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May 1993 (612) 296-1662

TO : Municipal Engineers

SUBJECT : Municipal Screening Board Data

Enclosed is a copy of the June 1993 Municipal Screening Board Data
Booklet.

The data included in this report wUl be used by the Municipal Screening
Board at its June 7 and 8, 1993 meeting near Brainerd to establish unit
prices for the 1993 Needs Study and the resulting 1994 apportionment. The
Board will also review other recommendations of the Needs Study
Subcommittee and Unencumbered Construction Subcommittee outlined in
each of their minutes. The Needs Study Subcommittee minutes are found on
pages 17-21 and the Unencumbered Subcommittee's minutes are found on

pages 77-80.

Should you have any suggestions or recommendations regarding the data m
this publication, please refer them to your District Representative along with
a copy to this office, or call the above number prior to the Screening Board
Meeting.

A limited number of additional copies of this report are available on request.

Sincerely,

Kenneth Straus

Municipal Needs Manager

Enclosures:
1993 Municipal State Aid Screening Board Data Booklet.
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MUNICIPALn-lES IN METRO.GOLDEN VALLEY
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1993 SUBCOMMITTEES
The Screening Board Chairman appoints one city Engineer, who has served on the
Screening Board, to serve a three year term on the Needs Study Subcommittee.

The past Chairman of the Screening Board is appointed to serve a three year term on the
Unencumbered Construction Fund Subcommittee.

Tom Drake - Chairman
Red Wing
(612) 227-6220
Expires in 1993

Ken Haider
Maplewood
(612) 770-4552
Expires in 1994

Pete McClurg
New U Im
(507) 359-8245
Expires in 1995

lliiiiiiiiiillliiiliilii^

Bruce Bullert - Chairman
Savage
(612) 890-1045
Expires in 1993

Jim Grube
St. Louis Park
(612) 924-2551
Expires in 1994

Dan Edwards
Fergus Falls
(218)739-2251
Expires in 1995

iiiiiia^^^^^^
iiiia^^^^^

Jim Grube-St. Louis Park-Chairman

Larry Andersen - Prior Lake

Bruce Bullert - Savage

Gerald Butcher - Maple Grove

Tom Drake - Red Wing

John Flora - Fridley

Ramankutty Kannankutty - Minneapolis

Tom Kuhfeld - St Paul

Ken Larson - Duluth

Bill Ottensmann - Coon Rapids

Herb Reimer - Moorhead

iiiiiliiiii

(612) 924-2551

(612) 447-4230

(612) 890-1045

(612) 420-4000

(612) 227-6220

(612) 571-3450

(612) 673-2456

(612) 292-6276

(218) 723-3278

(612) 755-2880

(218) 299-5390
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MINUTES
FALL MUNICIPAL STATE AID SCREENING BOARD

OCTOBER 27-28, 1992

I. SESSION 1

The 1992 Fall Meeting, held at Arrowhead Resort, Alexandria, Minnesota, was called

to order by Chairman Dan Edwards at 1:03 p.m., Tuesday, October 27, 1992. Roll

Call was taken by Secretary Keu Larson.

Present were:

Chairman Dan Edwards Fergus Falls
Vice Chairman Alan Gray Eden Prairie
Secretary & 1st Class City Kenneth Larson Duluth
District I Jim Prusak Cloquet
District II David Kildahl Crookston
District III Sid Williamsou Sartell
District IV Herb Reimer Moorhead
West Metro District Michael Eastliag Richfield

District VI Arnold Putnam Owatoima
District VII Pete McClurg New Ulm
District VIII Dale Swanson Willmar

East Metro District Ken Haider Maplewood
First Class City Marv Hoshaw Minneapolis
First Class City Thomas Kuhfeld St. Paul

Unencumbered Construction
Funds Subcommittee Chair Ron Rudrud. Bloomiagton

Others:

Dennis Carlson, Director, State Aid Office
Julie Skallman, Assistant State Aid Engineer

Ken Straus, Manager, Municipal State Aid
Ken Hopschea, Manager, County State Aid
Bill Croke, District I State Aid Engineer

Lou Tasa, District II State Aid Engineer
Mike Tardy, District III State Aid Engineer

Tallack Johnson, District IV State Aid Engineer
Elmer Morris, Metro District State Aid Engineer
Mike Pinsonneault, District VI State Aid Engineer
Douglas Haeder, District VII State Aid Engineer
Tom Behm, District VIII State Aid Engineer

Ken Saffert, Alternate, Mankato
Larry Anderson, Alternate, Prior Lake
Greg Peterson, St. Paul

Dave Kreager, Duluth
Gary Nansen, Detroit Lakes
R. Kannankutty, Minneapolis
Bo Spurrier, Minneapolis
Don Aluni, Minneapolis
Dan Sabin, Minneapolis
Paul Kirkwood, Ramsey County
Steve Gatlin, Roseville

Page 4



A. Minutes of Spring, 1992, Meeting

Chairman Edwards called for consideration of the minutes of the Spring

Municipal Screening Board Meeting, held June 15-16, 1992, as appear on pages
6 through 12 of the 1992 Municipal State Aid Needs Report. Corrections to

Item F on page 8 and Item E on page 10 changed the Chair of the Quality

Committee from Dennis Carlson to Mark Gieseke.

Motion by: Marv Hoshaw, seconded by Mike Eastling, to adopt the
minutes as corrected.

