedness less che unencumbered bond amount as of December 31, of

the preceding year.

FAS Fund Balances - Occ. 1973 (Latesc Rev. June 1985)

ThaC in che evenc any counCy s FAS Fund balance exceeds either an

amount which equals a cocal of the lasC five years of Cheir FAS
allocmencs or $350,000, whichever is greater, che excess over Che

aforemencioned amounc shall be deducted from Che 25-year County

Stace Aid Highway constructi-on needs in their regular account. This

deduction will be based on che FAS fund balance as of SepCember 1 of
che current year.

County Scate Aid ConsCruction Fund Balances - May 1975 (Latest Rev.
June 1985)

ThaC, for the deCerminaCion of County State Aid Highway needs, the
amount of the unencumbered conscrucCion fund balance as of

SepCember 1 of che current year; noc including che currenC year s

regular accounC consCruction apporCionmenc and noC including the

last three years of municipal account copsCruction apportionment or

$100,000, whichever is greater; shall be deducted from the 25-year
construcCion needs of each individual county. Also, that. for the

compucacion of this deduction, the estimated cost of righc-of-way

acquisicion which is being accively engaged in shall be considered
encumbered funds.

Rural Grading CosC Adjustment - Occ. 1968 (LatesC Rev. Occ. 1985)

ThaC, annually an adjustment to che rural compleCe grading costs in
each county be considered by Che Screening Board. Such adjusCmenc

shall be made Co che regular accounC and shall be based on the
relatLonship of the actual cost of grading to the escimated cost of

grading reported in the needs study. The meChod of determining and

che exCenC of che adjustment shall be approved by che Screening
Board. Any "Final" costs used in che comparison muse be received by

che Needs Section by July 1 of the Needs Study year involved.

Restriction of 25-Year Conscruccion Needs Increase - Occ. 1975

(Latest Rev. Oct. 1985)

The CSAH Construction needs change in any one county from che
previous year's restricted CSAH needs to the current year's basic

25-year CSAH construction needs shall be restricted co 20 percentage
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points greater than or lesser Chan che statewide average percent

change from the previous year's resCncted CSAH needs to che current

year s basic 25-year CSAH construction needs. Any needs restriction

determined by Chis Resolution shall be made to Che regular accounC
of che county involved.

Trunk Highway Turnback - June 1965 (Latest Rev. June 1977)

That, any Trunk Highway Turnback. which reveres directly Co che

county and becomes parc of the StaCe Aid Highway System shall noc
have ics construction needs considered in the money needs

apportionment decermination as long as che former Trunk Highway is

fully eligible for 100 percent conscruccion paymenc from the county
Turnback account. During i-his time of eligibility, financial aid

for Che addicional maintenance obligaCion of the county imposed by
che Turnback shall be computed on the basis of Che current year's

apportionmenc data and che existing traffic, and shall be
accomplished in the following manner:

Existing ADT Turnback Maintenance/Mile/2 Lanes

0 - 999 VPD Current mileage apportionmenc/mile

1,000 - 4,999 VPD 2 X current mileage apportionment/mile

For every additional

5,000 VPD Add currenc mileage apporcionmenc/mile

ini-cial Turnback Maincenance AdjuscmenC - Fractional Year

ReimbursemenC:

The initial Turnback adjustment, when for less chan 12 full
monchs, shall provide partial maintenance case reimbursement by

adding said initial adjustment to the money needs which will
produce approximaCely 1/12 of the Turnback maintenance per mile
in apporCionmenc funds for each monch, or parc of a monch, that

the county had maintenance responsibiliCy during the initial
year.

Turnback MainCenance Adjustmenc - Full Year, Initial or Subsequent:

To provide an advance payment for the coming year's additional
maintenance obligation, a needs adjustment per mile shall be
added co Che annual money needs. This needs adjustment per

mile shall produce sufficient needs apportionment funds so Chat

when added co che mileage apporCionmenc per mile, the Turnback
maintenance per mile prescribed shall be earned for each mile

of Trunk Highway Turnback on che County Stace Aid Highway
System. Turnback adjustments shall terminaCe at che end of che

calendar year during which a consCruccion contract has been

awarded that fulfills Che councy Turnback account paymenc
provisions, or ac che end of Che calendar year during which Che

period of eligibility for 100 percent construction payment from
che councy Turnback account expires. The needs for these

roadways shall be included in che needs study for che nexc

apportionmenc.
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Thac Trunk Highway Turnback maintenance adjuscments shall be
made prior to che compuCaCion of the minimum apporcionmenc

county adjustment.

Those Turnbacks noc fully eligible for 100 percent
reimbursement for reconstrucCion with councy Turnback account

funds are not eligible for maintenance adjuscmencs and shall be
included in the needs scudy in che same manner as normal CounCy

SCaCe Aid Highways.

MILEAGE

Mileage Limicacion ~ Oct. 1961 (LatesC Rev. June 198b)

That any request, after July 1, 1966, by any councy for County SCace
Aid Highway designation, other than Trunk Highway Turnbacks, or
minor increases due to construccion proposed on new alignmenc, thac

results in a net increase over Che county's approved apportionmenc

mileage for the preceding year shall be submitted co the Screening
Board for consideration. Such request should be accompanied by

supporCing data and be concurred on by the District ScaCe Aid
Engineer. All mileage requests submicted co the County Scate Aid

Highway Screening Board will be considered as originally proposed
only, and no revisions to such mileage requests will be considered

by the Screening Board wiChouC being resubmitCed through che Office
of ScaCe Aid. The Screening Board shall review such requescs and

make iCs recommendaCion Co che Commissioner of TransporCaCion. if

approved, che needs on mileage additions shall be submitted co the
Office of State Aid for inclusion in the subsequent year's scudy of
needs.

Revisions in che County State Aid Highway System noc resulting in an
increase in mileage do not; require Screening Board review.

Mileage made available by an internal revision will not be held in
abeyance for future designation.

Mileage made available by reason of shortening a route by
construction shall noC be considered as designaCable mileage

elsewhere.

That any addiCions co a county's State Aid System, required by Scate

Highway construction, shall not be approved unless all mileage made
available by revocation of ScaCe Aid roads which results from the
aforesaid consCrucCion has been used in reducing che requested

additions.

That in the evenC a County State Highway designacion is revoked

because of che proposed designation of a Trunk Highway over Che
County State Aid Highway alignment, che mileage revoked shall not be

considered as eligible for a new Couacy ScaCe Aid Highway
designation.

