
.MN.REF'J, OF TRANSPORTATION

30314000030931

County
1988
Screening
Data

Board

JTRACYS BOX CAR DAYS
EVERY LABOUR DAY WEEK-END

MNDOT
HE
356
.M6

M54a
1988

? 1988

LYON COUNTY



1988
County Screenin9 Board

Data

JTRACXSLBpX C^R .DAYS_|
^ EVERY LABO'R DAY WE^EK-END

L^k

MINNESOTA DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION

LYON COUNTY

JUNE L 988



COUNTY ENGINEERS OF MINNESOTA
(as of 4/28/88)



Lotus-2.01-3(sptblcnt)

TABLE OF CONTENTS

FOR THE COUNTY SCREENING BOARD DATA

TO BE PRESENTED AT THE JUNE 22-23, 1988 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. 1988 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..............14-15

II. MILEAGE REQUESTS Pages 17-32

A. Criteria Necessary for County State Aid Highway
Designation........................................... 18

B. History of the C.S.A.H. Additional Mileage Requests...19-22
C. Anoka County Mileage Request. ......................... 23-28 & Fig. B

D. Scott County Mileage Request. ......................... 29-32 & Fig. C

III.REFERENCE MATERIAL Pages 33-70

A. 1983-1987 Five-Year Average Subbase (Class 3 & 4)
Unit Price Data....................................... 34 & Fig. D

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

C. 1987 CSAH Urban Design Grade Widening Cost Study......36-37
D. County State Aid Maintenance Transfers................ 38
E. County State Aid Hardship Transfers................... 39

F. Needs Adjustments For Variances Granted on C.S.A.H.'s. 40
G. Minutes of the October 28-29, 1987 County Engineers

Screening Board Meeting...............................41-51

G. Minutes of the January 27, 1988 General Subcommittee
Meeting............................................... 52

H. Minutes of the April 15, 1988 General Subcommittee 53-55
Meeting.

I. Current Resolutions of the County Screening Board.....56-70



Lotus-2.01-3(Scboard)

1988 COUNTY SCREENING BOARD

Dick Hansen

Mike Rardin

Duane Lorsung

Tom Richels

Roger Gustafson

Rick Arnebeck

Bob McPartlin

Tom Beha

Ken Weltzin

Duane Blanck (Secretary)

St. Louis County

Polk County

Todd County

Wilkin County

Carver County

Winona County

Waseca County

Lyon County

Ramsey County

Crow Wing County

District 1

District 2

District 3

District 4

District 5

District 6

District 7

District 8

District 9

1988 CSAH GENERAL SUBCOMMITTEE

Dave Everds (Chairman)

Dick Skalicky

Dennis Berend

Dakota County

Steele County

Otter Tail County

Ron Sandvik

Pete Boomgarden

Don Wisniewski

CSAH VARIANCE SUBCOMMITTEE

Le Sueur County

Redwood County

Washington County



Lotus-2.01-3(Introduc)

1988 COUNTY SCREENING BOARD DATA

JUNE, 1988

Introduction

The primary tasks of the Screening Board at this meeting are to
establish unit prices to be used for the 1988 County State Aid
Highway Needs Study, to review and give approval or denial to the
additional mileage requests included in this booklet, and to review
the results of studies previously requested by the Screening Board.

As in other years, in order to keep the five-year average unit price
study current, we have removed the 1982 construction projects and
added the 1987 construction projects. The abstracts of bids on all
State Aid and Federal Aid projects, let from 1983 through 1987, are
the basic source of information for compiling the data used for
computing the recommended 1988 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 1987 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 January 27, and April 15..
1988 are included in the "Reference Material" section of this
report. The General Subcommittee will attend the Screening Board
meeting to review and explain their recommendations.
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1988 COUNTY SCREENING BOARD DATA

JUNE, 1988

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

(Base on State Averages from 1978-1987)

The following graphs and tabulations indicate the unit price trends of

the various construction items. As mentioned earlier, all unit price

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

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

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

Please note that urban design projects were included in the study

beginning with the 1982 projects.



1988 COUNTY SCREENING BOARD DATA
JUNE, 1988

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

Year

1978
1979
1980
1981
1982
1983
1984
1985
1986
1987

1982-1987

Quantities

1,408,202
1,148,672
1,006,473
1,274,775

474,716
838,004
645,084
729,577
801,779

1,015,708

Includes Rural

Cost

$3,725,724
3,891,149
3,665,775
4,589,136
1,633,375
3,015,160
2,605,291
2,804,858
2,904,511
4,147,919

& Urban

Annual
Average

$2.65
3.39
3.64
3.60
3.44
3.60
4.04
3.84
3.62

4.08

Design Projects

5-Year

Average

$2.11
2.33
2.66
3.04
3.30
3.54
3.66
3.70
3.72
3.84

(Only)
(Rural Design)
Needs Study

Average

$1.87
2.11
2.56
3.67
3.43
3.27
3.54
4.04
3.84
3.54

Annu.a.t Average 777A Five Year Av. Needs Study Av.
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1988 COUNTY SCREENING BOARD DATA
JUNE, 1988

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

Year

1978
1979
1980
1981
1982
1983
1984
1985
1986
1987

1982-1987 Includes Rural

Quantities

2,383,648
2,115,430
1,468,830
1,840,881
2,467,051
1,938,168
1,862,681
2,574,482
2,298,971
2,856,606

Cost

$6,150,942
6,885,598
5,099,343
6,218,533
8,167,357
7,113,486
8,042,583

10,479,018
8,783,496

11,084,646

& Urban

Annual
Average

$2.58
3.25
3.47
3.38
3.31
3.67
4.32
4.08
3.82
3.88

Design Projects

5-Year

Average

$2.12
2.34
2.64
2.91
3.15
3.38
3.58
3.72
3.82
3.94

(Only)
(Rural Design)
Needs Study

Average

$1.96
2.12
2.59
3.54
3.43
3.27
3.56

4.31
4.07
3.82

Annual Average V77A Five Year Av. [ESQ Needs Study ftv.
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1988 COUNTY SCREENING BOARD DATA
JUNE, 1988

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

Year

1978
1979
1980
1981
1982
1983
1984
1985
1986
1987

1982-1987

Quantities

1,738,385
1,640,936
1,218,694
1,825,702
1,911,929
2,141,604
2,115,153
2,491,261
2,556,567
2,483,731

Includes Rural

Cost

$20,006,836
23,711,868
20,084,084
35,165,185
33,405,746
39,959,758
42,616,496
49,596,550
43,039,573
38,877,560

& Urban

Annual
Average

$11.51
14.45
16.48
19.26
17.47
18.66
20.15
19.91
16.83
15.65

Design Projects

5-Year

Average

$10.70
11.43
12.47
14.39
15.85
17.40
18.55
19.13
18.60
18.15

(Only)
(Rural Design)
Needs Study

Average

$10.38
10.70
12.64
16.48
19.27
17.39
18.61
20.10
19.91
16.71

Annua 1 aver aye 77771 Five Year av. Need? Study av.
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1988 COUNTY SCREENING BOARD DATA
JUNE, 1988

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

Year

1978
1979
1980
1981
1982
1983
1984
1985
1986
1987

1982-1987

Quantities

122,544
64,840
87,488
63,541

191,268
146,503
172,277
223,479
258,737
299,548

Includes Rural & Urban

Cost

$1,656,383
1,308,883
1,413,751
1,310,395
3,749,375
3,199,774
4,028,081
5,451,659
4,976,856
5,666,289

Annual
Average

$13.52
20.18
16.16
20.63
19.60
21.84
23.39
24.39
19.24
18.92

Design Projects

5-Year

Average

$12.41
13.20
14.24
16.13
17.66
19.54
20.42
22.10
21.58
21.19

(Only)
(Rural Design)
Needs Study

Average

$12.11
15.41
14.52
17.58
20.63
19.39
21.44
23.06
24.39
17.95

Annua t Average V//A F i ve Year Av. Needs Study Av,
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1988 COUNTY SCREENING BOARD DATA
JUNE, 1988

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

Year

1978
1979
1980
1981
1982
1983
1984
1985
1986
1987

1982-1987

Quantities

388,427
261,637
291,915
177,479
169,755
176,024
283,698
194,555
257,323
252,093

Includes Rural &

Cost

$1,032,379
806,744

1,072,984
565,415
514,181
669,773

1,027,910
769,340
951,855
957,420

Urban Design

Annual
Average

$2.(
3.

3.

3.

3.

3.

3.

3.
3.'

3.i

66
08
68
19
03
81
62
95
70
80

5-Year

Average

$2.:
2.

2.

2.'

3.

3.:

3.

3.

3.

3.

,17
,39
,77
.95
,09
.37
.50
.54
.64
.76

Projects

(Only)
(Rural Design)
Needs Study

Average

$1.
2,

2
3
3
3,

3
3
3
3

.92

.17

.64

.67

.19

.00

.76

.62

.95

.68

An-n u..3.1 Average 777A Five Year Av. Needs Study Av.
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1988 COUNTY SCREENING BOARD DATA
JUNE, 1988

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

1982-

Year

1978
1979
1980
1981
1982
1983
1984
1985
1986
1987

1987 Includes

Quantities

748,028
641,380
528,325
606,762
760,901
838,572
812,267
988,140

1,097,504
1,118,628

Rural & Urban Design

Cost

$2,259,804
2,255,009
1,963,507
2,287,661
3,111,555
3,504,333
3,565,540
4,411,565
4,415,374
4,506,428

Annual
Average

$3.02
3.52
3.71
3.77
4.09
4.18
4.39
4.47
4.02
4.03

Projects

5-Year

Average

$2.50
2.73
2.98
3.25
3.61
3.88
4.06
4.21
4.23
4.20

(Only)
(Rural Design)
Needs Study

Average

$2.29
2.50
5.00
3.73
3.78
4.08
4.12
4.39
4.46
4.02

Annu.a t Average 777A F i ve Year Av. Needs Study Av.
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DW4B:GRAVBASE.DOC

1988 OOUNTO SCREENING BOARD DMA
JUNE, 1988

1988 C.S.A.H. Gravel Base Unit Price Data

The map (figure A) indicates each county's 1987 CSAH needs
study gravel base unit price, the gravel base data in the
1983-1987 five-year average unit price study for each
county, and an inflated gravel base unit price which is
the Subccmnittee's recccmendation for 1988. As directed
by the 1986 Screening Board, all urban design projects
were also included in the five year average unit price
study for dll counties.

The following procedure, initially adopted at the 1981
Spring Screening Board meeting, was inplanented by the
Subccnmittee at their fspril 15, 1988 meeting to detennine
the 1988 gravel base unit prices:

If a county has at least 50,000 tons of gravel
base in its current five-year average unit prioe
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 sub-base material fran
that county's five-year average unit price study
is added to the gravel base material to equal
50,000 tons, and a wei^ited average unit price
inflated fcy the prqper factors is detennined.

If a cxxmty has less than 50,000 tone of
combined gravel base and stihbase material in its
five-year average unit price study, then enouc^i
gravel base matftrial from the surrounding
counties which do have 50,000 tons in their
five-year averages is added to the oanbined
gravel base and subbase material to equal 50,000
tens, and a weighted average unit price j;
by the proper factors is determined.

As you can see, the couties whose reoannended unit prices
have either a square or a circle around them have less
than 50^000 tons of gravel base material in their current
five-year average unit price study. Therefore, these
prices were detennined using either the second or third
part of the procedure above. Dave Evenis, Dennis Berend,
and Dick Skalicky fran the SubcaBmittee will atterri the
Screening Board meeting to discuss thetr recaimenE3ations.

-10-





Lotus-2.01-4(Inflatio)
1988 COUNTY SCREENING BOARD DATA

JUNE, 1988

Unit Price Inflation Factor Study

Because of the drastic fluctuation in unit prices in recent years, the
Subcommittee is recommending continuing the inflation of the cost, in
the five-year average unit price study for the determination of needs
study prices.

Since the gravel base and subbase prices are the basis for the other
needs study construction item unit prices, the needs unit concentrated
on these two items to generate inflation factors.

The inflation factors arrived at were computed by dividing the average
unit price of the latest year in the five-year average by the average
unit price of the year involved. These calculations are shown in the
charts below.