Action: Motion carried.

B. Needs Committee Representation

Chairman Edwards turned control of the meeting over to Manager of Municipal
State Aid Needs, Ken Straus. Mr. Straus. reviewed the 1992 Municipal State
Aid Needs Report of October, 1992, beginning with the upcoming change in

Needs Study Subcommittee representation. Chuck Siggerud, Burasville, will
be exchanging his current municipal role for MnDOT employment as Head of
the Metro Division. Another member of that subcommittee, Joe Bettendorf, is
no longer representing the City of Litchfield. An additional change will be

the retirement of Marv Hoshaw, Minneapolis. Marv Hoshaw has been on the
Screening Board representing the City of Minneapolis as a First Class City

since 1982. Mr. Straus expressed appreciation for the years of effort and
contribution by Mr. Hoshaw.

C. Needs Mileage

The current mileage cap statewide is 2,500 miles. Any increase in that cap

would require a statute change. Currently there are approximately 2,470
miles available for State Aid designation. Needs mileage in 1992 indicates

approximately a 28 mile increase.

D. Needs Study

A change was noted in the needs study update, deleting the per ton unit
reference under sidewalk removal and changing it to square yard. Traffic
counts were not included since the updates were not received in time for

preparation of the report. However, the new allocation will reflect the
appropriate traffic counts. Final comment by Mr. Str^us indicated that the
Cities of Minnetonka and St. Peter were missed in the update. Mianetonka
should be increased to 49.78 miles and St. Peter's would go up to 8.93 miles.
The total actual mileage therefore is 2,405.44 miles. The final reference
was.to page 28 where a comparison of last years needs and 1992 s needs were

shown. The needs ratio went up slightly from 1991 to 18.45. This is
interpreted as meaning that our system Statewide can be completed in

approximately 18 years.

E. Unencumbered Fund Balance

Ken Straus deferred to the Unencumbered Construction Fund Subcommittee

Chair, Ron Rudrud, for review of the issues concerning the current
unencumbered construction fund balance. Mr. Rudrud reviewed the controversy

in recent years over the high balance, which concerned not only the cities,
but legislators as well. Mr. Rudrud referred to past recommendations by the
subcommittee to the Screening Board which were not accepted at that time.

With the changes that have been implemented by the Board, the balance,
instead of going down, has gone up in the last year to $10.6 million.
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Therefore, the subcommittee is.looking to the Screening Board to determine

its intent and seek its direction in the future. The primary point being
expressed by the subcommittee is concern about the high current balance.

Marv Hoshaw, Minneapolis, emphasized that all cities are taking allocation
reductions as a result of the action taken by the Board in 1992. Dennis

Carlson, State Aid Engineer, commented that the expectation with that action
was that the balance would go down. However, the balance has risen since
that time. Additional discussion focused on the reliability or lack of

reliability of information currently before the legislature. The appropriate
distribution of funds under the 62/29/9 distribution formula has come up for

discussion. A recent MnDOT paper identified a 100 year cycle for rebuilding

the Trunk Highway System, while the Municipal State Aid replacement estimate
is 18 years. The legislature, if it accepts this information as valid, will
make their own conclusions as to where the needs exist. Marv Hoshaw pointed

out two issues; i.e., needs versus spending. More realistic estimates

indicate that we actually have over 35 years in total needs, not 18 years as
indicated by our needs study. Tom Kuhfeld, St. Paul, emphasized that the
ability to spend allocated dollars is more complex. Other issues include
rules and regulations required for eligibility of funds, as well as only
being able to spend those dollars on 20% of the total street network. He
also suggested that gas tax revenues should be spent where they are

generated.

Dennis Carlson reminded the Board that the Legislature will be dealing with
the State system, not the local networks as reflecting "real" needs. The

primary criteria should be the volume of traffic, with distribution of funds
to maintain the integrity of the system at a state level.

Further discussion on this issue was deferred to the evening session.

F. Unamortized Bond Account Balance

Ken Straus pointed out a problem area in the Bond Account; i.e., many of the
cities don't submit a report of city contracts or indicate projects for
application of those bonds. If they are not reported and state aid funds are

not applied to the bond, the City receives a negative adjustment.

G. Construction Accomplishments; Board Resolution of October, 1988

Ken Straus referred to this resolution (page 59) as needing reconsideration
in order to improve equity for all communities. Mr. Straus suggested that a
municipality could construct a street in one year to a minimum standard, and
in the following year submit it for widening needs for four-way roadway with

parking lanes. The constructed width of 32 feet could then be increased to a

need for 76 feet if traffic volumes are high. Mr. Straus suggested that
there be some limit, say a 10 year period, where the municipality would need
to wait to obtain needs after the construction of a roadway.

Marv Hoshaw, Minneapolis, suggested this action would negatively affect
growing communities. He urged caution in attempts such as this to "be fair".
Marv feels that more education of City Engineers and agreement on more
accurately reflecting needs would avoid this type of a problem.