That whereas Trunk Highway Turnback mileage is allowed in excess of

the normal County State Aid Highway mileage limitations; revocation
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of said Turnbacks designated after July 1, 1965, shall not create

eligible mileage for Scare Aid designation on other roads in the

county.

That whereas, former Municipal StaCe Aid street mileage, located in

municipalities which fell below 5,000 population under the 1980
Federal census, is allowed in excess of che normal County ScaCe Aid

Highway mileage limicaEions; revocation of said former M.S.A.S.'s

shall not creace eligible mileage for State Aid designation on other
roads in the county.

ThaC whereas che county engineers are sending in many requests for

additional mileage co the C.S.A.H. sysCem up co the date of che

Screening Board meetings, and whereas Chis creates a burden on the

Scate Aid Staff Co prepare the proper daCa for the Screening Board,
be ic resolved chaC the requests for the spring meeting must be in
che State Aid Office by April 1 of each year, and the requests for
the fall meecing muse be in the State Aid Office by August 1 of each
year. Requests received afcer Ehese dates shall carry over Co Che

nexc meecing.

TRAFFIC

Traffic Projeccion Faccors - Occ. 1961 (Latest Rev. June, 1983)

That new Traffic ProjecCion Factors for the needs study be
established for each county using a "least squares" projection of

che vehicle miles from che last four traffic counts and in che case

of the seven counCy meCro area from che number of latest crafflc

counts which fall in a minimum of a twelve year period. This normal

factor can never fall below 1.0. Also, new traffic facCors will be

computed whenever an approved traffic count is made. These normal

factors may, however, be changed by the county engineer for any

specific segmenCs where condi-Cions warrant, wich the approval of che

Discncc ScaCe Aid Engineer.

Minimum RequiremenCs - Oct. 1963 (Rev.June 1985)

That che minimum requiremencs for 4-12 foot traffic lanes be

esCabiished as 5,000 projecced vehicles per day for rural design and
7,000 for urban design. Traffic projeccions of over 20,000 vehicles
per day for urban design will be Che minimum requirements for 6-12
fooc lanes. The use of Chese mulciple-lane designs in the needs

scudy, however, muse be requested by the county engineer and

approved by Che District State Aid Engineer.

ROAD NEEDS

Mechod of Study - Oct. 1961 (Rev. Nov. 1965)

That, except as otherwise specifically provided, the Manual of
Instruction for Completion of Uaca Sheets shall provide the format

for estimating needs on che County ScaCe Aid Highway System.
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Soil - Occ. 1961 (Latest Rev. June 1985)

Soil classificacions established using a U.S. Soil ConservaCion

Service Soil Map must have supporcing verification using standard
testing procedures; such as soil borings or oCher approved cesCing

methods. A minimum of ten percent of che mileage requested co be

changed musC be tested at che rate of cen tests per mile. The

mileage to be CesCed and the method co be used shall be approved by
the District Scace Aid Engineer.

Soil classifications established by using scandard CesCing
procedures; such as soil borings or other approved testing meChods

shall have one hundred percent of Che mileage requested co be

changed tested at the rate of Cen tests per mile.

All soil classifi.cacion decerminacions muse be approved by che
DistricC State Aid Engineer.

Unit Coses - Occ. 1961 (Rev. Nov. 1965)

Thac the unic coses for base, surface and shouldering quanCiCies

obtained from the 5-Year Average GonstrucCion Cost Study and

approved by the Screening Board shall be used for esCimaCing needs.

Design - Occ. 1961 (LatesC Rev. June 1982)

That all roads be divided into proper segments and che highest

esCimated ADT, consiscenc with adjoining segments, be used in
determining che design geometries for needs study purposes.

Also, that for all roads which qualify for needs in excess of

additional surfacing, the proposed needs shall be based solely on
projected traffic, regardless of existing surface Cype or
geometries.

And chac for all roads which are considered adequate in che needs

study, additional surfacing and shouldering needs shall be based on
existing geometries buc noc greater than the widths allowed by the
Scate Aid Design Standards currently in force.

Grading - OcC. 1961 (Rev. Nov. 1965)

Thac all grading costs shall be determined by the counCy engineer s
estimated cosc per mile except for urban design where che cost is

computed using escimaCed quanticies and unit prices.

Rural Design Grade Widening - June 1980

Thac rural design grade widening needs be limited to the following
widths and cases.
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Feet of Widening Needs Cost/Mi Ie

4-8 Feec 50% of Average Complete Grading Cost/Mi ie

9-12 Feet 75% of Average Complete Grading Cost/Mile

Any segmencs which are less Ehan 4 feet defi.ci.enc in width shall be

considered adequate. Any segments which are more than 12 feet

deficient in widch shall have needs for complete grading.

Scorm Sewer - Oct. 1961 (Rev. Nov. 1965)

ThaC storm sewer mains may be located off Che Councy State Aid

Highway if, in so doing, it will satisfacCorily accommodate the

drainage problem of the County State Aid Highway.

Base and Surface - June 1965 (Rev. June 1985)

ThaC base and surface quantities shall be determined by reference to
traffic volumes, soil factors, and ScaCe Aid sCandards. Rigid base

is not co be used as ctie basis for estimating needs on County Scate

Aid Highways. Repiacemenc mats shall be 3 bituminous surface over

existing concreCe or 2" bituminous surface over existing bituminous.

To be eligible for concrete pavemenC in che needs study, 2,500 VPD
or more per lane projected traffic is necessary.

Conscruction Accomplishments - June 1965 (Latest Rev. Oct. 1983)

Thac any complece grading accompiishmencs be considered as complece
grading construcCion of Che affected roadway and grading needs shall
be excluded for a period of 25 years from che project letting daCe
or date of force account agreement. Ac the end of the 25-year

period, needs for complete reconstrucCion of che roadway will be

reinstated in the needs study at the iniciative of the Councy
Engineer with coses esCablished and justified by che County Engineer

and approved by Che State Aid Engineer.

Needs for resurfacing shall be allowed on all county stace aid

highways ac all times.

Thac any bridge construction project shall cause the needs on Che

affected bridge to be removed for a period of 35 years from che
projecC letting date or daCe of force accounC agreement. Ac the end

of che 35-year period, needs for complete reconscruction of the

bridge will be reinstated in che needs study aC the iniciative of
Che County Engineer and wich approval of che State Aid Engineer.