Gravel Base - #2211 Class 5-6

Year

1983

1984

1985

1986

1987

Year

1983

1984

1985

1986

1987

Quantity

1,938,168

1,862,681

2,574,482

2,298,971

2,856,606

Subbase

Quantity

838,004

645,084

729,577

801,779

1,015,708

Cost

$7,113,486

$8,042,583

$10,479,018

$8,783,496

$11,084,646

Annual
Average

$3.67

$4.32

$4.07

$3.82

$3.88

Base - #2211 Class 3-4

Cost

$3,015,160

$2,605,291

$2,804,858

$2,904,511

$4,147,919

Annual
Average

$3.60

$4.04

$3.84

$3.62

$4.08

Inflation
Factor

$3.88/$3.67 =

$3.88/$4.32 =

$3.88/$4.07 =

$3.88/$3.82 =

Inflation
Factor

$4.08/$3.60 =

$4.08/$4.04 =

$4.08,$:.34 -

$4.08/$3.62 =

1.06

0.90

0.95

1.02

1.13

1.01

1.06

1.13

In order to reflect current prices in the 1983-1987 five-year average
unit price study, each project's gravel base and subbase costs were
multiplied by the appropriate inflation factor.

-11-



Lotus-2.01-3(csah2)

1988 COUNTY SCREENING BOARD DATA
JUNE, 1988

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

The following tabulation of roadway construction prices shows the

average unit prices in the 1987 C.S.A.H. needs study, the 1983-1987

C.S.A.H. five-year average unit prices, the 1987 average and the

Subcommittee's recommended unit prices for use in the 1988 needs study.

The Subcommittee's recommended prices were determined at their meetings

on January 27 and April 15, 1988. Minutes documenting these proceedings

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

-12-



Lotus-2.01-3(Unitcomp)

1988 COUNTY SCREENING BOARD DATA

JUNE, 1988

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

Construction Item

Rural & Urban Design

1987
CSAH
Needs
Study

Average

1983-1987
CSAH

5-Year

Average

1987
CSAH

Average

1988
CSAH

Unit Price
Recommended

by CSAH
Subcommittee

Grav. Base Cl 5 & 6/Ton $3.82(C) $3.94(C)
3.78(R)
5.21(U)

$3.88(C)
3.70(R)
5.16(U)

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

$3.54
16.71
17.95
11.71
3.68
4.02

$3.65
18.02
19.94

3.76
4.19

$3.75
15.51
17.64

11.77(Mn/DOT)
3.80
4.02

G.B.

G.B.

G.B.

G.B.

G.B.

+
+

11.

+

$ 0.13
11.63
13.76

80
0.08
0.14

Urban Design

Grading/Cu.Yd.
Subbase Cl 3 & 4/Ton
Bit.Base & Surf. 2331/Ton
Bit.Surf. 2341/Ton
Con.Surf. 2301/Sq.Yd.

$3.25
4.47

18.48
25.41
14.84

5
20
26

.22

.16

.66

5.

17.i

24.

,60
,68
,90

14.84(Mn/DOT)

G.

G.

B.

B.

$3.
G.

+
+

14.

25
B.

13.
21.

89

80
02

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

* The Recommended Gravel Base Unit Price
for each individual county is shown on
the state map foldout (Fig. A) .

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

-13-



Lotus-2.01-3(Csahl)

1988 COUNTY SCREENING BOARD DATA
JUNE, 1988

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

The following report lists the miscellaneous unit prices used in the

1987 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 recommendations can be found in

the minutes of their meetings on January 27 and April 15, 1988 which

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

-14-



Lotus-2.01-3(unitpric)

1988 COUNTY SCREENING BOARD DATA

JUNE, 1988

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

Construction Item

Other Urban Design

1988
CSAH
Needs
Study

Average

Prices
Recommended

For 1988
By MSAS

Subcommittee
or Mn/Dot

1988
CSAH

Unit Price
Recommended

by CSAH
Subcommittee

Storm Sewer - Complete/Mi.
Storm Sewer - Partial/Mi.
Curb & Gutter Const./Lin.Ft.
Tree Removal/Tree
S idewa1k Remova 1/Sq.Yd.
Curb & Gutter Removal/Lin.Ft.
Cone.Pave.Removal/Sq . Yd.

$196,000
62,000

6.00
100.00

4.00
1.75

3.75

• »3 • -n»

M.S.A.S

M.S.A.S

M.S.A.S

• »3 • .n.

$300,000
62,000

.- 6.00

.-135.00

.- 4.00

.- 1.75

.- 4.00

$196,000
62,000

6.00
135.00

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.

$37.00
40.00
54.00

100.00
2,250
1,750

$41.50
47.00
56.00

120.00
2,250
1,750

$42.00
47.00
56.00

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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Lotus-2.01-3(Criteria)

1988 COUNTY SCREENING BOARD DATA
JUNE, 1988

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 a 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.



Lotus-2.01-3(History) 1988 COUNTY SCREENING BOARD DATA
JUNE, 1988

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

Approved by the County Engineers' Screening Board

County

Aitkin

Anoka

Becker

Bet trami

Benton

Big Stone

Blue Earth

Brown

Carl ton

Carver

Cass

Chippewa

Chisago

day

C1earwater

Cook

Cottonwood

Crow Wing

Dakota

Dodge

Douglas

Faribautt

Fi 11more

Freeborn

Goodhue

Grant

Hennepin

1958-

1964

6.10

1.33

6.84 *

3.18 *

1.40

15.29 *

3.81

3.62

1.55

14.00

3.24

1.18

0.30 *

3.60

3.37

13.00 *

1.65 *

7.40 *

1.12

0.05

5.30

4.50

1965-

1970

0.71

10.07

0.69

3.63

0.94

7.90

1.00

0.82

1.80

3.25

0.37

0.90

0.12

1971-

1976

0.16

0.16

0.13

0.48

0.10

1.00

1.30

2.47

l.ZO

0.65

0.08

0.24

1977-

1982

0.6(

0.2;

0.09

1.10

0.85

1983 1984 1985 1986 1987 1988 1989

Total

Miles

Requested

& Approved

To Date

0.08

2.26

0.11

6.70

2.04

10.07

7.69

3.18

1.56

15.54

7.57

3.62

3.05

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

0.08

5.42

5.59

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

Approved by the County Engineers" Screening Board

County

Houston

Hubbard

Isanti

Itasca

Jackson

Kanabec

Kandi yohi

Kittson

Koochiching

Lac Qui Par1e

Lake

Lake of the Woods

Le Sueur

Lincoln

Lyon

Me Lead

Mahnomen

Marshall

Martin

Meeker

Mi He Lacs

Morrison

Mower

Murray

Nicollet

Nobles

Norman

1958-

1964

0.60

1.06

6.60 *

9.27 *

1.70

3.24 *

0.56

2.70

5.65 *

2.00

0.09

1.00

15.00 *

0.80

9.28 *

3.52

1965-

1970

1.25

0.74

0.10

0.44

0.23

1.58

0.33

0.90

0.42

1.52

3.83

13.71

1971- 1977-

1976 1982

0.12

0.26 0.06

0.56

0.83

0.50

1.00

0.50

0.74

0.09

1.10

0.23

1983 1984 1985 1986 1987 1988

Total

MHes

Requested

& Approved

1989 To Date

0.12

0.02

0.60

0.12

2.17

1.80

0.00

0.10

0.00

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

0.00

13.20

4.62

0.60

13.94

1.31



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

Approved by the County Engineers' Screening Board

County

Olmsted

Otter Tail

Pennington

Pine

Pipestone

Polk

Pope

Ramsey

Red Lake

Redwood

Renvtlle

Rice

Rock

Roseau

St. Louis

Scott

Sherbume

Sibtey

Steams

Steel e

Stevens

Swift

Todd
Traverse

Wabasha

Wadena

Waseca

1958-

1964

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

0.08

1.90 *

0.20

0.43 *

4.10

1965-

1970

4.55

0.50

2.00

0.67

1.11

1.60

11.43

3.44

5.42

0.70

1.55

1.00

0.78

0.43

1971-

1976

1.55

1.20

0.61

0.50

5.15

0.56

0.30

0.14

1983 1984 1985 1986 1987 1988 1989

Total

Miles

Requested

& Approved

To Date

0.313

0.67

0.13

0.54

0.12

3.90

0.24

0.21 0.92

1.60

0.05

15.32

0.36

0.84

9.25

0.50

6.22

4.83

11.86

0.50

3.54

0.00

1.70

1.04

6.80

19.14

17.36

5.4Z

1.50

0.78

5.45

1.00

1.02

1.90

2.36

0.73

0.00

4.72

I
M
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History of C.S.A.H. AcMitional Mileage Requests

Approved by the County Engineers' Screening Board

County

Washington

Watonwan

Wilkin

Winona

Wright
Yellow Medicine

1958-

1964

2.33 *

7.40 *

0.45

1965-

1970
1971-

1976

0.40

0.04

1.39

1977-

1982

0
0

1

.33

.68

.38

1983 1984 1985 1986 1987 1988

Total

Miles

Requested

& Approved

1989 To Date

1.33

0.19

Totals 246.60 92.43 25.65 11.39

* Some Trunk Highway Turnback Mileage

0.81 2.93 3.55 0.12 0.08 0.00 0.00

4.39

0.91

0.00

7.40

1.83

1.39

383.56



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

DATE : Ct^'J I . ^-y
~r

TO : Manager, State Aid Needs Unit

FROM : (7 F^^^^^n^r-^ _ District State Aid Engineer

SUBJECT: Request for Approval of a System Revision
<Mnuii,HT<lM-fcy)' (County) of ' /2>urri<-

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

L-Projected to carry a relatively heavier traffic volume,
L ^4

i. or is functionally classified as collector or arterial.

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

'•adjacent counties,

or provides access to rural churches, schools, community meeting halls,
industrial areas, state institutions and recreational areas,

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

^1 '"Occurs at reasonable intervals consistent with the density of population.

Provides an integrated and coordinated highway system affording, within practical
-imits, a State-Aid highway network consistent with projected traffic demands.

M.S.A.S. CRITERIA

Projected to carry a relatively heavier traffic volume,

or is functionally classified as collector or arterial.

Connects the points of major traffic interest within an urban municipality.

Provides an integrated street system affording, within practical limits, a
State-Aid street network consistent with projected traffic demands.

Miles M.S.A.S.

Available
Revoked

Requested
Balance

Commentsimments: /AJ jQV ^o^i.tn^i . ja^n ^n»i w^r^ .^{^-s^.n^li r^^.^mi ^ ~^A^^<^A

^. ^^-T'r'^J^'-^. //^ 7L^/,^/ \.^^H ^^1' ,^ i,. -T^LL '
.^" . '' "fl '/? ^r^,- y ^-- -— —_-, ---

'—L'^L_ 1-t.*^<3^^4A ^/^-^ -^^ -^ P^~ (^t-ji.^-'\ • Ch( <:/t U^\o^-^^

^1-/ -*— ^~ CL^-. PC'S" A f) 7~/»M/-/ /<-k,* .^ff^-0^.7f~^^- "?ff/ ^ n7~l \A- ^-K^;»'Kin-''1 ^ M-^ •-'^ d '^«/ ' mv\.m g-)ni ^ue^pfi.u^.n n.4 ——. ^J f ^H Ul ,.^&/T ^,f — - ^ — - -• /1 ''' ' ~ ' ' ' '

•^. ^'^/.....pj- ^- ^< J c^r^+ ->yi7^3^, _ _-^T^/r'A^ A/
^y " ^-^—'"'—-' --v"

—^7j^<A^

C7 ^/- ^ ^^^n^^r- _ r\^d ^ ! ^'7 *-w -' , .\^l^lA^r f? — — ^' l<^r'v^ ^ —^—7~
District" St'ate Aia'ErTgineer Dal

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

APPROVED OR DENIED:
State Aid Engineer Date -23-
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COUNTY OF ANOKA
Department of Highways

Paul K. Ruud, Highway Engineer

1440 BUNKER LAKE BLVD NW, ANDOVER, MINNESOTA 55304 612-754-3520

March 30, 1988

Mr. C.E. Weichselbaum
District State Aid Engineer
Mn/DOT District No. 5
2055 North Lilac Drive
Minneapolis, MN. 55422

Re: CSAH Mileage Requests

Dear Mr. Weichselbaum:

In response to rapid development in our county and in an
attempt to complete two cross county state highways, we are
requesting your review and approval of three (3) additions to
our county state aid system. Each of the three segments are
discussed in detail in the following narrative and illustrated
on the attached maps.