H. Eligible Expenditures

Mike Eastling, Metro West District, brought a proposal from John Flora,
Fridley, .for expanding the eligibility for use of the current MSA allocation.
He suggested that although needs are calculated on 20% of our total system,

that expenditures be allowed on a greater percentage of the street network.
Discussion of item was deferred to a later session.
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I. Ramsey County Consolidation Proposal

Steve Gatlin, Roseville, introduced this topic, which was presented at the

June, 1991, Scre.ening Board Meeting. The presentation at that time was
jointly provided by Mr. Gatlin and Paul Kirkwood, Ramsey County. In 1991,

the Legislature appointed a commission consisting of 25 members divided
between public and private sectors. The public sector included school board

members, county commissioners, city councilors, and other appointed
representatives. They were charged with investigating the possibility of
cooperation in consolidation of government services in the most urbanized
county in the State; i.e., Ramsey County. They focused on five functional
areas: law enforcement, health, county attorney's office, public works, and

library. The only area that generated interest at the legislature was in
public works, specifically, the functional consolidation of roadways in the

county. The intent of the roadway consolidation approach was that county
roads that are generally local in nature would be turned back to the
responsibility of the city. This would include about 45 miles of what are

currently county roads. In order to accomplish this turnback, the Screening
Board would have to allow cities and Ramsey County to increase municipal
state aid mileage above the 20% limit currently set by state aid rules.
Calculation of the annual apportionment impact would range between $350,000
to $710,000.

Resolutions have been adopted by cities within the county, however, if the
Municipal State Aid Screening Board is not agreeable to adding these segments

to the system, the cities are presumably not agreeable to accepting these
roadways as their responsibilities. la summary, representatives within
Ramsey County believe -that this idea improved the transportation network as a
whole and that all roadways within Ramsey County that would not be built

under the current jurisdictional approach would be reconstructed aad/or
developed under a Municipal State Aid system. A major positive benefit would

be further opportunities to spend state aid funds and reduce the current
balance.

Ken Straus reviewed the consolidation assumption and mileage changes based

upon the Ramsey County proposal. Questions and discussion by Screening Board
members followed the presentation.

Jim Prusak, Cloquet, requested a way of simplifying or summarizing the

spreadsheets provided. Steve Gatlin reviewed the charts and the percentages
above the 20% allowable that would need to be transferred to local
jurisdiction. Of the total miles of county roads that are proposed for
turnback, none have been proposed for reconstruction by Ramsey County within
the next five years. Ken Larson, Duluth, asked if municipalities in the
county have agreed with the consolidation approach aud if Henfiepin County
would apply the same model to its network. Gatlin indicated that there was
agreement throughout the County by the municipalities. Marv Hoshaw indicated
that this model is not compatible for Hennepin County in the future since
they're not a comparable situation with very few county roads within the City
of Minneapolis. Ken Larson said that the City of Duluth and St. Louis County
are looking at consolidation of services as well as mileages. Larry
Anderson, Prior Lake, indicated that Scott County has proposed similar
turnbacks in the City of Prior Lake.

Further discussion was deferred to the evening session.
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J. Quality Improvement Task Force

Dale Swansea, Tom Kuhfeld, and Alan Gray served on a Quality Improvement Task
Force with three county engineers and state aid office staff. The primary
focus of the task force was to seek changes to the system that would result

in reduction of the unencumbered fund balance to cities and counties. A
total of 14 recommendations were presented, with the second page of the

presentation identifying the results of a questionnaire that went out to all

city and county engineers. The highest ranking recommendation was to allow
construction funds to be advanced, assuming funds are balanced by cities or
counties who are not spending their own funds the same year. This
recommendation was discussed by the Western Metro District city engineers,
with a mixed review on its effectiveness. The second highest recommendation
was to pay 100% of the actual construction engineering cost and to pay the

preliminary engineering costs when they are incurred. Some engineering
representatives were concerned that this might result in pressure by city
councils or city managers to unbalance time sheets in order to balance city

general fund budgets. An additional suggestion was that there be allowance
for a state aid expenditure off system to include not only state trunk
highways and state aid roads but other local municipal streets as well. The

fourth recommendation in terms of effectiveness was to limit scope of plan
reviews and coordination between offices (District and Central Office). A
question was asked on the reason for the increased review time by state aid
staff. Both Dennis Carlson and Julie Skallmaa, State Aid Office, commented,

suggesting that the extent of scrutiny of plans was based upon the quality of
the plans submitted. If plans are not up to standard, the review time is

lengthened. Alan Gray summarized that there may be opportunities as a result
of this process for gaining efficiencies in plan review. The bottom line is
not to negatively impact the quality of the final product.

Mike Eastling suggested looking at the implementations of these suggestions;
which all agreed had already begun by the State Aid staff. The suggestions
will be part of a final report to Dennis Carlson, State Aid Engineer. Dennis
expressed his appreciation of the effort by the team, with the expectation of
success in the areas of the first two suggestions. However, Dennis Carlson

believes that advancing funds to municipalities may cause problems that are
unanticipated, such as drawing the balance down too far. He believes rather
that we need to focus on cities with the highest current balances. Final
comments by Board members included consideration of all suggestions, taking a
look at storm sewer systems and increasing costs, and bringing comments on

the final report to the attention of the Board and MoDOT staff.

Chairman Dan Edwards adjourned the afternoon session at 3 p.m.

II. EVENING SESSION

Vice Chairman Alan Gray reconvened the evening session at 8:05 p.m. He reviewed
the agenda issues to be taken up at the Wednesday business meeting as follows:

1. Needs and Apportionment Data
2. Research Account

3. Ramsey County Consolidation
4. Quality Improvement Task Force Recommendations
5. Unencumbered Fund Subcommittee Issues

There was no subsequent discussion on the first two items listed above.
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A. Ramsey County Consolidation Proposal

The evening discussion on this issue was far ranging, including the options
proposed by Ramsey County and the implications for other counties statewide.