The resCnctiona above will apply regardless of Che source of
funding for ctie road or bridge projecC. Needs may be granted as an
exception to chis resolution upon request by che County Engineer,

and justification Co Ehe sacisfaction of che StaCe Aid Engineer
(e.g., a deficiency due to changing standards, projected traffic, or

other verifiable causes).
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Special Resurfacing p^oJ^^S__lJla^_J_96Z_JJtate^_^^v__O^C^^

That any county using non-local construction funds for special

biCuminous resurfacing or concrece joint repair projects shall have
che non-lQcal cosc of such special resurfacing projects annually

deducted from iCs 25-year County ScaCe Aid Highway consCruction

needs for a period of cen (10) years.

iCems Noc Eligible For Apportionment Needs - Oct. 1961 (LaCest Rev.
June^985)

ThaC Adjustment of Uciiities, Miscellaneous ConsCrucCion, or
Maintenance Coses shall not be considered a part of the Study of
Apportionment Needs of che County State Aid Highway Syscem.

Right of Way -Occ. 1979

That for the determination of CoCal needs, proposed right-of-way

widths shall be standardized in the following manner:

Proposed Rural Design -

Proposed
P rpje c c e d_ADT R/W Width

0 - 749 100 Feec

750 - 999 110 Feec

1,000 & Over (2 Lane) 120 Feec

5,000 & Over (4 Lane) 184 FeeC

Proposed Urban Design -

Proposed Roadbed
Width

0-44 Feet

45 & Over

Proposed
R/W Width

60 Feet

Proposed Roadbed
Width + 20 Feet

Also, Chac che CoCal needs cost for any addicional right of way
shall be based on che estimated market value of che land involved,
as determined by each county s assessor.

Forest Highways and State Park Access Roads - Oct. 1961 (LaCesC Rev.
June 1985)

Thac for Che determination of needs for Chose Councy Scace Aid

Highways which are designated as a part of the Forest Highway System
or are state park access roads, the appropriate standards documented

in the Rules for State Aid Operacions shall be used.
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Loops and Ramps - May 1966

That any counCy may include Che cosc of loops and ramps in the needs
scudy with the approval of the District State Aid Engineer.

BRIDGE NEEDS

Bridge Wi.dening - April 1964 (LaEesC R^y^une 1985^

ThaC Che minimum bridge widening be 4 feet.

Bridge Cost LimicaCions - July 1976 (Rev. Oct. 1986)

ThaC the Eocal needs of the Cwo Minnesota River bridges' between

Scott and Hennepin Counties be limited Co Che estimaCed cost of a
single 2-lane structure of approved length until Che concract amounc

is determined. Also, Chat the toCal needs of che Mississippi River
bridge between Dakota and WashingCon Councies be limited co the
escimaCed cost of a 2-lane strucCure of approved lengCh until che

concract amount is deCermmed. In the event the allowable

apporcionmenc needs portion (determined by Minnesota Chapter 162.07,
Subdivision 2) of the contract amount from normal funds (FAU, FAS,
State Aid, Local) exceeds Che "apporcionmenc needs case", ctie

difference, shall be added co che 25-year needs of che respective
councies for a period of 15 years.

AFl'ER THE FACT NEEDS

Bridge Deck Rehabilitation - Dec. 1982 (Latest Rev. Oct. 1986)

That needs for bridge deck rehabilitacion shall be earned for a
period of 15 years afCer the construction has been compleCed and

shall consisC of only chose construccion coses acCually incurred by

the county. IE shall be che County Engineer s responsibility Co
justify any coses incurred and Co report said costs co Che Seafre-Aad

o^^tce-by-^a-t7-+T Discncc Stace Aid Engineer. His approval must be

received in che Office of ScaCe Aid by July 1.

RighC of Way - June 1984 (LatesC Rev. Oct. 1986)

ThaC needs for RighC-of-Way on County ScaCe Aid Highways shall be
earned for a period of 25 years after the purchase has been made by
the County and shall be comprised of actual monies paid to property
owners. Only Chose Righc of Way costs actually incurred by the

county will be eligible. Acceptable jusCification of R/W purchases
will be copies of che warrants paid to the property owners. 1c

shall be Che CounCy Engineer's responsibilicy Co submit said
juscificacion in the manner prescribed to che &tate-Atd-9ffice-by
^aly—t-T DiscncC ScaCe Aid Engineer. His approval muse be received

in the Office of ScaEe Aid by July I.
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Traffic Signals, Lighting, Retaining Walls, and Sidewalk - June 1984
(LaCest Rev. Oct. 1986)

That needs for Traffic Signals, Lighting, Retaining Wails, and
Sidewalk (as eligible for State Aid participation) on County State
Aid Highways shall be earned for a period of 25 years after che
conscruction has been completed and shall consist of only Chose

construction coses actually incurred by the councy. It shall be the

County Engineer a responsibility to justify any coses incurred and
to report said costs to the State-Atd-ofrftce-by-Ju^y-i-T Discrict

Scace Aid Engineer. His approval muse be received in the Office of

Scace Aid by July 1.

VARIANCES

Variance SubcommiCCee - June 1984

That a Variance SubcommiCCee be appointed Co develop guidelines for
use in making needs adjustmeacs for variances granted on County

StaCe Aid Highways.

Guidelines for Needs Adjustments on Variances Granted - June 1985

ThaC the following guidelines be used co decermine needs adjuscmencs
due co variances granted on CounCy Scate Aid Highways:

1) There will be no needs adjusCments applied in instances where
variances have been granted, but because of revised rules, a

variance would noc be necessary ac Che present cime.

2) No needs deduction shall be made for those variances which
allow a width less than standard buc greater chan the width on
which apporCinment needs are presently being compuced.

Examples: a) Segments whose needs are limited Co the center

24 feet.

b) Segments which allow wider dimensions co
accomodate diagonal parking but; the needs scudy
only relates co parallel parking (44 feet).

3) Those variances granted for acceptance of design speeds less

than standards for grading or resurfacing projecCs shall have a
10 year needs adjustment applied cumulaCively in a one year
deduction.

A. The needs deduccion shall be for che complete grading cosc
if che 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 Che event a variance is granted tor resurfacing an

existing roadway involving substandard width, honzonCal
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and vertical curves, eec., buC the only needs being earned

are for resurfacing, and che roadway is within 5 years of
probable reinstatement of full regrading needs based on
the 25-year time period from original grading; che
previously outlined guidelines shall be applied for needs
reductions using the county s average complete grading

case per mile to determine che adjustmenC.