Segment 1:
The first segment we propose as an addition to the CSAH

system is CR #51 (University Avenue) from TH 10 to TH 242.
This segment, 4.57 miles in length, classified as a minor
arterial, connects TH 10 at the Northtown Shopping Center
(700,000. square feet) with TH 242 at Blaine Senior High
School (2400 students). In between it serves fully developed
portions of the cities of Blaine and Coon Rapids and serves
two elementary schools, several churches, many office
buildings and commercial enterprises. Traffic volumes range
from 8200 to 25,300 A.D.T. over this segment.

Affirmative Action / Equal Opportunity Employer -25-



-2-

From T.H. 10 to 106th Avenue the highway is 4 lanes,
undivided; from 106th Avenue to 109th Avenue the highway
exists as 4 lanes, divided; and from 109th Avenue to T.H. 242
the highway exists as a 48 foot wide bituainous roadway,
striped for 2 lanes of traffic plus shoulders. Traffic
signals exist at T.H. 10, at 91st Avenue, at 99th Avenue, at
105th Avenue, at Egret Boulevard, at 109th Avenue/Northdale
Avenue, at lllth Avenue and at T.H. 242.

Segment 2:
The second segment we propose to add to our CSAH system

is CR #78 (Hanson Boulevard) from CSAH #1 (Coon Rapids
Boulevard) to T.H. 242. This highway, 2.35 miles in length,
is connected at its midpoint to T.H. 10 by a full interchange,
and serves several large churches, commercial establishments
and the Anoka-Hennepin School District No. 11 central offices.
Hanson Boulevard, extending north from T.H. 242 to CSAH ^20, a
distance of 4.50 miles, is currently designated as a part of
the CSAH system.

The addition of this segment, classified as a minor
arterial would fill in the gap in the CSAH route from CSAH #1
to CSAH #20.

The highway currently exists as a 2 lane highway with 8
foot wide paved shoulders from CSAH #1 to T.H. 10 and as a 4
lane undivided highway from T.H. 10 to T.H. 242. Traffic
signals exist at CSAH #1, at Northdale Boulevard, (South) at
the north and south ramp terminals for T.H. 10, at Northdale
Boulevard (North) and at T.H. 242. Traffic volumes range from
10,700 to 13,600 A.D.T. over this segment. A .25 mile section
of CSAH #11 exists on Hanson Boulevard at TH 10. County Road
78 extends north and south from this section of CSAH.

-26-



-3-

Secrment 3:
The third segment we propose to add to our CSAH system is

CR #112 (109th Avenue N.E.) from T.H. 65 to CSAH #17
(Lexington Avenue). This segment, 3.5 miles in length, when
added to the system will complete a CSAH route from CSAH #18
in Coon Rapids to T.H. 49 in Lino Lakes, a distance of nearly
11 miles. The segment being requested for addition exists as
a 52 foot wide bituminous highway, striped for 2 lanes with
shoulders from T.H. 65 to CR #52 (Radisson Road). The segment
from CR #52 to CSAH #17 is scheduled for constrpction in 1988
as a 52 foot wide highway designed to accommodate 4 lanes of
traffic but likely striped for 2 lanes for the first few
years. Traffic volume on the segment from TH 65 to Radisson
Road was 4600 A.D.T. in 1987.

This highway serves as a distributor of traffic to TH 65
and 1-35W and is located in a growing industrial area. The
Anoka County (Blaine) Airport is located to the south, as is
the Minnesota Amateur Sports Comnissions Olympic Training
Facility.

It is our opinion that each of these three segments, by
nature of classification, utilization and location within our
system warrant inclusion as segments of our CSAH system. We
request your favorable review of the addition of each of these
segments to the CSAH system and look forward to preliminary
approval of these segments so that a formal submittal can be
prepared for the spring Screening Board meeting.

We would be pleased to meet with you to answer questions
or provide additional data you need.

Very,

Paul K. Ruud, PE
County Engineer

Ends: (2)

-27-
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Mn/DOT-TP30758 MINNESOTA DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION
(10-80) Rev. 2-84

DATE ~lm^» f^s ^y

TO : Manager, State Aid Needs Unit

FROM :

SUBJECT: Request for Approval of a System.. Revision
(Munlnlpnllftji) (County) of

District State Aid Engineer

Attached is a request and supporting data for the revision to che State
Aid System.

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

C.S.A.H. CRITERIA

[-•Projected to carry a relatively heavier traffic volume,

"or is functionally classified as collector or arterial.

1^1
^Rannects towns, comnunities, shipping points, and markets within a county or in
adjacent counties,

or provides access to rural churches, schools, community meeting halls,
industrial areas, state institutions and recreational areas,

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

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

1^1
^Provides an integrated and coordinated highway system affording, within practical
limits, a State-Aid highway network consistent with projected traffic demands.

M.S.A.S. CRITERIA

Projected to carry a relatively heavier traffic volusae,

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

Comme

RECOMMEND APPROVAL OR DENIAL:

APPROVED OR DENIED:

.strict"State AicT Engineer

Manager, State Aid Needs Unit

State Aid Engineer

Date

Date -29-





^ 0

(^ ^1
5^

s
s
<

^ ?



SCOTT COUNTY
HIGHWAY DEPARTMENT

600 COUNTRY TRAIL EAST
JORDAN, MN 55352-9339 (612) 937.6346.. ..... ,- .-, - - -^^- ^ ^

BRADLEYJ.LAR80N
Highway EnglnNf

DANIEL M. JOBE
A—t. Highway Engineer

March 24, 1988

Mr. C. E. Weichselbaum
District 5 State Aid Engineer
2055 North Lilac Drive
Golden Valley, MN 55422

Re: Proposed CSAH Mileage
Request

Dear Mr. Weichselbaum:

Scott County requests the following changes be made in the
County State Aid Highway system:

CSAH 21 Revocation (Portion)

Revoke that portion of County State Aid Highway 21 between
the intersection of Main Avenue with the new alignment of
CSAB 21 and TH 13 in Prior Lake. The total length of the
revocation is 0.165 miles (Attached Map).

CSAH 12 Revocation (Portionl

Revoke that portion of County State Aid Highway 12 between
TH 13 in Prior Lake and CSAH 27 in Credit River Township.
The total length of the revocation is 2.33 miles (Attached
Map) .

CSAH 21 Designation

Designate the proposed alignment from the intersection of
existing CSAH 21 and Main Avenue in Prior Lake
southeasterly to 185th Street East in the City of
Lakeville, Dakota County. The total length of the
designation is 6 miles (Attached Map) .

The Comprehensive Plan of Scott County designated a route from
Prior Lake east to 1-35 in Dakota County to provide a more
direct connection between TH 13 and 1-35. The realignment
would follow the abandoned Chicago, Milwaukee, St. Paul and
Pacific Railroad line and connect with 185th Street. This

An Equal Opportunity Employer



Mr. C.E. Weichselbaum
Re: CSAH Mileage Request
March 22, 1988
Page 2

proposed highway would be the only east-west Minor Arterial
between TH 19 on the south border of Scott County and CSAH 42.
The proposed design is for a 4-lane urban section within the
city limits of Prior Lake and 2-lane (Ultimate 4-lane) rural
design in Credit River Township.

The 1986 AADT was 1950 vpd for the easterly segment (CR 91)
and 3100 for a section of CSAH 21 immediately west of this
proposed alignment. The year 2000 projections indicate an
AADT of 3000 vpd on the east end and 9000 vpd on the west end.

At present, all but three parcels of right-of-way have been
acquired and the easterly 1.8 miles of the alignment have been
constructed (0.8 miles gravel surface, 1 mile bituminous).
Future segments are proposed for construction starting in 1988
with completion of this route in 1990-91,

Scott County has reviewed its State Aid system and finds no
other segments that could logically be deleted without
affecting the continuity of the system.

Please consider this a formal request for your approval and
forwarding to State Aid for consideration by the Screening
Committee.

Sincerelyi

^^
•̂IL^fson, T.E.Bradley ^L^son,

County Hf^fcwd^ Engineer

BJL/kmg
Att.

-32-
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Lotus-2.01-3(sa668pp)

1988 COUNTY SCREENING BOARD DATA

JUNE, 1988

1983-1987 Five-Year Average Subbase (Class 3 & 4) Unit Price Data

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

information that is in the 1983-1987 five-year average unit price

study and the inflated subbase unit price, the determination of which

is explained in another write-up in this section. This data is

being included in the report because in some cases the gravel base

unit prices recommended by the Subcommittee, as shown on Fig. A, were

determined using this subbase information.

-34-



Lotus-2.01-3(Fasfund)

1988 COUNTY SCREENING BOARD DATA

JUNE, 1988

FAS Fund Balance Deductions

The following resolution was adopted by the County Screening Board in
October 1973, revised in June, 1980, in October, 1982, and again in
June, 1985.

That in the event any county's FAS fund balance exceeds
either an amount which equals a total of the last five
years of their FAS allotments or $350,000, whichever is
greater, the excess over the aforementioned amount shall
be deducted from the 25-year County State Aid Highway
construction needs in their regular account. This
deduction will be based on the FAS fund balance as of
September 1 of each year.

The following data is presented for the Screening Board's information
and to forewarn the counties involved of a possible "needs deduction".
Please note that these figures are current only through April 19, 1988
and do not represent the final data to be used for the 1989
Apportionment.

Tentative
Deduction

FAS Fund From the 1988
Balance as of Maximum 25-Year C.S.A.H.

County April 19, 1988 Balance Construction Needs

Anoka $923,094 $477,884 $445,210

Fillmore 750,502 633,585 116,917

Hennepin 592,729 579,285 13,444

Houston 687,589 430,528 257,061

Itasca 1,001,414 872,148 129,266

Ramsey 427,154 350,000 77,154

Rice 515,608 433,564 82,044

Rock 523,501 440,308 83,193

Roseau 717,182 579,524 137,658

Winona 454,204 434,323 19,881

-35-



Lotus-2.01-4(U Gr Wi)

1988 COUNTY SCREENING BOARD DATA
JUNE, 1988

1987 CSAH Urban Design Grade Widening Cost Study

The following infonnation was requested from all county engineers relative to the

CSAH segments which have urban design grade widening needs in the 1987 CSAH needs study.

The proposed coats shown were silanitted to the individual District State Aid Engineers,

sumwrized by State Aid, and approved by the General SubcoNmtt—.