It was emphasized that the approach proposed by Ramsey County is consistent
with the intent of the Federal Surface Transportation Act. However, if the
Ramsey County proposal were pursued and the 20% cap on MSA designation

countywide were to be adhered to, some cities would lose and others would

gain within that county boundary. Suggestions put forward by the Board
during the discussion include the following:

Recognize density as a factor in the percent of the street network
allowable for designation as MSA, to minimize concern that the system is
not responsive to rapid growth areas.

Suggested using unencumbered fund balance dollars as source of turnback
funds for growth and reassigrunent to Ramsey County.

Consider excess mileage on State Aid System within the county as off
system expenditure, with no increases.

Suggestion that any resolution adopted should be "revenue neutral"

statewide. Revenue neutral would imply that the de-designation of
segments of streets would be necessary to balance the total network.

Schedule joint meetings with Ramsey County and MSA Screening Board to

sort out issues, with MnDOT attendance since they represent 62% of the
total statewide funding sources.

Discussion concluded with Mike Eastliag and Dave Kildahl proposing to
draft a resolution for consideration by the Board at tomorrow's meeting.

B. Quality Improvement Task Force

la development of a final report, it was strongly suggested that support be
given for reimbursement of preliminary engineering costs when plans are
approved and before project implementation. A rule change would be required
in order to accomplish this recommendation. State Aid staff assumed that a

Rules Committee meeting will take place wifchiu the next year. It was

suggested that a resolution from both the city and county engineers at their
meeting in January be developed for Rules Committee consideration.

A draft final report on quality improvement will be submitted by the task

force to State Aid staff in November, 1992. The report can then be

distributed to all city engineering staff, with comments by State Aid
Engineer Dennis Carlson. A suggestion was made to place the report on the
agenda for the next Screening Board meeting in the Spring of 1993.

The identified mission of the Quality Improvement Task Force is to help
cities spend their allocations and lower the unencumbered fund balance. This
could be accomplished by first looking at the problem identification and the

obstacles to spending available dollars. Changing of focus from punitive or
penalty to a coaching and assistance approach would be more beneficial. In
taking this approach, it is assumed that most counties and cities would take
a responsible approach to the best use of funds. If municipalities are given
more design latitude with increased eligibility for funding, it is expected
that they may be able to "sell" projects more easily to customers. Opening
up eligibility to include walkways and trails would seem to be a more
flexible approach to funding and increasing expenditures to the unencumbered
balance.
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C. Unencumbered Construction Fund Subcommittee

The subcommittee is looking for direction from the Screening Board as to its
role and responsibilities in the future in consideration of past

resolutions to eliminate the penalties . It was noted that problems are
anticipated to continue in terms of excessive unencumbered fund balance,
especially with Minneapolis, since it is carrying currently a high fund

balance based on the state of the economy and political decisions. Belief

was expressed that cities have enough integrity and forethought to follow
through on construction of projects in five years after a plan has been
completed. An alternative suggestion for consideration was applying an
accelerated penalty on an annual basis for increasing balances, similar to
the current deduction for needs.

III. SESSION III .(FINAL SESSION)

Chairman Dan Edwards called the final session of the Fall Municipal Screening

Board back to order at 8:40 a.m., Wednesday, October 28, 1992. Roll call was
taken for members in attendance.

Present were:

Chairman Dan Edwards

Vice Chairman Alan Gray
Secretary and First Class City, Kenneth Larson
District I, Jim Prusak
District II, David Kildahl
District III, Sid Williamson
District IV, Herb Reimer
Metro West District, Mike Eastling

District VI, Arnold Putnam
District VII, Pete McClurg

District VIII, Dale Swanson
Metro East District, Ken Haider
First Class City Minneapolis, Marv Hoshaw
First Class City St. Paul, Tom Kuhfeld

(Others in attendance as listed for Session I.)

A. Needs and Apportionment Data

Motion by: Dale Swanson, Seconded by Herbert Reimer, to approve the Needs
and Apportionment Data listed on page 17 of the report.

Action: Motion carried.

B. Research Account

Motion by: Marv Hoshaw, Seconded by Sid Williamsoa to continue support for a
research account.

Action: Motion carried.

C. Ramsey County Consolidation

A draft compromise resolution Was prepared by Mike Eastling and Dave Kildahl
for consideration by the Screening Board. Proposed alternatives (Alternative
A and Alternative B) require a variance to the rules in order to be

implemented. The rules state that in order to spend money on local streets
all other M.S.A. in municipalities must be up to State Aid standards. It was

suggested that bringing higher volume County State Aid routes into the
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Municipal State Aid System could result in removing lower volume MSA routes

from the State Aid System, resulting in an upgrading of the entire system

because of the increase in average traffic volume. Discussion also related
to other counties such as Steams County and St. Louis County looking at a

comparable approach to redesignation of portions of their networks. In
moving towards a higher integrity in our total system network, it was
suggested that a functional classification approach to the entire system be

reviewed with the objective of identifying an appropriate jurisdiction for

those different segments of the roadways based upon functional
classification.