4) Those variances requesting acceptance of widths less than

standard for a grading and/or base & biCuminous consCruction

project shall have a needs reduction equivalent to the needs

difference between the scandard width and construcCed width for

an accumulacive period of 10 years applied as a single one year
deduccion.

5) On grading and grade widening projects, the needs deduction for
bridge width variances shall be che difference between the
actual bridge needs and a Chrioretical needs calculated using

Che width of the bri.dge lefC in place. This difference shall

be computed to cover a 10 year period and will be applied
cumulaCively in a one year deduction.

Excepcion: if the county, by resolution, indicates
Chat the sCructure will be conscructed

wichin 5 years, no deduction will be made.

b) On resurfacing projects, the needs deduction for bridge width
variances shall be Ctie difference between CheoreCical needs
based on che widch of Che bridge which could be left in place
and Che width of the bridge actually left in place. This
difference shall be computed co cover a ten year period and

will be applied cumulatively in a one year deduction.

Excepcion: If Che councy, by resolution, indicates
chac 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 consCrucCion less chan standard, which is equivalent co

Che needs difference becween whaC has been shown in the needs

study and che scruccure which was actually built, for an

accumulative period of 10 years applied as a single one year
deduction.

-73-



NOTES A

-74-



SUBCOMMITTEE

REPORTS

**************

-75-



May, 1987

C.S.A.Ho GENERAL SUBCOMMITTEE REPORT

ON

INACTIVE NEEDS ADJUSTMENTS ??

The County State
originated in 1958.

Aid Highway (CSAH) system in Minnesota waa

When the CSAH was originated, it waa proposed that the county
engineer of each county supplement the Automotive Safety Foun-

dation immediate needs figures with his future 25-year conatruc-

tion needs. These 25-year needs would be screened by the Joint

Committee and consultants and be adjusted where need be, within
traffic volume groups, to compensate for difference in construc-

tion costs caused by ruggedness of terrain, shortage of material,,

or difference in labor costs. These adjusted 25-year conatruc-

tion needs would than be recorded aa the basic money needs for
each county. This procedure then became the basis of the money

needs apportionment (50% of the total apportionment).

Recently, it was proposed that certain mileage in the CSAH
system had not yet been built to CSAH standards and may never be
built; yet this mileage continues to draw needs apportionment.

It was felt that this practice was not fair to those counties
that were diligently constructing their CSAH system. In June
1986, the CSAH Screening Board asked the Screening Board General
Sub-Committee to study the "problem." It was originally proposed
that the committee study only those mileage segments with less
than present 100 Average Daily Traffic (ADT). In the October

1986 Screening Board meeting,, the study expanded to include
all traffic categories.

The committee began the study by collecting data from the needa
unit of Mn/DOT. The following information is for segments which
are receiving complete grading or grade widening needs.

Last Graded 1900 to 1939

0 - 100 ADT
100 - 400 ADT
400 - 750 ADT
750 - 1000 ADT
1000 + ADT

TOTAL

1263 Miles
2716 Miles
551 Miles
261 Miles

1110 Miles

5901 Milea

$ 123,185,388 Needs
609,713,866 Needs
134,609,547 Needs

67,856,503 Needs
-607^008iL399 Needs

Sl,542,373,703 Needs

0
100
400
750
1000

100
400
750
1000

4-

ADT
ADT
ADT
ADT
ADT

Last Graded 1940

266
828
513
270
611

Miles =

Miles =
Miles =

Miles =

Miles =

to 1949

$ 18,262,687
169,889,119
104.703,770
57,549,792

.189^394^570

TOTAL 2488 Miles

Needs
Needs
Needs
Needs
Needs
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Last Graded 1950 to 1960

0
100 -

400 -

750 -

1000

100
400
750

1000
+

ADT
ADT
ADT
ADT
ADT

373
2561
2775
1032
1426

Miles
Miles
Miles
Miles

Miles

= $ 27
465
518
207
-531

,572,287
,493,578

,105,506
,579,097

<.859f.891

Needs

Needs

Needs
Needs

Needs

TOTAL 8167 Miles $1,750,610,359 Needa

Last Graded 1961 to 1985

0
100 -

400 -
750 -

1000

100
400
750

1000
•t"

ADT
ADT
ADT
ADT
ADT

53
607
249
167
480

Miles =

Miles =
Miles =
Miles =

Miles =

$ 5,405,088
93,916,928
37,230,359
24,919,312

199^950^580

Needs
Needs
Needs
Needs

Needs

TOTAL 1556 Miles $361,422,267 Needs

The 1985 total basic 25 year construction needs were
$4,742,570,129. These needs included road needs, bridge needs,

and railroad crossing needs. The breakdown of these segments and
the percent of needs they are earning is as follows:

Graded

Graded

Graded
Graded

Adequate

1900
1940
1950
1960

to

to

to
to

segments

1939
1949
1960
1985

32.5

11.4
36.9
7.6

11^
100.0

%
%

%
%
%

%

(Def.

(Def.
(Def.

(Def.

segments)

segments)
segments)
segments)

This data indicates that approximately one third of the needs are

on segments that have not been graded for at least 47 years and
are drawing complete grading or grade widening needs. Over 80
percent of the needs are on deficient segments that have not been

graded in the last 25 years. This includes approximately
16,556 ,miles, or 55% of the CSAH system. This indicates

that the premise that certain mileage in the CSAH system has not
been recently built or re-built to standards,, and is still

drawing needs apportionment, is correct.

Why is over 80 percent of the CSAH system 25 or more years old?
Why is 32.5 percent 47 or more years old? Will the CSAH system

ever be built to standard? If not, will some mileage probably
never be built? If it will not be built, should it still draw
needs apportionment? These questions can be answered with
"funding" and "priorities."
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In 1971, the .total CSAH needs were $872,716,257 and the consfcruc-
tion apportionment was $33,783,974. This would indicate that it
would take 26 years of apportionments to complete the CSAH system
(assuming no inflation costs) . The 1974 indicates 30 years;
1979 = 35 years, 1983 = 42 years, and 1987 = 46 years of ap-

portionments. This data implies that funding increases are not
keeping pace with needs increases, therefore, the C3AH system is
getting older and more in need of construction. If these trends
continue, it can be concluded that the CSAH system will probably

never be completely built to standard, unless local funds are
used to supplement CSAH funds, and local funds for most counties
are limited.