Urban Design Grade Uidening Segments

County

Car I ton

Cook

Itasca

Pine

St.Louia

District 1

Polk
Red Lake

District 2

Benton

Cass

T odd

Wadena

District 3

Becker

Clay
Douglaa

Otter Taft

Traverse

District 4

County

Average Urban

Totala

Totals

Totals

Totals

Complete

Grading

Cost/Nile

$137.000
94.000

146,000
156,000
270,000

146,000
166,000

158,000
166,000
137.000
141,000

84,000
220,000
ISA.OOO
212,000
159,000

NuAer

of

Segment*

2
2
6
2
8

20

1
1
2

2
1
1
1
5

2
4
4
5
1

16

Nil—

0.84

0.25

2.05

0.77

1.42

5.33

0.23

0.07

0.30

0.34

0.19

0.25

0.25

1.03

0.23

1.00

1.99

2.35

0.10

5.67

Rang* of

Feet of

Uidfiinfl

8-16

11
8-20

a-ii

8-12

a-zo

18
16

16-18

4
14
16
20

4-20

6-16

10-18

4-24

12-20

16
6-24

Preaent

Needn

Coat

$23,382
7.232

67.405
27,612
27,835

153,466

6,835
1.862
8,697

10,196
4,144
6,656
9,045

30,041

5,677
33,173
47.907
71,059
3.075

160,891

Proposed

Heed*

Coat

•106,615
24,106

338,385
73.708

392,950
935,764

19,704
3.983

23,687

17,226
8,039

44.000
31,328

100,593

9,493
134,765
273.385
252,836

13,500
683,979

Mwcto

Increase

$83,233
16,874

270,980
46,096

365,115
782,298

12,869
2,121

14,990

7,030
3,895

37,344
22,283
70,552

3,816
101,592
225,478
181,777
10,425

523,088

Average

Propoaed

Grade Uiden

Coat/Ntle

S126.923
96,424

165,066
95.725

276,725

85,670
56,900

50,665
42,311

176,000
125,312

41.274
134,765
137,379
107,590
135,000
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Urban Design Grade Uidening Segments

Average Urban

County

Anoka

Carver

Hemepin

Scott

District 5 Totals

Dodge

Freeborn

Newer

Olnated

Rice

Steele

District 6 Totals

Brown

Csttonysod

Sibley
District 7 Totals

Kandiyohi
Lyon

Yellow Medicine

District 8 Totals

Dakota

Ramsey

Washington

District 9 Totals

Complete

Grading

Cost/Hile

230,000
136,000
403,000
205,000

238,000
155,000
204,000
227,000
307,000
181,000

91,000
U5,000
147,000

210,000
238,000
188,000

231,000
395,000
213,000

NuAer

of

Segments

6
13
88

1
108

2
3
2
1
1
2

11

3
1
5
9

1
1
2
4

18
17
6

41

Nile*

5.46

4.18

43.67

0.46

53.77

0.90

0.82

0.27

0.81

0.17

0.43

3.40

0.70
ft "IA
v.fc^

0.78

1.72

0.12

0.08

0.35

0.55

13.16

9.11

3.03

25.30

Range of

Feet of

Widening

4-32

4-24

4-34

14
4-34

16-20

5-12

4-6

28
12
4-8

4-28

8-18

18
8-22

8-22

6
8

18-20

6-20

6-48

4-28

48-52

4-52

Present

Needs

Coat

$288.183
129,389

2,198,545

9,318

2,625,435

30,648
19,897
4,328

34.084
6,557

12,780
108,294

15,045
f *Tit
i ,ia<»

26,640
48,819

2.184
1,557

12,958
16,699

467,385
255,969

36,798
760,152

Proposed

Needs

Cost

$1,828,123

182,890
10,156,185

21,OZ5
12,188,223

42,084
48,421
18,039

258,039
46,809

110,830
524,222

98,137
34,406
60,427

192.970

14,216
17,410
19,455
51,081

1,098,375

2,557,217

207,218
3,862.810

Needs

Increase

$1,539,940

53,501
7,957,640

11,707
9,562.788

11.436
28,524
13,711

223,955
40,252
98,050

415,928

83,092
27,272
33.787

144,151

12,032
15,853
6,497

34,382

630,990
2,301.248

170,420
3,102,658

Average

Proposed

Grade Widen

Coat/Nite

$334,821
43,754

232,567
45,707

46,760
59,050
66,811

318,567
275,347
257,744

140,196
ltJ,->30

77,471

118.4A7
217,625
55,586

83,463
280,704
68,389

State Total 216 97.07 4-52 $3,912,494 $18,563,329 $14,650,835 $191,237

-37-



Lotus-2.01-3(Maintrsf)

1988 COUNTY SCREENING BOARD DATA

JUNE, 1988

County State Aid Maintenance Transfer

County

Carlton
Cook
Lake
Pine
St. Louis
District 1

Beltrami
Clearwater
Hubbard
Norman
District 2

Aitkin
Benton
Isanti
Kanabec
Mille Lacs
Sherburne
Todd
Wright
District 3

Big Stone
Douglas
Pope
Stevens
Swift
Traverse
District 4

Transfers

Totals

Totals

Totals

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

30-Year

Total
1958-1987

$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

Carver
Hennepin
Scott
District 5

Dodge
Fillmore
Goodhue
Houston
Mower
Rice
Steele
Wabasha
District 6

Cottonwood
Jackson
Le Sueur
Rock
Sibley
Waseca
Watonwan
District 7

Transfers

Totals

Totals

Totals

Lac Qui Parle
Lyon
Meeker
Murray
Renville
District 8 Totals

STATE TOTALS

1
5
3
9

2
2
1
2
1
4
4
2

18

1
2
3
2
3
2
3

16

3
1
4
3
1

12

30-Year

Total
1958-1987

$20,000
575,219
75,000

670,219

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

101,188
33,714

396,447

25,000
85,000

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

124,000
552,235

220,264
48,110
58,236

104,000
10,800

441,410

$5,387,110

# of Tranfers 124

The last year for a Maintenance Transfer was in 1980 for Traverse County
for $120,000.
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Lotus-2.01-3(Hardtran)

1988 COUNTY SCREENING BOARD DATA

JUNE, 1988

County State Aid Hardship Transfers

County

Cook
Koochiching
Lake
Pine
District 1

Beltrami
Clearwater
Hubbard
Lake of the
Norman
Pennington
Red Lake
Roseau
District 2

Aitkin
Benton
Cass
Crow Wing
Kanabec
Wright
District 3

Transfers

Totals

Woods

Totals

Totals

17
4
1

11
33

1
1
5

18
1
1
1
6

34

18
5
6
1
5
2

37

30-Year

Total
1958-1987

$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

Big Stone
Grant
Mahnomen
Traverse
District

Fillmore
District

Watonwan
District

4

6

7

Transfers

Totals

Totals

Totals

Lac Qui Parle
Pipestone
District

Chisago
Ramsey
District

8

9

Totals

Totals

STATE TOTALS

1
1

15
1

18

1
1

1
1

1
1
2

1
1
2

30-Year
Total

1958-1987

$35,000
30,000

223,000
75,000

363,000

40,000
40,000

40,000
40,000

100,000
75,000

175,000

30,000
75,000

105,000

$5,523,725

The last year of a Hardship Transfer was in 1982 for Aitkin County
for $250,000.
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Lotus-2.01-3(Variance)

1988 COUNTY SCREENING BOARD DATA

JUNE, 1988

Needs Adjustments for Variances Granted on CSAHs

The adjustments shown below are for those variances granted for which

projects have been awarded prior to April 22, 1988 and for which no

adjustments have been previously made. These adjustments were

computed using guidelines established by the Variance Subcommittee.

County

Becker

Beltrami

Beltrami

Fillmore

Hennepin

Hubbard

Koochiching

Lac Qui Parle

Murray

Pipestone

Ramsey

Proj ect

03-606-14

04-605-17

04-632-12

23-615-05

27-652-12

29-611-04

36-694-04

37-615-04

51-642-09

59-613-06

164-020-58

Recommended
1988 Needs

Adjustments

$ 654,000

$ 119,240

$ 342,715

$ 185,616

$ 38,080

$ 81,673

$ 69,419

$ 146,520

$ 28,930

$ 64,380

$3,161,600

If the counties involved have any questions regarding these

adjustments, the State Aid Office can be contacted directly. Also

the calculation of the adjustments will be available at the various

district meetings and the Screening Board meeting.
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Minutes of Che County Engineers Screening Board Meeting

October 28 & 29, 1987

Meeting was called to order at 1:00 P.M. October 28, 1987 by Chairman Lee Amund-
son. Chairman Amundson requested Chat only delegates speak to an issue and Chat

others receive approval from the respective District delegate before speaking co
an issue. Mike Rardin assumed Secretary duties in Duane Blanck s absence.

Roll call of members:

Dick Hansen............St. Louis County. ............District 1..........Present

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

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

Lee Amundson...........Stevens/Traverse County......District 4..........Present

Roger Gustafson........Carver County................District 5..........Present

Mike Pinsonneault......Goodhue County...............District 6..........Present

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

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

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

Chairman Amundson called for approval of the June 17th & 18, 1987 Screening Board
minutes. Duane Lorsung moved and Dave Olsonawski second a motion to approve the

minutes as distributed. Motion carried unanimously.

Chairman Amundson introduced the Mn/DOT Personnel from State-Aid in attendance :

Roy Hanson.......................Assistant State-Aid Engineer

Ken Hoeschen.....................Manager, County State-Aid Needs Unit

Ken Straus.......................Manager, Municipal State-Aid Needs Unit

Bill Croke.......................District 1 State-Aid Engineer

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

Dave Reed........................District 3 State-Ald Engineer

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

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

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

Larry Hoben ......................District 7 State-Aid Engineer

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

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

Chairman Amundson then introduced Art Tobkin, Clearwater County, General Sub-
Committee Chairman; Dave Everds, Dakota County, and Dick Skalicky, Steele Coun-
ty, members of the General Sub-Committee.

Chairman Amundson recognized others present:

Mike Rardin.............Folk County. .......District 2 Alternate

Tom Richels.............Wilkins County. ....District 4 Alternate

Nell Britton............Fillmore County....District 6 Alternate

Bob Witty...............Martin County. .....District 7 Alternate

Tom Behm................Lyon County. .......District 8 Alternate

Dave Everds............. Dakota County ...... District 9 Alternate

Herb Klossner...........Hennepin County

Duane Blanck resumed Secretary duties.
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Chairman Amundson then asked Ken Hoeschen Eo lead the discussion of the Screening

Board booklet of information related to che County State-Aid Highway system mile-

age, needs and apporcionment.

Page 3 & Figure "A" - Comparison of 1986 to 1987 Basic Construccion Needs

Ken went thru each of Che effects of Needs changes on Figure A, including traffic
count information on Pages 83 and 84. Duane Lorsung asked if in fact the 4-year
Rural and 2-y.ear Metro cycle is being attained in that there seems to be a delay
in getting data to the counties. Ken Hoeschen stated the scheduling for actual
counting indicates achieving the 4-year Rural cycle for 1988 and 1989, and the 2-

year Urban cycle is being accomplished.

Pages 5 thru 7 - Restriction of 25-Year Construction Needs Change

Ken provided replacement pages for Pages 6 and 7 due to errors in the data for Lak
and Traverse counties; he pointed out that there are five counCies that have re-

strictions which are Anoka, Hennepin, Dakota, Ramsey and Renville counties. Ken

Weltzin expressed concern about the harshness of the 20% tempering factor.

Page 8 - FAS Fund Balance Deductions

Ken noted that an error existed in the resolution: June 30th should read Septem-
ber 1st; balances listed are as of September 1st.

Pages 9 thru 12 - CSAH Fund Balance "Needs" Deductions

Roger Gustafson presented a proposed amendment to the current resolution as follow
after the first sentence insert the following sentence, "That for the compuCation
of this deduction, reports of State-Ald contracts that have been received before
September 1st by the District State-Aid Engineer for payment shall be considered
as being encumbered and the construction balances shall be so adjusted.".

Ken Weltzin commented on the balances and spoke in favor or support of being able
to have balances without necessarily being penalized due to a number of factors
over which counties have no conCrol.

Mike Pinsonneault questioned if there in fact is any delay in the reporting that
creates unnecessary deductions. Roy Haason pointed out that the State-Aid Office
telephoned each District State-Aid Engineer on September 1st to inquire of any
contracc status reports not yet received by the State-Aid Office and thus he

felt there was no problem or delays causing undue deductions.

Pages 13 thru 15 - Special Resurfacing Projects

Ken reviewed the current Screening Board resolution and the totals being deducted.
There were no comments. Roy Hanson passed on a request from District //3 for addi-

tional information as to number of projects each year.

Page 17 thru 27 - Comparison of 1984-86 Rural Design Grading to Needs Study_ Cost_s

Ken briefly reviewed the resolution dealing with grading cost adjustments. He pro
vided replacement pages for Pages 20 and 27 due to an error in the Steams County
data (The cost factor should be positive in lieu of negative.). Ken pointed out
that the State-wide average of the Construction costs is within 6% of the average

Needs costs; no further discussion or comments.

Page 28 - Variance Adjustments

These adjustments were approved at the June meeting; no further discussion or com-

ments.
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Pages 29 chru 30 - Bond Account Adjustments

Ken noced a correction in the data for Yellow Medicine County: Che 08-01-86 Bond

Issue adjustment should read 400,000 in lieu of -0-.

Pages 31 Chru 34 - After-Che-Fact Needs

No questions were raised and no comments made.

Pages 35 thru 37 - Mill Levy Deductions

Don Paulson asked why the difference between Rural and Urban deduction rate; clari-
fication was offered by several members in that this deals with the original State-Aid
system philosophy of local effort and the average costs of maintaining a road system.