Clarification was made that the input desired from the Screening Board at
this time is a recommendation to the Variance Committee relative to support
of the consolidation of roadways wi.thin the county. There is no request for
action by the Screening Board for changing of the system. Ramsey County
could go before the Variance Committee at any time without support of the
Screening Board. It was felt that while the Screening Board is sympathetic
to Ramsey County municipalities in attempting to deal with a very difficult
problem, the Screening Board at this point in time does not have sufficient
information to make a decision or take definitive action. Clarification has
been provided by Paul Kirkwood, Ramsey County, that Minnesota Statutes

currently allow county boards to turn county roads back to municipalities
without a public hearing and without consent of the municipalities . This can

all happen without a negotiated settlement. The only jurisdictional entity
protected by State Statute is the Township. There is funding support,
however, to municipalities if the roadways are turned over from the county
through receipt of a maintenance allocation. This funding source will help
alleviate the burden of additional cost to the city.

There was general support of the concept with concern that any action taken
by the Screening Board at this time provides a basis of endorsement for
continued study and for prompting an overal jurisdictional study statewide.

Motion by: Mike Eastling, seconded by Dave Kildahl that the next scheduled

Rules Committee consider Proposal A; however, prior to taking action, the
Rules Committee investigate the number of miles affected by the proposal.

Action: Motion carried.

Subsequent discussion focused on the need to bring down the unencumbered
construction fund balance by broadening the opportunities for use of State
Funds on an expanded system.

Motion by: Ken Haider, seconded by Tom Kuhfeld, that the Screening Board
recommend to the Variance Committee approval of variance by cities for
reconstruction of county road turnbacks as eligible off-system expenses.

Action: Motion failed.

Motion by: Mike Eastling, seconded by Sid Williamson; recommending that

Proposal B be considered by the next Rules Committee; however, prior to
taking action, the Committee will investigate the number of miles affected by

the proposal.

Action: Motion carried.
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B. Unencumbered Funds Balance Subcommittee

Marv Hoshaw, Minneapolis, suggested coutiauing taking a message to the
cities to educate them on reducing their unencumbered fund balance. No
further comments were received by subcommittee Chair Ron Rudrud. No
official action is required to be taken by the subcommittee.

Mike Eastling, Metro District West, suggested that our purpose is to
establish need, with those cities having a balance of "0" reflecting a

greater need. Recommendation .to adjust incrementally greater reduction in
allotment with increasing the balance, with a multiplier taking effect after
reaching a balance of $500,000, was proposed. An automatic adjustment would
be made for whatever balance was on the books on September 1.

Motion by: Mike Eastling, seconded by Marv Hoshaw to continue the
Unencumbered Construction Fund Balance Subcommittee with the directive
identified above. The subcommittee will report back to the Board on their
recommendation.

Action: Motion carried.

Motion by: Ken Haider, seconded by Herb Reimer, to include in the direction
of the subcommittee incentives to the cities that maintain a small balance.

Action: Motion carried.

C. State Aid Engineer's Report .

Dennis Carlson, State Aid Engineer, reported on the recommendations from the
Quality Improvement Task Force. His comments on the individual elements of
the Task Force are as follows:

1. Permit Process - State Aid staff willing to work with cities on

reviewing Federal plan prior to issuance of permits.

2. Lighting - Recommendation to fully fund ornamental poles for

street lighting.

3. Pedestrian Paths and Bikeways - Dennis does not agree on unlimited
width for MSA or CSAH recreational trails.

4. Preliminary Engineering - Agreement by Dennis to look at expansion
of these elements in relationship to environmental needs and recent
ISTEA legislation.

5. Construction Engineering - Doesn't agree with dropping the limit

entirely, but agrees to changing the limit.

6. Landscaping - Dennis is in agreement to opening a discussion on
this issue. Recommendation from the Task Force is 5%.

7. Sidewalks - Dennis remains open to discussion on this issue.

8. Advance Encumbrances - Dennis doesn't believe that this approach
will help. Those with high balance still won't sufficiently spend

down their allocation
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9. Recommendations for Change Outside Statuatory or Rules Changes;

a) Review Process - MSA staff will continue to reduce time

required for plan review. Peak season review has been reduced

from 6 to 3 weeks. Dennis personal policy is to sign all
plans on the same day that they are placed on his desk.

b) Plan Review Scope - A suggestion was made that an internal
task force be formed to define the rules and responsibilities
of the District State Aid Engineer and State Aid Plans

Engineer. Dennis supports the intent, however, he believes
that a high quality review process must be maintained and
reviewing plans at a certain minimal level shouldn't be

jeopardized.

c) Bridge Plaus - Dennis supports the proposal that an issue
resolution team be formed.

d) Cooperative Agreements - Dennis agrees with the
recommendations; i.e., that explanation be given as to why a
project cannot be forwarded before agreement completion and
that a position be dedicated to the State Aid Office to

process agreements. Dennis indicated that their internal
budget would be a limiting factor for adding additional staff.

e) Recovering CADD Equipment Cost - Dennis believes that CADD

equipment costs are recoverable, stating as an example that if
you are using up to date equipment and design practices,
actual cost of the project can be reduced.