If the whole CSAH system probably will not be built, what

portion will be built and what won't be? Each County Engineer,,

based on "priorities and potential funding" probably envisage
what part of hia CSAH system probably will not be built in the

foreseeable future. However, for various reasons, these segments
of the CSAH system would be difficult to ascertain. Perhaps,
the current jurisdictional study will denote some of these

segments. It ie feasible to believe that there is presently some
mileage on the CSAH system that does not fit the criteria of
CSAH's as was determined in 1958. The 1958 system1 mileage was

determined from a Automotive Safety Foundations primary study

system. This study system did not take into consideration county

lines or other governmental delineations, but selected on the
basis of the following criteria:

1. Carried relatively heavier traffic volumes.

2. Connects towns, communities^ shipping points, and

markets within a county or in adjacent counties.
3. Provide access to rural churches, schools and community

meeting halls.

4. Serve as principal arteries of rural mail routes and
school bus routes.

5. Act as collectors of traffic from roads of
individuals interest.

6. Occur at reasonable intervals consistent with the
density of population.

This CSAH system criteria has remained basically the since
1958.

Another approach would be to assume that when the CSAH system

started, there were already 25 years of needs. These existing

needs plus the 25 years of future would require 50 years
of apportionment monies to complete the system.

A third approach to this "problem" would be to estimate the

amount of CSAH system that should be completed after a certain
period of time. Assuming that a county is diligently construc-
ting their CSAH system, then sfter any defined time period; a
certain percentage of their CSAH system should be built.
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CONCLUSION, FINDINGS & RECOMMENDATIONS

This report has looked at three alternatives. The first al-

ternative would be to conduct an evaluation of the present CSAH

system. Using the CSAH system criteria and priorities; each

County Engineer would study and revise his CSAH system, elimina-
ting roads that would not be built due to economic constraints,

traffic changes, development, etc., and should not be on the CSAH

system. This study of the CSAH system may be accomplished
through the pending Highway Jurisdictional Study.

After the completion of the Highway Juriadictional Study, or

similar study, the County Engineer would then study the CSAH
system further and establish a two tier CSAH system. The first

or primary tier would be a network or grid of CSAH's that occur
at reasonable intervals and are intended to provide an all-
weather access for the county's citizens. This network may be

designed using population densities, traffic counts, geographies,
recreation sites, etc. The needs of the primary tier would be
considered "future" needs when determining CSAH apportionments.

These needs would fc>e the "realistic funding needs," based on

current funding capabilities.

The second or secondary tier would be the remaining CSAH'a. The

needs of the secondary tier would be considered "after-the-fact"
needs when determining CSAH apportionments. These needs would
be the "if I had enough money needs."

Under this alternative, CSAH needa would be computed using the

future needs of the primary tier and the after-the -fact needs of

the secondary tier.

The second alternative was to simply restrict needs to 50 years

of apportionment monies.

The third alternative was to look at present needs and needs

over 25 years and attempt to determine how diligently each
county was building their original CSAH system and at the same

time reducing their CSAH needs. The 1986 Total Basic 25 Year
Construction Needs were $4,656,668,402. The 1987 CSAH Con-
struction monies available were $101,401,337. At current funding
and construction cost levels, it would take ($4,656,668,402,
$101,401,337 = 46 years) 46 years to complete the system.

If it takes 46 years to complete the system, then (46-25),46 or

46% of the original CSAH needs should be 25 years or older. If a
county has not been diligently building their CSAH system and

reducing their original needs, then that county will have a
larger percentage of their needs older than 25 years, and should

then be adjusted. ;

TABLE A is an attempt to compute each County's "Original" Needs.

Columns 1 - 3 represent the Needs of each county that are 25
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years or older. Column 4 is the Actual Needs Over 25 Years old.
In order to compensate for the needs less than 25 years, we took
the 1987 Total Construction Apportionment (Column 5) times 25

years (Column 6). When adding this figure (Column 6) to the
Total Needs (Column 4), the total is the "Original" Needs
(Column 7). Based on the premise that only 46% of the "Original"
Needs should be over 25 years old; we took 46% of the "Original"

Needs. This amount would be each county's Allowable Needs over
25 years old (Column 8) . The Allowable Needs are then compared
to the Total Needs and the difference is the Needs Adjustment in
Column 9. This needs adjustment, if applicable, would be applied
to the Basic 25 Year Construction Needs on an annual baaia using

CSAH Needs Unit data. This alternative would penalize those
counties who do not seem to be reducing their needs.

The General Sub-Committee feels that there are some contributing

factors that make the CSAH needs seem artificially high. Some
of these are:

y.onZ?eE9r^iQ3
Contrary to popular opinion, the sub-committee feels

that there is work being done on the CSAH system, with

local funds, that is not being reported on the Annual
Needs Study. We suggest that closer scrutiny of the

needs study, and a possible penalty for non-reporting,
be instituted.

Automatic 25 Year Re-Inatatement

The General Sub-Committee study indicated that it
takes 46 years to build the CSAH system. It does not

seem practical to re-instate a graded road after 25

years. Over 80% of the CSAH system is over 25 years
old and appears to be functioning satisfactorily. We
suggest that the automatic grading re-instatement be
changed to 35 - 40 years. With the afore-mentioned

primary tier of CSAH's, 40 years would appear to be a
logical re-grading interval.

Standards

The CSAH needs have been based on standards since the
introduction of the CSAH system. We believe that
"standards based needs" is a good concept; however,
we suggest that the MCHEA Standards Committee study
the current CSAH standards.
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HISTORICAL INFORMATION

On January 2.7, 1956, a report was issued entitled "Proposed

State-Aid Distribution Formula Recommended By The Joint Committee

of County Commissioners and County Highway Engineers". Page 5 of
the report, titled MONEY NEED FACTOR has the following paragraph.