Page 39 & Figure D - Tentative 1988 Money Needs Apportionment

Ken reviewed Figure D in detail and further discussed the restricted Needs in re-
sponse to certain questions; no further comments or discussion.

Pages 40 thru 42 - Recommendation to Commissioner of Transportation

Must be sent to the Commissioner by November 1st each year. Slight adjustments to
the data are necessary due to other corrections already noted.

Pages 43 chru 46 - Tentative CSAH Apportionments

No discussion.

Pages 47 thru 49 - Comparison of 1987 to Tentative 1988 CSAH Apportionments

No questions were raised by the delegates. Ken advised that he has prepared tenta-
tive data without the 20% limitation factor as a matter of information.

Pages 50 Ehru 59 - History of Mileage Requests

No mileage requests were received for this meeting. A mileage issue concerning Henne-
pin County is identified on Pages 57 and 58 involving Hennepin County CSAH -62 and
State TH -169 wherein joint designation exists. A question raised is if the portion
of CSAH -52 also designated TH -169 should be part of the CSAH Needs Study.

Dick Hansen asked about dollar amounts of Needs being received by Hennepin County
which information was provided by Ken; Needs to date (recently) have been minimal.

Roger Gustafson presented a letter from Hennepin County dated October 28, 1987 signed
by County Engineer Vern Genzlinger. Herb Klossner, representing Hennepin County, sum-
aarized the letter reviewing the history of CSAH -62; he pointed out that Hennepin

County is working with Mn/DOT to accept jurisdiction of CSAH -62 and desires to con-

tinue Co draw Needs until such time that a transfer occurs.

Dick Hansen asked what the status of the legislative study dealing with this issue

is; Herb responded that they did not know in that negotiations have broken down. over
a year ago.

Dave Olsonawski asked about drawing Needs on a road which is a trunk highway and ex-
pressed his beliefs Chat should not be. Herb advised that there is joint designation

but that is not totally clear.

Other general questions were asked about joint designations. Comments of a general
nature were expressed about a trunk highway corridor, Hennepin County s desire to

transfer CSAH -62 to Mn/DOT, Che need for clarification of such joint designations

and particularly this one. Herb noted that the Minnesota County Highway Engineers
Association last year supported the transfer of CSAH -62 to Mn/DOT jurisdiction.
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Roy Hanson commenced that no action was really necessary ac this Eime in terms of

an effect this year on Needs.

Pages 60 thru 81 - State Park Road Account

Ken briefly reviewed the law and advised the information included was received from
the DNR.

Bob McPartlin asked if projects were to be approved as a package or on an individua:
project basis since his district questioned the validity of some of the projects.
Duane Lorsung commented that District //3 questioned the Cottonwood and Murray coun-

ties project. McPartlin further commented about the lesser-Cype facilities involve<
with Chese projects rather than with more major facilities. Roger Gustafson commeni

ed regarding Subdivision 5 of Chapter 162.06 questioning the equalization deduction
and how it applies to the Needs Study. Various comments and discussion about this
matter followed. Ken H. advised that they have interpreted that aspect of che law
as applying to Needs adjustment for a particular road. Additional general discus-
sion followed regarding the State Park Road Account.

Pa5es_83 & 84 - CSAH 20-Year_Traff1c Projection Factors

Ken reviewed the data identifying 1985 and 1986 counts and noted the data also take;
into consideration the change regarding System 70 counts of the metro area; he also
advised a counting schedule would be available.

Pages 85 thru 90 - June Screening Board Minutes

No comments.

Page 91 - September General Sub-Committee Minutes

Ken advised there were three (3) matters referred to the Sub-Committee and each mern-
ber addressed an issue. The first item, an annual adjustment procedure to the Urbai
Design Grading costs was assigned to Dick Skalicky. Data is being compiled to be

reviewed during the winter, but it appears the basic approach will be to handle
this the same as the Rural Design Grading cost adjustment. The second item, a
method to determine widening needs for Urban Design segments, was assigned to Art
Tobkin. Being considered is a method utilizing a dollar-per-foot of widening con-
cept based on data available along with a review of current methods. The third
item, non-reporting of work accomplished on the CSAH System with local funds was
assigned to Dave Everds; a penalty system may be necessary as some sort of moni-

toring seems to be appropriate.

Bob McPartlin commented that his District thought that perhaps a "reward system"
in lieu of a "penalty system would be a better way to go but did not know for sure

what the procedure would be.

Pages 92 thru 103 - History of Screening Board Resolutions

No discussion or comments.

Other Business

Roy Hanson noted Washington County's adjustmenc for a bridge and a resolution on Pagi
101 and asked if Needs should be drawn since a study indicated no bridge was needed.
Elmer Morris, District //9 State-Aid Engineer, advised the study did conclude no brid,
is r.e^ded at this time but it did not say no bridge is needed; it said by the Year
2000 a. bridge would be needed. Dave Everds, Dakota County Engineer, commented furth'
er about the study Elmer referred to and emphasized the need for a bridge does exist
General discussion followed with various comments to better understand this matter
and the validity of the bridge being in the Needs Study.



Meeting recessed aC 3:25 P.M. on October 28, L987 Eo 8:45 A.M. on October 29,

1987.

Chairman Amundson reconvened the meeting at 8:50 A.M. on October 29, 1987; he ad-

vised the meeting would proceed in similar manner to the previous day with Ken re-

viewing and action taken by the Screening Board as necessary. Ken handed out cop-

ies of the Traffic Count Schedule through 1991.

Page 3 & Figure "A" - Comparison of 1986 Co 1987 Construction Needs

No comments or questions were raised; nd action required.

Pages 5 thru 7 - Restriction of 25-Year Construction Needs Changes

Ken called attention Co the corrected pages. No comments or questions were raised;

no action required.

Page 8 - FAS Fund Balance Adjustments

No comments.

Pages 9 thru 12 - Scate-Aid Construction Fund Balance Adjustments

Roger Gustafson moved and Dick Hansen second a motion that the following sentence
be added to the CSAH Fund Balances resolution, "That for the computation of this
deduction, projects that have been received before September 1st by the District
State-Aid Engineer for payment shall be considered as encumbered and the construc-
tion balances shall be so adjusted.".

Mike Pinsonneault asked how long it typically takes to get. from the District State-
Aid Engineer to the State-Aid Office—generally 3 to 5 days was the response. Dave
Olsonawski expressed thaC the existing resolution established necessary guidelines
and questioned if any further language would really be helpful. Ken Weltzin be-
lieves this language would be helpful. Bob McPartlin spoke in support. Roy Han-
son and Ken Hoeschen don't believe there is any problem and the motion would do
little if anything to change existing procedures. Chairman Amundson suggested
that this language is more clarification than anything else.

Motion carried unanimously by voice vote.

Pages 13 thru 15^ - Special Resurfacing Projects

No comments.

Pages 17 thru 27 - Comparison of 1984-86 Rural Design Grading to Needs Study Costs

No comments.

Page 28 - Variance Adjustments

No comments.

Pages 29 thru 30 - Bond Account^ Adlustments^

Ken noted the corrections; no other comments.

Pages 31 thru 34 - After-the-Fact_Needs

\c comments.

Pages 35 thru 37 - Mill Levy Deductions

No comments.
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Page 39 & Figure "D" - Tencative 1988 Money Needs Apportionment

This includes che effect of the adjustments just discussed.

Pages 40 thru 42 - Recommendation to Commissioner of Transportation

Chairman Amundson advised that Che recommendation would be executed at the conclu-

sion of the meeting.

Pages 43 thru 49 - Tentative CSAH Apportionments and Comparison of 1967 to Tentacr
1988 CSAH Apportionments

Ken commented again on the slight adjustments necessary due to the corrections nots
previously.

Pages 50 thru 59 - History of Mileage Requests

Ken pointed out that there were no mileage requests but noted the Hennepin County
issue on Pages 57 and 58. Much discussion followed.

Dick Hansen moved and Duane Lorsung second a motion to allow Hennepin County 50%
Needs due to the 50-50 participation with Mn/DOT for this segment of CSAH -62. Bob
McPartlin commented that for this year regardless of any action there would be no
affect in apportionment due to restrictions of the 25-Year Needs. Ken Weltzin
recommended support by the Minnesota County Highway Engineers Association in Hen-
nepin County s efforts Co effect a turnup. Mike Pinsonneault expressed concern
and his belief that it should not be part of the Needs Study. Roger Gustafson
pointed out that Hennepin County has been expending significant funds. Other
various comments and questions were raised identifying the need to straighten
out this issue.

Motion failed by voice vote.

Ken Weltzin moved and Bob McPartlin second a motion to recommend to the Minnesota
County Highway Engineers Association Executive Committee to develop support for
Hennepin County's efforts to revert this segment of CSAH -62 to Mn/DOT. Motion

carried unanimously by voice vote.

Dave Olsonawski moved and Don Paulson second a motion to refer to the General Sub-
Committee for review and study of this segment of CSAH -62/TH -169. Ken Weltzin
asked what the Sub-Commit tee is going to do with this issue. Mike Pinsonneault
expressed that he did not believe it was a good idea to just leave things hang-
ing. Chairman Amundson suggested that the Sub-Committee review and report back

by Fall 1988. Motion carried by voice vote.

Mike Pinsonneault moved and Bob McPartlin second a motion to request an Attorney
General's opinion as to the jurisdiction of this segment of CSAH -62. Roger Gus-
tafson suggested waiting until Spring 1988 for such a request. Herb Klossner ex-

pressed concern about any action which would result in any impedements to negoti-
ations with Mn/DOT.

Dave Olsonawski offered a friendly amendment that an Attorney General's opinion
not be requested until Spring 1988; this was acceptable to the maker. Bob McPart-
lin moved and Roger Gustafson second a motion to table this matter; motion to ta-

ble carried by hand vote: 8 Yes, 1 No.

Bob McPartlin moved and Mike Pinsonneault second a motion that the Screening Board
urges the Commissioner of Mn/DOT to resolve the jurisdictional issue of Hennepin
C.unty CSAH -62 and State Tunk Highway -169 and that the Screening Board believes

that CSAH funds should not be expended on Trunk Highways.

Roger GusEafson moved to amend and Dick Hansen second a motion to delete the sec-

and part of the motion as to opinion. Motion to amend carried unanimously by voic.

vote.
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Much discussion followed. Motion as amended carried unanimously by voice vote.

Pages 60 thru 81 - State Park Road Account

Ken commenced on the fact that any projects using from the $600,000 State Park Road
Account must be approved by the Screening Board.

Bob McPartlin moved and Dave Olsonawski second a motion to act on individual proj-
ects. No discussion. Motion carried by voice vote.

Ken Weltzin moved and Bob McPartlin second a motion to accept the Anoka County
project. No discussion. Motion carried unanimously by voice vote.

Bob McPartlin moved and Dave Olsonawski second a motion to deny the Mille Lacs

County project. Bob McPartlin referred to spot improvements being authorized by
Che County Board in 1982 but none were done because apparently it was nt important
but now it is because of State money. Roy Hanson commented that it may not be im-

portant to the County but it is important to the DNR and this is DNR funds for
which they establish Cheir own program. Dave Olsonawski asked if there are any
particular guidelines for what is a qualifying route for these projects and how
does che Screening Board know that these projects satisfy the Law. Further dis-
cussion followed about the data supporting this project. Motion failed by hand
voce: 3 Yes, 6 No.

Other discussion followed as to just what function the Screening Board is serving
in this approval process. Expression was offered that if DNR is complying with
the Law that the Screening Board is obligated to approve; DNR does not approve
the plans per se but approves the funding portion.

Mine Pinsonneault moved and Dick Hansen second a motion to approve all the rest
of the projects as submitted by the DNR. No discussion. Motion carried by voice
vote.

Pages 83 & 84 - CSAH 20-Xea-c Traffic Projection Factors

No comments.

Pages 85 thru 90 - June^Screening Board Minutes

Minutes were approved on October 28, 1987. No further conments.