Dennis summarized his report by challenging all city engineers to seek
solutions and share with each other through this and other similar
forums. A successful example Dennis referred to was the Rules Committee
process. In that process he used a conflict resolution by consent

approach. Dennis encourages this method for getting community and
public consent to a project. Dennis also discussed Federal requirements
and some recent problem in talking to cities about consultants and

their responsible charge on projects. Dennis suggested obtaining a copy
of Federal Aid Policy Guidelines or Federal Register as a reference.
Dennis' final comments were on the State Aid Division and the positive
changes that are occurring towards giving his organization a voice with
the Commissioner of Transportation. Dennis feels very positive about
this relationship with the Commissioner and the implications.

D. Eligible Expenditures

A request from the City of Fridley was conveyed by Mike Eastling, Metro West
District, for being able to use 20% State Aid allocation for construction on

a greater percentage of the total street network. Discussion focused on the
option available through the variance procedure to use dollars on other local
roads. After discussion on the issue, it was decided that no action be taken

by the Screening Board at this time.

E. Mileage Cap

Concern was expressed by Jim Prusak, Cloquet, for looking at the current
mileage cap of 2,500 miles. A suggestion was made also to look at increasing
beyond the 20% allowable mileage. It is expected that by the end of this
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year, the maximum total mileage will have been exceeded. Marv Hoshaw

suggested that the Quality Improvement Task Force needs to explore this
issue. The last proposal presented was for a 3,000 mile cap. A suggestion
was made for using a percentage rather than a fixed number as a cap.
Recommendation was made that the Executive Committee take this issue to the

City Engineers Association Meeting in January for inclusion in the

transportation bill next year.

Motion by: Tom Kuhfeld, seconded by Arnie Putnam, for Screening Board support
for legislation to increase the mileage cap to 3,000 miles.

Action: Motion carried.

F. Adj ournment

Chairman Dan Edwards thanked Ron Rudrud for serving as Chair of the
Unencumbered Construction Fund Balance Subcommittee and expressed
appreciation for his efforts; thanked the State Aid staff for contributing to

the discussions and for the preparation in their reports and meeting agenda;
thanked Mike Eastling, Pete McClurg, and Ken Haider for their efforts during
their 3 years on the Board; and finally thanked Marv Hoshaw for the past 10

years he has served representing the City of Minneapolis on the Screening
Board. Marv, who will be retiring from the City of Minneapolis at the end of
the year, received a standing ovation in recognition of his contribution to
the Board.

Marv Hoshaw, City of Minneapolis, made his final comments to the Screening
Board, expressing appreciation for the working relationship with Board

members, commenting on the high quality of the Screening Board over the past
few years, suggesting that the Board continue to be considerate of growing
community needs, and finally reminding the Board to give thoughtful,
considerate deliberations in making resolutions to avoid hasty decisions that
are difficult to change. Marv also thanked Dan Edwards for his role and

leadership as Chair during the past year.

Motion by: Marv Hoshaw, seconded by Mike Eastling to adjourn the meeting at
11 a.m.

Action: Motion carried.

Res.^epffully s/abmit

'nneth H. Larson

Secretary
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UNIT PRICE STUDY

The Unit Price Study is done annually by the State Aid Needs Unit by
compiling the quantities and unit prices of items from the prior years
Abstract of Bids received in the State Aid Office. The results were
obtained from the 1992 bids and are found next to the applicable
graphs. These averages and past averages are used by the Needs
Study Subcommittee and June Screening Board to determine the prices
to be used in the 1993 Needs Study. These prices are then applied
against the quantity table located in the State Aid Manual Fig. D & F
5-892.810 to compute the needs of each segment. The needs
eventually will be used to compute the 1994 money needs allocation.

Both Mn/Dot and State Aid bridges are used so that more bridges
determine the unit price. Generally State Aid contracts do not include
many bridges 150 feet and over. Arriving at a reasonable bridge
widening cost is difficult, due to the variation of work involved. Bridge
widening can include removing the superstructure with the replacement
of new beams or it can involve leaving the existing deck inplace.

Mn/Dot's hydraulic office furnished a recommendation of costs for
storm sewer construction and adjustment based on 1992 construction
costs.

Mn/Dot Railroad Office furnished a letter detailing railroad cost from
1992 construction projects.

Due to the lack of data, a study is not done for traffic signals, special
drainage, maintenance, lighting and engineering. Every segment,
except those elegible for Turnback Funding, receive needs for traffic
signals, lighting, engineering, and maintenance. All the past year's
need prices are found in the Screening Board's resolutions included in
this booklet.
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1993 UNIT PRICE RECOMMENDATIONS

;::::::;::::::^:::::;:::K::::::::^:::::::::::::S::::::::::::<:X^
:^:^:^:^::i^:: i:::i:^:::^:::S;i%?i:::: :^S:iS

li^iiiillileiiilliu^
Grading (Excavation)
Aggregate Shoulders #2221

Curb and Gutter Removal
Sidewalk Removal
Concrete Pavement Removal
Tree Removal

Class 4 Subbase #2211
Class 5 Base #2211
Bituminous Base #2331

Bituminous Surface #2331
Bituminous Surface #2341
Bituminous Surface #2361

Curb and Gutter Construction
Sidewalk Construction
Storm Sewer Adjustment
Storm Sewer
Special Drainage - Rural
Street Lighting
Traffic Signals

IS

Cu.Yd:
Ton

Lin.Ft.

Sq.Yd.

Sq.Yd.

Unit

Ton
Ton
Ton

Ton
Ton
Ton

Lin.Ft.

Sq.Yd.