MONEY NEEDS FACTOR
"In order to compensate for the counties' great variation in

valuation and ability to pay, a 10-mill levy on the county's
total valuation and a 6-mill levy for the urban counties, was

computed as a basic levy for road and bridge purposes. Assuming
that 80% of the cost of construction would be borne by the future
road-user fund, a residual of 20% would remain the county's

liability; therefore 20% of the 6 or 10-mill levy for a 25-year

period was subtracted from the total money needs as determined

for each county, the remainder being the money needs used in the
computation of the factor. This adjustment appears to be very
logical in assisting the counties that are not financially able

to help themselves to the extent necessary without penalizing
those counties that have completed substantial road improve-
merits. "

It ia interesting to note that the local participation waa set

at 20t. If it takes 46 years to build the CSAH system, maybe
State Aid should pick up 80%, or 37 years, and local effort pick

up the rest. This 37 year figure, added to the 25 years that a
new road must wait before drawing any grading needs, would
indicate that a county, using 20% local funds, should be able to

construct any particular CSAH segment in at least 62 years.
Therefore, no needs should be allowed for CSAH segments that
were last graded prior to 1925.
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I

INACTIVE NEEDS ADJUSTMENTS ??
(TA3L' A)

COUNTV

OiSLTON

COiX

ITfSU

nflOC.iIMItlG

L(XE

na

ST. LUuiS

SuBTOTft. BIST

NEEDS
i960 TO 1939

t £0,965,119

« £6,895,757

* 46,881,438

t 8,65^,336

t £7,766,492

t 43,743, isa

t 170,033,373

NEEDS
1940 TO 1949

t 4,77&,307

• 7.67Z,908

t 3,034,043

» £,131,863

ISSi
1950 TO 1960

6,140,574

3,854,135

t tt, 439,18-3

t 11,042,547

» 9,576,569

» 17,667,356

< 16,177,564

» a, aa, 933

» 32,396,919

* 109,^56,60E

BCTuflL NEEDS
OVEBE5 VEflRS

* 36,783,973

* M, 145,254

< 67,5fl£,817

* S, 963,763

t 45,736,999

t 6t,9%,ai6

« 325,931,IE4

t 349,939,667 8 76, On, ui9 » Z06,151,490 < is, 140,176

TOTn.
CONST BPP7

t 952,164

» 8£7,679

( 1,7^1,991

t l,U5,l3l

$ 9aa,E75

t 1,781,73d

* 5,821, W

« 13,16fl,73i

£5 VEfU
CUST flPPT

* 23,804,600

« £0,691,975

< 43,5*9,775

• £7,865,775

< Z3, £06,875

» ^,M,<50

» 145,535,850

•omslNflL'
NEEDS

» 60,568,573

» 64,U7,Za

t 111,132,592

» 54, MS, 538

» 66,9^3,874

t li9,539,656

t ^7l,467,OU

(5J
OLUMlBLt NEEDS

t £7,870,7M

t s,as5,\s

« 51,120,992

t a, 230,767

t 31,714,182

( 59,5aa,£1£

t £16,874,B£6

[^
ICEDSHDJUST

« -8,913,229

« -14,3£0,129

< -16,461,BZ5

« -1,732,976

* -14,0£2,817

• -S,W,964

t -109,056,338

t 29,818,300 t 961,358,476 t U2,224,899

K-TMW

C-uiowTEB

rtjBWRD

.<;-3A

LSfS. S hOODS

nfti&A-

ftSWH

tt&KlfCTON

Ptui

•E)Lft<£

SStflu

•AiBTLi-'n. DiST i

$

t

«

i

t

t

t

t

»

t

t

3

£6,703,374

li,*€6,S56

16,OS£,513

10,021, MO

5,21,615

£5,06t, 761

10,769,312

9,&35,a9l

30,597,909

k,s&,3a.

12,095,640

i63,456,563

»

I

«

a

«

«

*

»

t

s

t

B

I,£i2,357

s,719,065

6,920,803

B.^,330

&a,£3a

n,93,w

7,361,734

Z,438,Z56

2,726,585

3,548,815

^,638,747

57,135,307

»

t

s

t

8

»

s

t

»

»

t

f

i7,400,291

ie, us, sa

S,374,865

18,606,969

i, 887,807

16,762,803

H,7tt,W9

'1,80,105

36,003,100

a, 787,533

12,^9,987

l6£,986,W

t

t

$

8

(

s

t

I

t

t

»

»

55,716, ua

27,62^,553

32,388,181

37,276,999

8,7^,060

55,861,481

32,858, IS

17,200,2K

69,327,5W

16,912,700

a, 753,374

383,638, Ml

8

»

s

»

»

»

»

«

t

s

t

»

1,388,361

887,597

B'h,5<0

;,Q3fl,£lB

760,077

l,5a6,3M

1,0<5,814

710,64Z

a, aso,isa

595,122

1,3)9,971

li,S^,?

(

t

t

s

»

t

t

»

t

t

«

t

.M,709,0£5

££,lu9,9£3

22,363,500

£5,955,450

19,001,925

39.659,11X1

26,145,350

17,766,050

56,853, TO

U, 878,050

30,2*9,375

309.171, IS

s

»

t

*

t

t

t

»

t

5

»

t

90,425,047

l>9,en,t78

54,75l,6Bl

63,Z3£,U9

£7,735,985

95, Sa>, 581

59,003, «5

y,966,30e

125,581, ?9

51,790,7»

59,M7,M9

b9£,a09,tt6

$

t

*

s

t

«

»

«

*

t

«

»

*1,595,522

£2,914,660

S, 165,773

£9,086,9£7

12,758,553

«,939,W

27, HI, 5B

16, OM, 499

57,767,298

14,623,745

£7,594,319

318,698,354

«

t

t

t

»

t

»

t

»

t

-14,180,500

-4,709,893

-7,208,408

-8,190,072

-11, 'Ki, OH

-5,716,5ZT

-1,115,753

-ii,560, ae

-£,ZM,g55

-i, M, 055

^n.v

3tVj»

.jSS

c<a. ui'6

t 33,845,107 t 39a,GU « 6,6M,M t W,9Q£,OM » 1,212,35:

« 3,*58,7n t l,7a9.affl t ;i,*75,Z9* » 16,72,836 » 6£l,5(6

S 37,3(M,<35 t 2,i36.0:£ t 20.0u8,»l * 59,3W,6«e t ;,«),«£3

i Ifl,55»,56£ < 10,£W,£07 t ll,50Q,7M $ 40,£95,K7 » l,l<fe,7*»

t 3u,30B,r?5 t 71,210.859 t 3£,756,99S t -fl,K5,M9

t ;5,537,6B5 » 3£,iBl,« » 14.8w.273 * -1,863,565

t 37,0;0.5?5 * %.3£9.23 » W,.£5,£« * -l5,023,W5

« ea,6ba,70u * 6a,iM,£27 < 3l,7i3,W « -e,57i,983



,LPl^,^»li.va i^a^&^u^ A^-LM u^ ^FM^CT L<S

(TABLE A)

auffv

KflNflBEC

f(lLl£LOS

HOMISON

SMHtBume

STEBRKS

'QOB

hftDtNfl

UNlSnT

SUBTOTfiL DiST 3

®
l€£DS

1900 TO 1939

< i,5fl£,W

» li,SOc,Z65

t 6,577,661

« l,66u,904

t 12,313,878

« i. 3H, 315

t 4,137,757

< l7.4u7.50l

fCEDS
1940 TO 1949

t 6,917,538

» £,57l,BZO

t 4,778,501

t 1,S74,569

» 19,061,103

t 8,763,537

» 1,763, £55

t 7,655,632

!££DS
1950 TO I960

* i£,783,aa

« 11,471, TS

t SS,309,9i£

* 4,9rt,iai

» 36,701,^7

t 30,ib5,7Sl

t 9,S<6,:£0

t 29,037,W

flCTuft- teEBS
OUERSSYEflRS

t ££,Z83,a56

t i6,8<5,B!U

t 39,666,1»

* 8,459,593

t 6B,5»,£8

* 4l,9b3,W

t 15,767,178

t M, 100,667

» 156,828,458 t 70,436,846 t 232,595,575 t <59,860,879

TOTh.
HttST ftPPT

* 649,875

t 796,267

$ 1,1£3,5W

« 595,12Z

S 1,795,690

» 1,090,600

< 6i3,i70

( i,360,W

t 13,207,047

S VEM
CUtSTWPT

t 16,231,8(5

t 19,906,675

t £8,066,700

s 14,678,050

t 44,892,250

• £7, £65, mid

t 15,329,250

* 34,010,175

•OM6INOL-
IEEDS

t 38,515,733

» 46,75i,W5

t 67,754,81A

t £3,337, M3

t 113,^8,578

< 69,2Z8,U3

» 3l,iB6,4B2

» U,UO,M2

L8J
(U-DUfiBLf WEEDS

« 17,717,237

< Zl, 506,143

* 31,167, £14

t 10,735,316

t 5a,ao*,7tt

( 31,645,176

t 14,3<M, 354

t '10,530,987

_®._ICEDS (UJUST

< -4,5£6,6Z1

« -5,339,667

* -a,4W,9oo

t -16,391,562

« -id, ii a, '£]

t -l,44a,8l8

t -13,509,680

» 330,176,175 * 790,037,054 t 363,Al7,(rt5

BEUEB

BI6 STONE

djn

DOUGLRS

GRflWT

WWOHEll

OTTEBTfiIL

POPE

STEVENS

SWIFT

TRflVEHSE

NlLKIN

SUBTOTftL DIST t

»

<

»

t

t

«

t

t

<

$

t

t

»

6,355,996
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» £0,031,750 t 50,122,760 * 23,056,470 * -7,0^,540
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COUNTY

Carlton
Cook
ItfCI
Koochlching
L*k«
Pint
fit. Loui*
Dlttrlct 1 Total*

MltrMl
ClnnctT
Hubbard
Kittion
L*k» of th« (tood»
Nanhall

Pwffiinjton
Polk
R»d Late
Ro—u
Dirtrict 2 Tottls

flitkin
Bmton
Can
CroN Wing
lunti
Kanabn
Ni 111 Lan
Mormon
Bhwburna
Bturm
Todd
UldlM

Uright
Dirtrict 3 Total*

Backtr
Big Storr
Clay
Douglw
finnt
ftahnonm
Ottir Tail
Popa
Sttvim
SNift
Travwn
Uilkin
Dlitrict 4 Total*

(Baud on 1987 flpportionNmt)

flPPROX. flPPORTIWEMT
INCREASE

OR
(DECREflSE)

«4,5^)
(115,103)
(12,402)

0
(86,007)

(104,286)
(930,2gl)

(10,180)
80,318
13,315
42,618

0
73,375
93,111

111,874
293)898
21,498

216,613

121,423
S7,t09

(11,983)
41,663
21, US
22,026
44,451
22,S67

0
(30,147)
(18,381)
78,169

<20,13B)

143,811
0

62,465
1W, 380

0
0

123,129
63,130
(t,®48)

103,691
54,468
97,382

Carvsr ,

Kuntpin
Scott
Dirtrid S Totals

R Him

tourton

Olmtri
Rin
8t»8lB
Stabasha
Nirxmt
Disirid 6 Toisls

BIui Earth
BTOWS
ColSonwwd
Faribaul^
Jgekien
La 8u@ur
Nartin
Nicellrt
Nsblta
Rttck
§lbl«y

(tatonNan
Diatrid 7 Totals

Karriiydii
Lac Bui Parlt
Lireoln
Lyon
IteLrt

Nurray

RmvilSt
y»Slon Nsdieim
DisSrirt 8 Totals

Chiwgo
Dakota

ilashisjion
Diatriei 9 Totals

mm.

w

(16,400)

21,916

)f

(77,551)
(23, Ml)

(£4,16S)
i31,028)

!26,S5fl
17, ?

<3i,sa3>
(30,634)
39,374
49, W
18,442

39,677
7,433

31,802

87,673

87,712
(13,303)
<19,047»

w, m
48,785

(110,g!9)

47,713
*B, 015

(717,640)
BO,173



May, 1987

C.S.A.H. GENERAL SUBCOMMITTEE REPORT

ON

TRAFFIC PROJECTION FACTORS

(EFFECTS DUE TO "SYSTEM 70" COUNTS IN DISTRICTS 5 & 9)

In June 1986, Districts 5 and 9, through their representatives, Paul Ruud
and Douglas Weiszhaar, requested the Screening Board to study the effects
of a selected "System 70" counting procedure on the County State Aid
Highways in the two districts. This request for study was delegated to the
General Subcommittee of the Screening Board. Following are the results of
this study and the General Subcommittee recommendations.

PROBLEM:

From 1972 to 1980, the seven metropolitan counties of Region 11 counted

traffic according to a "System 70 procedure. The System 70 was a

highway system established by MN/DOT, and it was intended to monitor the
trunk highways and the major County and County State Aid Highways important

lo the region. AH a result of this procedure, not all of the CSAH mileage
was counted. The metropolitan counties were also requested to take traffic

counts every two years.