Page 91 - September General Sub-Committee Minutes

Art Tobkins, Chairman of the General Sub-Committee, pointed out the three matters
which have been assigned to the Sub-Committee; no recommendations are made for ac-
tion at this time in that recommendations on these three items are expected to be
made Spring 1988. Chairman Amundson thanked Art and the Sub-Committee for their
work on these matters.

Pages 92 thru 102 - History of Screening Board Resolutions

No comments.

Other Business

Dave Olsonawski moved and Ken Weltzin second a motion that an amount of $422,588
(not to exceed 1/4 of 1% of the 1987 CSAH Apportionment sum of $169,035, 460)
shall be set aside from the 1988 CSAH Apportionment Fund and be credited to the
Research Account. No discussion. Motion carried unanimously by voice vote.

Chuck Weichselbaum, District //5 State-Aid Engineer, as a matter of information
noted Che following: a) the Hennepin County CSAH -62 segment is an issue needing
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to be resolved; b) Mn/DOT has a funding proposal based on a 5-point program defin-

ing the dollars required and equating to a per-gallon gas tax increase for a 12,00

mile crunk highway system.

Chairman Amundson advised that the MSA Screening Board has taken action recommend-

ing Co the Commissioner of Mn/DOT Chat an additional staff person be employed to
work solely on CounCy/City cooperative agreements whose salary would be paid from
the StaCe-Aid Administrative Fund. The MSA Screening Board requests the CSAH
Screening Board s support in this matter. Ken Weltzin moved and Roger Gustafson
second a motion Co support the MSA Screening Board s position and recommend same
to the Minnesota County Highway Engineers Association Executive Committee. Motior
carried unanimously by voice vote.

Roy Hanson, Assistant State-Aid Engineer, commented that Che Combined Road Plan is
in effect and is being reviewed by the Discrict Stace-Aid Engineers for uniform
compliance. He also noted that bridge bonding for under 20 feet will need the sup
port of County Engineers.

Chairman Amundson recognized the efforts of the General Sub-Committee and particu-
larly those of Art Tobkin; a hearty thank-you applause was extended by the Screen-
ing Board.

Chairman Amundson thanked the out-going (even District) representatives; a thank-
you applause was extended by the Screening Board.

Chairman Amundson thanked the Board for the opportunity Co serve as Chairman in

that it has been a learning experience and a real honor and expressed his hope
that in the future the Board will continue to function in a very positive, profes-
sional manner to keep a good system operating. A round of applause was extended
by the Board.

Mike Pinsonneault moved and Dave Olsonawski second a motion to adjourn. Motion
carried. Chairman Amundson declared the meeting adjourned at 12:05 P.M. October
29, 1987.

Respectfully submitted,

4^A
D^She A. Blanck

Crow Wing County
Screening Board Secretary



BUREAU OF PUBLIC SERVICE
A-2307 Government Center _ 13§g

ills, Minnesota 55487-0237 ^°'
IHENNEPINI

m] Phone (612) 348-4077

October 28, 1987

CSAH Screening Board and
ati Minnesota County Engineers

Re: Crosstown Mileage

The State-Ald Office has Introduced an Issue 1n the Fall Screening
Board Report regarding a section of Crosstown Highway 1n Hennepln
County. We were surprised to discover this issue in the data book
since the State Aid Office did not raise this issue 1n talks or other
correspondence with Hennepin County, nor was the county Informed in
advance that this issue would be brought before the screening board 1n
this fashion.

I feel compelled to reply and must present the full facts to the
Screening Board and all county engineers.

HISTORY

The alignment of the Crosstown Highway was originally established 1n
the late 1950's. In the early l960's, as the time approached for
construction of the segment between County Road 18 and TH 100, Mn/DOT
approached the County with a request for a shared alignment of the
Crosstown Highway and TH 169. At that time, the TH 169 alignment was
on a diagonal that intercepted the proposed Crosstown alignment just
east of County Road 18 and extended northeasterly to TH 100 at
approximately 50th Street. Rather than developing the northeasterly
diagonal as a separate major route, Mn/DOT developed a plan to share a
common alignment with Crosstown Highway for the section between County
Road 18 and TH 100. The existing TH 169 alignment southwest of the
intersection with County Road 18 was to be reconstructed and the
alignment shifted so that the merging of traffic lanes of Crosstown
and TH 169 occurred at and west of the County Road 18 intersection.
Mn/DOT offered to share the cost of constructing the road and bridges
and to share equally in the cost of the subsequent maintenance.

At the time, it appeared as a win-win situation. It saved money for
both agencies. Hennepin County was dedicated to the goal of
constructing both the Crosstown Highway and County Road 18, and it
seemed as though all we were doing was allowing Mn/DOT to put signing
along our route.

HENNEPIN COUNTY
an equal opportunity emplover
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The joint section of freeway was constructed in four separate
projects, which were let between the years 1961 to 1967. The projects
were let and administered by Hennepin County with 50 percent
participation by Mn/DOT. Hennepin County property taxes paid for all
of the cost of the right-of-way. Property taxes also paid for a
substantial amount of the County's share of construction costs, with
the remainder coming from CSAH funds, Federal Aid and municipal
participation for work involving city streets. The total cost for
this section came to $8,014,500, with the following breakdown for
revenue sources: Hennepin County property taxes - $3,184.081;
State-Aid - $724,768; Mn/DOT and other cost participation -
$2,880,857; and Federal Aid - $1,224,794.

After the last contract was let for construction of the new road,
Mn/DOT turned the old TH 169 alignment back to Hennepin County.
Because this route was deficient, it was put on the 11st for tumback
funds and a project was subsequently let in 1971. White it was on the
tumback funding 11st, it didn't qualify for needs or needs
apportionment. Since the reconstruction in 1971, It has been drawing
only resurfacing needs except for a 845 foot section on the northeast
end, which qualifies for widening needs.

ANALYSIS

Hennepin County received needs on this section of CSAH 62 only for the
period of years between the inception of the CSAH program in 1958
until the time of the various contract awards, which ranged from 1961
to 1967.

Since 1967, the only needs we have received for this section of
Crosstown have been for resurfacing and reshouldeMng. In the 1986
Needs Study, the total needs allowed on this section were $328,794,
which represents the cost of additional surfacing and reshouldeMng.
The amount of actual apportionment earned by this section under the
money-needs apportionment 1n 1987 was approximately $4,450. Under the
mileage apportionment, the road earned $4,462, for a total of $8,912.

The total average annual cost of maintaining this section of Crosstown
over the past 5 years was $61,680, with Hennepin County and Mn/DOT
splitting the costs 50-50.

CURRENT STATUS

The traffic volumes on CSAH 62 have grown far beyond original
estimates. Current volumes on this section of road range from 71,QUO
to 74,000 vehicles per day. In 1986, Hennepin County has submitted
needs requests for slx-lane needs on several portions of Crosstown
Highway, including the section in question. Our focus in recent years
has been to transfer these routes to State jurisdiction. If that
transfer had taken place, this would be a dead issue. But we have
been unsuccessful in making this transfer.
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RECOMMENDATION

The simplest and most desirable solution from my standpoint, would be
to transfer Jurisdiction of the Crosstown Highway and County Road 18
to Mn/DOT to be placed on the trunk highway system. Hennepin County
has attempted for the past ten years to transfer both of these
freeways to state jurisdiction. Mn/DOT has repeatedly refused to
accept them despite increased concessions from Hennepin County. A law
was passed in 1985 which specifically permits the transfer of these
freeways to Mn/DOT in exchange for certain trunk highways which would
be turned back to Hennepin County. Two years later, we still don't
have an agreement for the transfer. In 1987, legislation was drafted
by Hennepin County for a unilateral transfer of County Road 18 and
Crosstown Highway to Mn/DOT, but the bills never got out of the
transportation committees.

Some have recommended that we simply inform Mn/DOT that CSAH rules do
not allow a joint designation of this type and that we are notifying
them that we are turning over full jurisdiction of this section of
road to them. While we may approach Mn/DOT on this subject, we are
bound by legal agreements entered Into In good faith and cannot
abandon them.

Hennepln County continues to work with MnDOT to accept Jurisdiction of
CSAH's 18 and 62 as endorsed by the Minnesota County Highway Engineers
Association 1n 1987. Until such time as the transfer occurs, however,
1t is my position that CSAH 62 be Included in the needs study as
requested.

County Eng4fieer^

VTG:meh
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MINUTES OF THE CSAH GENERAL SUBCXMirFEEE MEETDIS
January 27, 1988

Members Present: Dave Everds, Chairman - Dakota County
Dick Skalicky - Steele C3ounty
Dennis Berend - Otter TatL County

Others in Attendance: Ken Hoescften - State Aid, MN/Dot

Ihe meeting was called to order by Chairman Everds at 7:15 A.M. on
January 27, 1988 at Craguns Conference Center.

The first item presented was the Hennepin CSAH 62/TH 169 dual
designation situation. The Screening Board asked the Subcannittee to
review this situation and report back by the Fall, 1988 Screening Board
meeting. After reviewing the dual designation and going over sane of
the cannents and discussion fran the October, 1987 Screening Board
meeting the Subcannittee requested State Aid to secure any existing
agreements between Hennepin County and Mh/DOT oonoeming this road and
to send copies to the Suboannittee. Further action may take place at
the next meeting.

The Suboannittee then discussed the urban design grade widening study.
A sumnaary of each county's reporting was presented by State Aid. The
Suboannittee decided to review this data and to defer any
reccnmendation till the next meeting.

Ken Hoescften then presented several urban design grading cost
ocnparisons using available 1987 projects. Ihe Suboannittee reviewed
the information briefly but didn't take any action. They decided to
review the ocnpariscns individually and to discuss the subject further
at the next meeting.

The next meeting was tentatively scheduled for ndd-MarA. The meeting
was adjourned at 8:40 A.M.

Respectfully suhnitted,

Ss^^
Ken Hoesctaen
Acting Secretary
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MINUTES OF THE CSAH GENERAL SUBCOMMITTEE MEETING
APRIL 15, 1988

Members Present: Dave Everds, Chairman - Dakota County
Dick Skalicky - Steele County
Dennis Berend - Otter Tail County

Others in Attendance: Ken Hoeschen - State Aid, Mn/Dot
Roy Hanson - State Aid, Mn/Dot

The meeting was called to order by Chairman Everds at 9:30 A.M. on
April 15, 1988 in Room 419 of the Mn/DOT Building.

The first item for discussion was the unit prices to be
recommended to the County Screening Board for use in the 1988 CSAH
needs study.

A map showing each county's five year average gravel base unit
price data was presented by State Aid. This data included all
rural and urban design project information and was produced using
the same procedure that was used in 1987. The Subcommittee
discussed the large changes from last year's prices and then
approved the recommendation of the 1988 gravel base unit prices as
shown. They also directed that a copy of this map be sent to each
county engineer as soon as possible.

After reviewing the data presented the Subcommittee further
recommended using the increment method to determine each county's
bituminous base, bituminous surface, gravel surface, gravel
shoulders and rural design subbase unit prices. Briefly, the
increment method involves applying the difference between the 1987
state average unit price of gravel base and the 1987 state average
unit price of each of the other items to each county's
individually determined gravel base unit price.

For urban design subbase, the Subcommittee recommends using a unit
price the same as gravel base. The reason for this beinc, that che
use of the increment method would result in each county's urban
design subbase price being $1.72 higher than their gravel base
price. This seemed unrealistic to the Subcommittee.

For concrete surface, the Subcommittee recommends using the 1987
Mn/DOT average prices in the following manner:

Rural Design - 90% Reg. 8"($11.53) + 10% Irr. 8"($14.22) = $11.80

Urban Design - 30% Reg. 9"($11.94) + 70% Irr. 9"($16.l5) = $14.89
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The Subcommittee also recommends using $3.25 as a cubic yard price
for urban design grading if the new Urban Design Grade Widening
Cost Study is not approved.

For the other miscellaneous unit prices (i.e. storm sewer, removal
items, bridges, etc.) the Subcommittee generally agrees with those
prices recommended by Mn/DOT or in some cases the MSAS
Subcommittee. The one area where they differ is on bridge
widening. The County Subcommittee recommends staying at the old
price of $100 per square foot rather than increasing to $120.

All of the unit price recommendations will be shown individually
in the Screening Board Report.