Mile
Mile
Mile
Mile
Per Si<

Signal Needs Based On ProjectedJ'raffic
Projected Traffic Percentage X Unit Price

0 - 4,999 .25 $80,000
5,000 - 9,999 .50 80,000
10,000 & Over 1 .00 80,000

Right of Way (Needs Only) Acre
Engineering

Railroad Grade Crossing
Signs
Pavement Marking
Signals (Single Track-Low Speed)
Signals & Gate (Multiple
Track - High & Low Speed)
Rubberized Material (Per Track)

Bridges
0 to 149 Ft.

150 to 499 Ft.
500 Ft. and over
Bridge Widening

Percent

Unit
Unit
Unit

Unit
Lin.Ft.

Sq. Ft.

Sq. Ft.

Sq. Ft.

?.Ft.

igillilliil^^^^^
llliliiljiiilillB^

$3.00
7.00

1.60
4.50
4.00

150.00

4.50

5.75

22.00

22.00
24.50
32.00

5.50

14.50
62,000

199,500
25,000
20,000
80,000

Meeds Per Mile
$20,000

40,000
80,000

60,000
18

600
750

80,000

110,000
900

55.00
60.00
65.00

150.00

liiii^iiin^^^^^^
111111111111111^^^
1111111111^^^^^^^^

illlli^ilisili

liaillclmiillileiiiiil

$3.00
7.00

1.60
4.50
4.00

iiiiiiiililii

4.50

22.00

22.00
24.50
32.00

5.50

25,000
20,000
80,000

60,000
18

600
750

80,000

110,000
900

55.00
lilliililiM

*

*Recommendation is to use reconditioning cost on the structural need sheet instead of a bridge
widening cost.

Railroad Bridges over Highways
Number of Tracks - 1
Additional Track (each)

Lin.Ft.

Lin.Ft.

4,000
3,000 lllillllillil
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MUNICIPAL STATE AID NEEDS STUDY SUBCOMMITTEE

Members:

MINUTES
Friday, April 23, 1993

Tom Drake (Red Wing), Pete McClurg (New Ulm), Ken Haider (Maplewood),
and Ken Straus (Mn/DOT)

1993 Unit Price Recommendations

Grading (Excavation):
There was variation between districts but no justification for adjustment.

Aaareaate Shoulders #2221:
The small quantity makes it difficult to make adjustment based on last
year's price—no change warranted.

Curb and Gutter Removal:
Current figure agrees with bid averages.

Sidewalk Removal:
Current figure agrees with bid averages.

Concrete Pavement Removal:
Current figure agrees with bid averages.

Tree Removal:
1992 and 1993 averages indicate an increase in the unit price is

Class 4 Subbase #2211:
Current figure agrees with bid averages.

Class 5 Base #2211:
Large quantity reflecting higher bids justifies increase.

Bituminous Base #2331:
Downward adjustment may be justified next year.

Bituminous Surface #2331:
Should be same as above.

Recommended
Unit Prices

$3.00/cu yd

$7.00/ton

$1.60/linft

$4.50/sq yd

$4.00/sq yd

$175.00/unit

$4.50/ton

$6.00/ton

$22.00/ton

$22.00/ton
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Minutes-MSA Needs Study Subcommittee
Page 2
April 23, 1993 Meeting

••%.'

*•

Bihjminous Surface #2341:
Current figure agrees with bid averages.

Bituminous Surface #2361:
Downward adjustment may be justified next year.

Curb and Gutter Construction:
Current figure agrees with bid averages.

Sidewalk Construction:
1992 and 1993 averages indicate an increase is justified.

Storm Sewer Adjustment:
Agree with D.V. Halvorson (Mn/DOT hydraulics engineer)
recommendation.

Storm Sewer:

Agree with D.H. Halvorson (Mn/DOT hydraulics engineer)
recommendation.

Special Drainaae-Rural:

No justification for change.

Street Liahtina:
No justification for change.

Traffic Signals:
No justification for change. Needs based on traffic are
unchanged.

Right of Wav (Needs OnM:
No change justified.

Engineering:
No change justified.

Railroad Grade Crossings:
Based on memo from Robert G. Swanson, Director Railroad
Administration—all railroad grade crossing items remain unchanged.

Signs
Pavement markings

$24.50/ton

$32.00/ton

$5.50/lin ft

$15.00/sqyd

$64,000/mile

$206,000/mile

$25,000/mile

$20,000/mile

580,000/signal

$60,000/acre

18 percent

$600.00/unit
$750.00/unit
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Minutes-MSA Needs Study Subcommittee
Page 3
April 23, 1993 Meeting

Signals (single track-low speed) $80,000.00/unit
Signals & gate (multiple track-high & low speed) $ 1 10,000.00/unit
Rubberized material (per track) " $900.00/lin ft

Bridges:
The average contract prices do not indicate a significant difference
in price due to bridge length. All lengths are treated the same.

0.149 feet $55.00/sq ft
150-499 feet $55.00/sq ft
500 feet and over $55.00/sq ft

Bridge widening costs vary substantially. It seems inappropriate to
attempt to identify a unit price for this item. It is recommended
bridge widening be handled as a "reconditioning cost" on the needs
data sheet in the future.