In the mid-1970 s, a full coverage counting procedure was introduced. Use
of the mainframe MN/DOT computer enabled identification and calculation of
adjusted traffic volumes on all County Roads and CSAH's. From 1974-75 to
1980, all metropolitan counties shifted from System 70 to full coverage

counting.

The two-year traffic counting interval provides more statistical data for
calculation of a traffic projection factor; however, large changes in
traffic or miles of road also result in rapid afid erratic changes in
projection factors. Effects of using "System 70" counts in Anoka, Dakota,

Carver, Scott and Washington Counties have been graphed and are shown in
Appendix A. In 1986, the traffic projection factors for most of tlie
metropolitan counties illustrate a reduced traffic factor when, in fact,
greater and increased traffic volumes are being experienced. This
situation exists because now all of the CSAH mileage is being counted and
the methodology of the least squares technique views the increase in total
mileage und Uie efl'ecL on traffic density (average vehicles per mile per
miJe of CSAH) as an overall reduction which translates to a downward
traffic projection factor. The effect of this situation will extend until
the "System 70" counts are no longer part of the twelve-year period used in

the least squares calculation.
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"System 70" Total

County Mileage CSAH_MUeage

Anoka 163.33 243.23
Carver 106.80 201.43
Dakota 212.46 269.22
Hennepin 456.08 491.68
Ramsey 220.73 227.86
Scott 101.49 184.95
Washington 129.47 185.53

RECOMMENDATIONS:

It is contradictory to have significantly reduced tral'i'ic projection
factors in an area of the state experiencing large growth. Traffic volumes

are increasing dramatically as a result of development. Benefits received

by a reduced system, which equate:-; to a lueiher projec'Liun factoj , have been

realized but for the most part, the limeframe of these benef'lts has been

short. Two counties, Dakota and Scott, will be affected by a reduced

factor until 1992. Some of the metropolitan counties are being affected by

downward factors for System 70 counts taken in 1972.

The General Subcommittee has thoroughly reviewed the effects of System 70

counting and hereby recommends the following:

Because of the limited number of CSAH's counted in the metro area

under a System 70 procedure used in the mid-1970's, those "System

70" count years shall not be used in the least squares traffic

projection. Count years which show representative traffic figures for

the majority of their CSAH system will be used until the System 70
count years drop off the twelve year minimum period mentioned

previously.

The adjustment to traffic projection factors shall be limited to a 0,3

point change per traffic count interval.

The following table summarizes the ramifications of the resolution.

Recommended

Projection Projection Traffic Projection

Factor with Factor w/o Factor with 0.3
County 'ISy_stenL_70'1. "System 70" Limitations

Anoka 1.3 1.7 1.6

Carver 1.2 1.7 1.6

Dakota 1.8 1.8 1.8
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Counts

Hennepin

Ramsey
Scott

Washington

Projection
Factor with
"System 70"

1.4

1.2
1.8

1.6

Projection

Factor w/o
"System 70"

1.5

1.7
1.8
1.7

Traffic Projection
Factor with 0.3
Limitations

1.5

1.5
1.8
1.7

The adjustment factor limiting the ctismge to 0.3 point change per traffic

count interval is intended to balance some of the benefits received when
the introduction of System 70 counts increased the traffic projection
factory for the metropolitan counties. It is further recommended that this
adjustment limitation be applied to all counties with either increasing or

decreasing projection factors. This adjustment limitation could be used

for aJ 1 fut.ure traffic projection changes. In 1986, the only other county

that would be affected is as follows:

County Old Factor New Factor Limited Factor

Cook 1.9 1.5 1.6

DW/Jjd
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C.S.A.H. GENERAL SUBCOMMITTEE REPORT May, 1987

ON

PROCEDURE FOR DETERMINATION OF RURAL AND
URBAN NEEDS STUDY UNIT PRICES

PAST HISTORY

At the October 25, 1985 County Engineer Screening Board Meeting,
a motion was passed authorizing the General Sub-Committee to
deviate from the rules on an individual review of counties whose
five-year average unit price data does not conform to the present
requirements of having 50,000 tons of gravel base material.

Also a discussion of the past method of only using rural unit
prices in all bufc Hennepin and Ramsey Counties was held and a
motion passed for the General Sub-Committee to review gravel base
unit prices with urban unit prices included and to make a
recommendation to the Spring 1986 Screening Board meeting.

On May 15, 1986, the CSAH General Sub-Committee decided to
include urban projects for the rural 5 year average unit price
study for all Counties beginning with the 1985 projects in order
to get a larger sample and more representative prices.

For urban needs, the practice continued of adding the
differential between MSAS unit prices recommended by the MSAS
subcommittee and the CSAH average (additional $1.18/ton for 1986
Class 5 base material).

The practice also continued using a minimum 50,000 tons of
gravel base material for each County for the five year average
needs price study. If the minimum of 50,000 tons of gravel base
"sterial was not reached then subbase material and finally enough
surrounding Counties gravel base material was added to equal
50,000 tons to establish gravel base prices.

Using these methods the CSAH unit prices for the June 1986
Screening Board Data were developed and shown as discussed on
pages 10 to 13 and Figure A of that booklet.

The June 25 and 26, 1986 Screening Committee Meeting basically
approved the previous decisions and prices but requested the
general subcommittee to study the impact of a 40,000 ton minimum
with urban prices included.

At the October 29 and 30, 1986 Screening Committee Meeting, it
was agreed to leave the 50,000 ton minimum for gravel base price
determination. Direction was given to the General Subcommittee
to (1) study combining urban and rural gravel base prices, (2)
use these combined prices in determining other unit prices, and
(3) eliminate the use of MSAS unit prices in determining CSAH
unit prices.
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RECOMMENDATION

The CSAH General Subcommittee Meeting on April 10, 1987 approved
the following methods for determination of unit prices. Include
all urban design projects with all rural design projects to
establish one gravel base unit price for each County. Also to
use the increment method separately for both rural and urban
designs to determine each individual counties subbase, bituminous
base and surface, gravel surface, and gravel shoulder unit prices
by adding the difference between the 1986 statjiaverage unit
price of gravel base and the 1986 state average unit price of
each of the other items to each County's individually determined
gravel base unit price.

This eliminates the so-called "double bump" and also eliminates
the reliance on arbitrary MSAS unit prices for the urban unit
prices.
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