The Subcommittee then reviewed the data previously presented
relative to a comparison of urban design complete grading costs
(needs vs. construction). The Subcommittee discussed the rural
design grading comparison procedure in detail. They agreed to
recommend the adoption of an urban design complete grading cost
comparison and adjustment procedure similar to the rural. Since
the regular account can be spent on any part of the CSAH system,
the Subcommittee recommends that the adjustment resulting from the
urban grading comparison should be made to the regular account.

The subject of adding the value of recycled bituminous material
when this material is used in conjunction with deep strength
projects was introduced and discussed by the Subcommittee. The
concensus of the Subcommittee was to leave the procedure as is and
not to add the value of the recycled bituainous to the cost of
these type projects. Some of the reasons were:

1) The counties have already had the cost of removing the
salvaged bituminous included in the grading cost
comparison.

2) The salvaged material involved is already included in
the plan quantities.

3) Only seven counties submitted projects from the last
five years which had used salvaged bituminous in the
base reconstruction.

4) In some cases the reporting submitted resulted in
"double dipping" when the needs unit delved into the
projects to determine final costs.

The Hennepin CSAH 62/TH 169 common designation was next on the
agenda. The Subcommittee spent considerable time reviewing the
many aspects involved in this situation. An agreement is
presently being worked on between Mn/DOT and Hennepin County
relative to a swap of mileage which would include this section.
The Subcommittee is confident that this agreement will be
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finalized by the date of the Screening Board meeting. Therefore,
no further action by the Subcommittee was deemed necessary at this
time.

The final item for discussion was urban design grade widening
needs. In October, 1987 the Screening Board directed that each
county submit estimated grading costs for all CSAH segments which
had urban design grade widening needs. They were submitted to the
respective District State Aid Engineer, reviewed by him, and sent
to State Aid in St. Paul. The results of this reporting were
summarized and presented to the Subcommittee in January, 1988.
The Subcommittee reviewed the reporting and even though, in some
cases, some widening costs greatly exceed the average complete
urban grading costs in a county, they are recommending approval of
the grade widening costs. However, they would like the District
State Aid Engineers, at their next meeting, to review all urban
design grade widening costs submitted state wide. They were
informed that the next District State Aid Engineers' meeting will
be held in early May.

The Subcommittee will be requested to attend the Screening Board
meeting in June. The meeting was adjourned at 2:15 P.M.

Respectfully submitted,

-;^<^^L
Ken Hoeschen,
Acting secretary

^
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CURRENT RESOmnQNS OF THE
COUNTY SCREENING BOARD

January, 1988

BE FT RESOLVED:

AEMINISTRATIVE

IraproDer Needs Report - Oct. 1961 fRev. Jan. 1969)

That the Office of State Aid and the District State Aid
Engineer be requested to recanmend an adjustment in the
needs reporting whenever there is reason to believe
that said reports have deviated fran acoeapbed standards
and to sufcmit their reconnnendatians to the Screening
Board with a copy to the county engineer involved.

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

That the Screening Board shall, fran time to time, make
reccmnendations to the Oannissioner of Transportaticsn
as to the extent and type of needs study to be
subsequently made an the County State Aid Highway
System consistent with fhe requirements of law.

Acoearance at Screenincr Board - Oct. 1962

That any individual or delegation having items of
concern regarding the study of State Aid Needs or State
Aid Apportionment Amounts, and wishing to have
consideration given to these items, shall, in a written
report, canmunicate with the Oamnissioner of
Transportation through proper channels. The
Omnissioner shall determine which requests are to be
referred to the Screening Board for their
consideration. This resolution does not abrogate the
right of the Screening Board to call any person or
persons to appear before the Screening Board for
discussion purposes.

Construction Cut Off Date - Oct. 1962 (Rev. June 1983)

That for the purpose of measuring the nee3s of the
County State Aid Highway System, the annual cut off
date for recording construction accomplishments based
upon the project letting date shall be December 31.
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Screenina Board Vice-chairman - June 1968

Ihat at the first County Screening Board meeting held
each year, a Vice-chairman shall be elected and he
shall serve in that capacity until the following year
when he shall succeed to the diairmanship.

Screenina Board Secretary - Oct. 1961

That, annually, the Cannissioner of Transportation may
be requested to appoint a secretary, upon
recannendation of the County Highway Engineers'
Association as a non-vottng nanber of the County
Screening Board for the purpose of recnrding all
Screening Board actions.

Research Aocxsunt — Oct. 1961

That the Screening Board annually ccnsider setting
aside a reasonable amount of County State Aid Highway
Funds for the Research Aoaount to continue local road
research activity.

That the District State Aid Engineer call a mininum of
one district meeting araually at the request of the
District Screening Board Representative to review needs
for consistency of reporting.

General Suboannitbee - Oct. 1986

That the Screening Board Oiairnan appoint a
Subcccmittee to annually study all unit prices and
variations thereof, and to mate recannendations to the
Screening Board. The Suboannittee will consist of
three members with initial terms of one, two and three
yeara, and representing the north (Districts 1, 2, 3
and 4), the south (Districts 6, 7 and 8) and the metro
ana (Districts 5 and 9) of the state. Subsequent
tennB will be for three years.

NEEDS ADTOSTMENES

Deficiency Adiustment - Oct. 1961 (Rev. June 1965)

That any money needs adjustment made to any county
within the deficiency classification pursuant to
Minnesota Statutes Chapter 162.07, Subdivision 4, shall
be deemed to have such money needs adjustment confined
to the rural needs only, and that such adjustment shall
be made prior to computing the Municipal Account
allocation.
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n-tionment - Oct. 1961 (Latest Rev. Dec.

196$)

That any cxxmty whose total apportionment percentage
falls below .586782, which is the minimum percentage
pennitted for Red Lake, Mahnomen and Big Stone
Counties, shall have its money needs adjusted so that
its total apportionment factor shall at least equal the
minimum percentage factor.

Fund to Tcwnships - April 1964 (Vev. June 1965)

That this Screening Board reoamend to the Ccmnissioner
of Transportation, that he equalize the status of any
county allocating County State Aid Highway Rmds to the
township by deducting the township's total annual
allocation from the gross money needs of the county for
a period of twenty-five years.

Braid Ad-iustment - Oct. 1962 /latest Rev. Oct. 19851

That a separate annual adjustnnent shall be made in
total money needs of a county that has sold and issm?d
bands pursuant to Minnesota Statutes, Section 162.181
for use on State Aid projects except bituminous overlay
or concrete joint repair projects. That this
adjustment, which covers the amortization period, which
annually reflects the net unanortized bonded debt,
shall be acccnplished by adding said net unamortized
band amount to the connputed money needs of the county.
For the purpose of this adjustment, the net unamortized
bonded debt shall be the total unamortized bonded
indebtedness less the unenctucbered bond amount as of
Deconber 31, of the preceding year.

EAS Fund Balances - Oct. 1973 (latest Rev. June 19851

That in the event any county's EAS Fund balance exceeds
either an amount whidi equals a total of the last five
years of their EAS allotaments or $350,000, lAiichever is
greater, the excess over the aforementioned amount
shall be deciucted fran the 25-year County State Aid
Highway oonstruction needs in their regular account.
This deduction will be based on the EAS fund balance as
of September 1 of the current year.
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County State Aid Construction Fund Balances - May 1975
(latest Rev. Oc±cber 1987)

That, for the determination of County State Md Highway
needs, the amount of the unencumbered construction fund
balance as of Septearber 1 of the current year; not
including the current year's regular aocxxmt
construction apportionment and not including the last
three years of municipal account construction
apportionment or $100,000, whichever is greater; shall
be deducted fran the 25-year construction needs of each
individual county. Also, that for the cxaiputation of
this decauction, the estimated cost of ri^it-of-way
acquisition which is being actively engaged in shall be
considered encumbered funds.

That. for the canxitation of this deduction, nroiects

that have been received before September 1 bv the
District State Aid Enaineer for oavmant she^.1 be
considered as beina encumbered and the construction
balances shall be so adiusted.

Oct. 19851

That, annually an adjustment to the rural canplete
grading costs in each county be considered by the
Screening Board. Such adjustment shall be made to the
regular account and shall be based on the relationship
of the actual cost of grading to the estimated cost of
grading reported in the needs study. The method of
determining and the extent of the adjustment shall be
approved by the Screening Boani. Any "Final" ooets
used in the occparison must be received by the Needs
Section by July 1 of the Noods Study year involved.

Restriction of 25—Year Construction Needs Increase —
Oct. 1975 /Latest Rev. Oct. 1985^

The CSAH construction needs change in any ana county
from the previous year's restricted CSAH neec3s to the
current year's basic 25-year CSAH ocxistructicsn needs
shall be restricted to 20 percentage points greater
than or lesser than the statewide average percent
change fran the previous year's restricted CSAH needs
to the current year's basic 25-year CSAH construction
needs. Any needs restriction determined by this
Resolution shall be made to the regular account of the
county involved.
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- June 1965 (latest
1977)

That any Trunk Highway Tumback vAuch reverts directly
to the county and becanes part of the State Aid Highway
System shall not have its oonstruction needs considered
in the money needs apportionment determination as long
as the former Trunk Hi^way is fully eligible for 100
percent construction payment from the CSounty Tumback
Account. During this time of eligibility, financial
aid for the additional maintenance obligation of the
county inposed by the Tumback shall be oocputed on the
basis of the current year's apportionment data and the
existing traffic, and shall be accaiplished in the
following manner:

ExistirK? ADT TUznbadc Maintencuioe/Mile/2L TaT»s

0 - 999 VFD Current mileage app3rtioranent/mile

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

For every additional
5,000 VPD Add current mileage apportionment/mile

Initial Turnback ?dntenanoe Adjiistment - Fracfclonal
Year Reimbursement:

Ihe initial I^mrback adjustment, vrfien for less
than 12 full months, shall provide partiaLL
maintenance cost reimbursement by adding said
initial adjustment to the money needs which will
produce approximately 1/12 of the Tumback
maintenance per mile in apporticranent funds for
each month, or part of a month, that the cxxmty
had maintenance responsibility during the initial
year.

Tumback Maintenance Adjustment - Full Year, Initial or
Subsequent:

To provide an advanoe payment for the caning
year's additional maintenance obligation, a needs
adjustment per mile shall be added to the annual
money needs. This needs adjustment per mile shall
produce sufficient needs apportionment funds so
that when added to the mileage apportionment per
mile, the Tumback maintenance per mile prescribed
shall be earned for each mile of Trunk Highway
Tumback on the County State Aid Highway System.
Tumback adjustments shall terminate at the end of
the calendar year during which a construction
contract has been awarded that fulfills the County
Tumback Account payment provisions, or at the end
of the calendar year during which the period of
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eligibility for 100 peroent construction payment
fran the County Tumback Aoccunt e^tres. Ihe
needs for these roadways shall be included in the
needs study for the next apportionment.

That Trunk Highway Tumback maintenance
adjustments shall be made prior to the carputation
of the mininum apportionment county adjustment.

Those Tumbacks not fully eligible for 100 percent
reimbursement for reoonstcuction with County
Tumback Account funds are not eligible for
maintenance adjustments and shall be included in
the needs study in the same manner as normal
County State Aid Highways.

Mileaae Limitation - Oct. 1961 (latest Rev. June 1986)

That any request, after July 1, 1966, by any cxxmty for
County State Aid Highway designation, other than Trunk
Highway Tumbadcs, or minor increases due to
construction proposed on new aligrment, that results in
a net increase over the county's approved apporticrment
mileage for the preceding year shall be submitted to
the Screening Board for ocnsideration. Such request
should be accaipanied by supporting data and be
ccarcurred on by the District State Aid Engineer. All
mileage requests suhaaitted to the County State Aid
Highway Screening Board wUl be oca-ssiderad as
originally proposed only, and no revisions to such
mileage requests will be considered by the Screening
Board without being resuhnitted throuc^i the Office of
State Aid. The Screening Board shall review such
requests and mate its recxnnendation to the
Ccnmissicner of Transportaticn. if approved, the needs
on mileage additions shall be submitted to the Office
of State Aid for inclusion in the subsequent year's
study of needs.

Revisions in the County State Aid Hic^nway System not
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 not be considered as designatable
mileage elsewhere.

-61-



That any additions to a ccunty's State Aid System,
required by State Highway ooarstruction, shall not be
approved unless all mileage made available by
revocation of State Aid roads which results from the
aforesaid construction has been used in reducing the
requested additions.

That in the event a County State Aid Highway
designation is revoked because of the proposed
designation of a Trunk Hi^iway over the Oounty State
Aid Highway alignment, the mileage revoked shall not be
considered as eligible for a new County State Aid
Highway designation.

That, whereas, Trunk Hi^iway Turnback mileage is
allowed in excess of the normal County State Aid
Highway mileage limitations, revocation of said
Tumbaciks designated after JULy 1, 1965, shall not
create eligible mileage for State Aid designation on
other roads in the ocunty.

That, whereas, former Municipal State Aid street
mileage located in municipalities which fell below
5,000 population under the 1980 Federal census/ is
allowed in excess of the normal County State Aid
Highway mileage limitations, revocation of said former
M.S.A.S. 's shall not create eligible mileage for State
Aid Designation on other roads in the county.

That, whereas, the county engineers are sending in many
requests for additional mileage to the C.S.A.H. system
up to the date of the Screening Board meetings, and
whereas this creates a burden on the State Aid Staff to
prepare the proper data for the Screening Board, be it
resolved that the requests for the spring meeting must
be in the State Aid Offica by April 1 of each year, and
the requests for the fall meeting must be in the State
Aid Office by August 1 of each year. Raquests received
after these dates shall carry over to the next meeting.

TRAFFIC

Pro-iection Factors - Oct. 1961 - fLatest Rev.
June. 1987)

That new Traffic Projection Factors for the needs study
be established for each county using a "least squares"
projection of the vehicle miles from the last four
traffic counts and in the case of the seven county
metro area from the number of latest traffic counts
which fall in a minimum of a twelve year period. This
normal factor can never fall below 1.0. Also, new
traffic factors will be canputed whenever an approved
traffic count is made. Ihese normal factors may,

however, be changed by the county engineer for any
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specific segments where conditions warrant, with the
approval of the District State Aid Engineer.

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" cxxmt years shall not be
used in the least squares traffic projection. Gaunt
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
mlrdjnum period mentioned previously.

Minimum R^-pnnwnts - Oct. 1963 CBev. JWB 1985)

That the mininum requirements for 4-12 foot traffic
lanes be established as 5,000 projected vehicles per
day for rural design and 7,000 for urban design.
Traffic projections of over 20,000 vehicles per day for
urban design will be tha mjnlmim f<^yiiT'>^iN4n^s for g —

12 foot lanes. The use of these nultiple-lane designs
in the needs study, however, must be requested by the
county engineer and appcaved by the District State Aid
Engineer.

ROAD NEEDS

Method of Studv - Oct. 1961 »tev. Nov. 1965^

That, except as otherwise specifically provided, the
Manual of Instruction for Ocnpletion of Data Sheets
shall provide the format for estimating needs on the
county State Aid Hi^iway Systan.

Soil - Oct. 1961 riatest Itev. Jur» 1985^

Soil classificaticre established using a U.S. Soil
Oonservaticn Service Soil Wasp must have supporting
verification using standard testing procedures; such as
soil baringa or other approved testing methods. A
minimum of ten percent of the mileage requested to be
changed must be tested at the rate of ten tests per
mile. The mileage to be tested and the method to be
used shall be approved by the District State Aid
Engineer.

Soil classifications established fcy using standard
testing procedures, such as soil borings or other
approved testing methocis, shall have one hundred
percent of the mileage requested to be ciranged tested
at the rate of ten tests per mile.

All soil classification determinations must be approved
by the District State Aid Engineer.
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Unit Costs - Oct. 1961 CSev. NOV. 1965)

That the unit costs for base, surface and shouldering
quantities obtained from the 5-Year Average
Construction Cost Study and approved by the Screening
Board shall be used for estimating needs.

Desian - Oct. 1961 (latest Rev. June 1982)

That all roads be divided into proper segments and the
highest estimated ADT, consistent with adjoining
segments, be used in determining the design geanetrics
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 en projected traffic, regardless
of existing surfaoe types or geometries.

And, that far all roads which are considered adequate
in the needs study, additional surfacing and
shouldering needs shall be based on existing gecmetrics
but not greater than the widths allowed by the State
Aid Design Standards currently in force.

Gradincr - Oct. 1961 /Rev. Nov. 1965)

That all grading costs shall be detennined by the
county engineer's estimated ooet per mile except for
urban design where the cost is ocnputed using estimated
quantities and unit prices.

Rural Desian Grade Widenim — June 1980

That rural design grade widening needs be limited to
the following widths and costs:

Feet of Widenim Needs Gtost/Mile

4-8 Ffeet 50% of Average Oamplete a-ading Oost/Mile

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

Any segments vAiich are less than 4 feet deficient in
width shall be considered adequate. Any segments which
are more than 12 feet deficient in width shall have
needs for ccnplete grading.
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Stonn Sewer - Oct. 1961 fRev. Nov. 1965)

That storm sewer mains may be located off the Ccunty
State Aid Highway if, in so doing, it will
satisfactorily aocanmodate the drainage problem of the
County State Aid Highway.

Base and Surface - June 1965 fRev. June 1985)

That base and surfacse quantities shall be determined by
reference to traffic volumes, soU. factors, and State
Aid standards. RLgid base is not to be used as the
basis for estimating needs on County State Aid
Highways. Replacement mats shall be 3" bituminous
surface over existing ooncrete or 2" bituminous surface
over existing bituminous. To be eligible for concrete
pavement in the needs studyy 2,500 VPD or more per lane
projected traffic is necessary.

Construction AoccmDlishments - June 1965 fLatest RBV.
Oct. 1983)

That any cacplete grading aoocnplishments be considered
as ocnplete grading construction of the affected
roadway and grading needs shall be excluded for a
period of 25 years from the project letting date or
date of force account agreement. At the end of the
25-year period, needs for caiplebe reconstruction of
the roadway will be reinstated in the needs study at
the initiative of the Ocunty Engineer with costs
established and justified by the Ocnmty Sigineer and
approved by the State Aid Engineer.

Needs for resurfacing shall be allowed on all county
state did highways at all times.

That any bridge construction project shall cause the
needs on the affected bridge to be removed for a period
of 35 years fixm the project letting date or date of
force account agreement. At the end of the 35-year
period, needs for occplete reconstruction of the bridge
will be reinstated in the needs study at the initiative
of the County Engineer and with approval of the State
Aid Engineer.

The restrictions above will apply regardless of the
source of funding for the road or bridge project.
Needs may be granted as an exception to this resolution
upon request by the County Engineer, and justification
to the satisfaction of the State Aid Engineer (e.g., a
deficiency due to changing standards, projected
traffic, or other verifiable causes) .
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Special Resurfacincf Proiect"-'^ "•
Oct. 1985)

That any cxunty using non-local oonstruction funds for
special bitumincus resurfacing or concrete joint repair
projects shall have the non-local cost of such special
resurfacing projects annually cteduc'fred from its 25-year
County State Aid Hi^iway construction needs for a
period of ten (10) years.

/Latest RBV. June 1985)

That Adjustment of Utilities, Miscellaneous
Construction, or Maintenance Costs shall not be
considered a part of the Study of Apportionment Needs
of the County State Aid Highway System.

Right of Wav - Oct. 1979

Ihat for the detennination of total needs, proposed
right-of-way widths shall t3e standardized in the
following manner:

Proposed
Projected APT WW Width

Proposed Rical Design - 0 - 749 100 Feet

750 - 999 110 Iteet

1,000 & Over (2 lane) 120 Feet

5,000 & Over (4 lane) 184 Feet

Prcxxxsed Ppw^.
Width R/W Width

Proposed Urban Design - 0-44 Feet 60 Feet

45 & Over Proposed Roadbed
Width + 20 Feet

Also, that the total needs cost for any additional
right of way shall be based on the estimated market
value of the land involved, as determined by each
county's assessor.
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Forest Highways and State Park Access Roads - Oct. 1961
fLatest Rev. June 1985)

That for the determination of needs for thcsse County
State Aid Hi^iways which are designated as a part of
the Forest Hi^way System or are state park access
roads, the appropriate starriards documented in the
"Rjles for State Aid Operations" shall be used.

LOOPS and Ramps - May 1966

That any county may include the cost of loops and rairps
in the needs study with the approval of the District
State Aid Engineer.

Bridae Widentna - Anril 1964 (Ishest Rev. June 1985)

That the mininum bridge widening be 4 feet.

Bridae Cost Limitations - Julv 1976 (Vev. Oct. 1986)

That the total needs of the Minnesota River bridge
between Scott and Henneptn 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 detennined. In fh@
event the allcwable apportionment needs portion
(determined by Minnesota Chapter 162.07, Subdivision 2)
of the contract amount fran normal funds (EAU, EAS,
State Aid, local) exceeds the "apportionment needs
cost", the differenca shall be aAtel to the 25-year
needs of the respective counties for a period of 15
years.

AFTER THE EACT NEEDS

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

That needs for bridge deck rehabilitation shall be
earned for a period of 15 years after the construction
has been ccmpleted 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.
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Right of Wav -

That needs for Ri^it-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
caiprised of actual monies paid to property cwners.
Only those Right of Way exists actually incurred by the
county will be eligible. Acceptable justification of
V/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 reoeived in the Office of State
Aid by July 1.

Traffic Sianals. Liahttna. Retaintna Walls. and
Sidewalk - June 1984 (Istest Rev. Oct. 1986)

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 nust be
received in the Office of State Aid by JUly 1.

VARIANCES

Var'ianc** Sirt'K3rnmi't-t"»» — •Ttn^* IQflA

That a Variance Suboanmittee be appointed to develop
guidelines for use in making needs adjustments for
variances granted en County State Aid Hic^iways.

f

Giu-delines for Needs Adiiisfcnents on VarianGes Grantffi —

JUne 1985

That the following guidelines be used to determine
needs adjustments due to variances granted on County
State Aid Hi^iways:

1) There will be no needs adjustments applied in
instances where variances have been granted, but
because of revised ruleSy a variance would not be
necessary at the present time.
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2) No needs deduction shall be made for those
variances which allcw a width less than standard
but greater than the width on which apportionment
needs are presently being carputed.

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

b) Segments which allow wicier
dimensions to aooannodate diagonal
parking but the needs study only
relates to parallel parking (44
feet).

3) Those variances granted for aocepbanoe of design
speeds less than standards for grading or
resurfacing projects shall have a 10 year needs
adjustment applied cunulatively in a one year
deduction.

a) The needs deduction shall be for the cocplete
grading cost if the segment has been drawing
needs for oarplete grading.

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

c) In the event a variance is granted for
resurfacing an existing roadway involving
substandard width, horizontal and vertical
curves, etc., but the only needs being earned
are for resurfacing, and the roadway is
within 5 years of probable reinstatement of
full regrading needs based on the 25-year
time period f ran original grading; the
previously outlined guidelines shall be
applied for needs reductions using the
county's average ccnplete grading cost per
mile to determine the adjustment.

4) Those variances requesting acceptance of widths
less than standard for a grading and/or base and
bituminous construction project shall have a needs
reduction equivalent to the needs difference
between the standard width and constructed width
for an aocumulative period of 10 years applied as
a single one year deduction.
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5) On grading and grade widening projects, the needs
deduction for bridge width variances shall be the
difference between the actual bridge needs and a
theoretical needs calculated using the width of
the bridge left in place. This difference shall
be oaqputed to cover a 10 year period and will be
applied cumulatively in a one year deduction.

Exoeption: If the county, by resolution,
indicates that the structure
will be oonstructed within 5
years, no deduction will be
Bade.

6) On resurfacing projects, the needs deduction for
bridge width variances shall be the difference
between theoretical needs based on the width of
the bridge which could be left in place and the
width of the bridge actually left in place. Ihis
difference shall be computed to cover a ten year
period and will be applied cumulatively in a one
year deduction.

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

7) There shall be a needs reduction for variances
which result in bridge oonetruction less than
standard, which is equivsOent to the needs
difference between what has been shown in the
needs study and the structure which was actually
built, for an aocunulative period of 10 years
applied as a single cne year deduction.
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