Railroad Bridges over Highways:
There is limited data on this item; however, the trend is upward.
Recommend increasing as follows:

Number of tracks-1 $5,000.00/lin ft
Additional track (each) $4,000.00/lin ft

The committee discussed the annual maintenance needs cost. Even though there is little
historical data available, an increase of 10% across the board is recommended.

Resolutions

Appoinhnent to "Needs Study Subcommittee"
The current resolution should be changed so that appointments are made at
the "annual winter meeting of the City Engineers Association."

Construction Cut-off Date
It was agreed the resolution should not be changed—award date, not the
letting, is a more accurate reflection of when and if money is being spent.

Construction Accomplishments
There is currently a disparity between the way on/off system expenditures affed
the calculation of needs. The committee recommends Mr. Straps draft
language to treat on/off system expenditures equally as far as needs are
concerned and present it to the screening board for consideration.
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Minutes-MSA Needs Study Subcommittee

Page 4
April 23, 1993 Meeting

• Greater than Minimum Width
Recommend changing resolution to: "If a Municipal State fodd street is
constructed to a width wider than required, resurfacing needs will be allowed
on the constructed width."

• Mileage
Recommend including language to include frontage roads in local sh-eet
mileage. Recommend changes to clarify the process designation requests.

• Tumbacks
Under the current system, tumbacks affect growing communities differently
than cities with no growth. In a growing community, tumback mileage is
absorbed as the community grows—after a few years no excess mileage exists.

In a nongrowing community, the excess tumback mileage may remain forever.

It is recommended the issue be discussed at the district meetings this spring.
In particular, two options:

1. Treat hjmbacks as special mileage that would be over and above the
community's 20 percent..

2. Provide a sunset for tumback designations.

• One-Way Street Mileage
Currently the "Screening Board Resolution" and the "State Aid Resolution" are
in conflict. The resolution is more restrictive due to width and ADT
requirements.

It is recommended the resolution be rescinded and the Rules Committee
address the issue.

Red Wing One-Way Streets Request

It is noted that the request satisfies the current resolution rules and thus qualifies for
approval. Approval is recommended.

Suburban Design

The subcommittee discussed the urban/suburban/rural design classifications. It was agreed
that the difference behween the suburban/rural designs were inconsequential. It is
recommended the suburban designation be dropped.
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Minutes-MSA Needs Study Subcommittee
Page 5
April 23, 1993 Meeting

Motions

McClurg moved, Haider second to recommend unit prices, resolutions, and suburban
design: , Passed: 3-Ayes 0-No

Holder moved, McClurg second to recommend approval of the Red Wing one-way streets
request: Passed: 2-Ayes 0-0 Drake abstained

Respectfully submitted,

Kenneth G. Haider, P.E.

City of Maplewood
Secretary, Needs Subcommittee
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CHISHOLM
CLOQUET
DULUTH
GRAND RAPIDS
HIBBING

M.S.A.S. UNIT PRICE STUDY
EXCAVATION - CUBIC

S i^i^^i^i^
iiijiiiiiiiN^^Niiiiggis

DISTRICT T
1,241
7,704

36,970
1,185

17,883
INTERNATIONAL FALLS 11,514

DISTRICT TOTAL

BEMIDJI.
CROOKSTON
THIEF RIVER FALLS

DISTRICT TOTAL

BRAINERD
ELK RIVER
LITTLE FALLS
OTSEGO
ST. CLOUD
WAITE PARK

DISTRICT TOTAL

MOORHEAD
DISTRICT TOTAL

B LAIN E
BLOOMINGTON
BROOKLYN CENTER
BROOKLYN PARK
COON RAPIDS
CORCORAN
CRYSTAL
EAST BETHEL
EDEN PRAIRIE
F RID LEY
HAM LAKE
MAPLE GROVE
MINNEAPOLIS
MINNETONKA
NEW HOPE
RAMSEY
ROBBINSDALE
ST. ANTHONY
SAVAGE
SHAKOPEE

DISTRICT TOTAL

76,497
DISTRICT 2

5,455
7,643

45
13,143

DISTRICT 3
486

21,911
14,765
46,385
14,864
16,725

115,136
DISTRICT 4

2,800
2,800

METRO WEST
332

5,725
26,172

1,720
10,485
9,200
2,573
8,480

58,233
6,200

18,973
38,000
14,902
12,000

150
2,630
9,916
4,680

10,100
9,135

249,606

YARD
^niSjSJ^fid.:-

iiiii^F;';;::'

$6,505
30,585

184,243
4,740

62,543
51,814

$340,430

$6,546
36,315

225
$43,086

$2,333
54,239
34,691
47,885
61,692
56,421

$257,261

$9,899
$9,899

$1,660
26,022
59,950

6,479
28,559
25,300
12,563
15,125

118,671
39,060
39,217
82,975

107,071
52,000

975
8,548

36,432
27,612
34,340
16,170

$738,729

02-Apr-O

AVERAGE
UNITPRICE

$5.24
3.97

4.98

4.00

3.50
4.50

$4.45

$1.20
4.75
5.00

$3.28

$4.80
2.48

2.35

1.03

4.15
3.37

$2.23

$3.54
$3,54

$5.00
4.55
2.29
3.77
2.72
2.75
4.88

1.78
2.04
6.30
2.07
2.18
7.19
4.33

6.50

3.25
3.67
5.90

3.40

1.77

$2.96
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M.S.A.S. UNIT PRICE STUDY
EXCAVATION - CUBIC YARD

iN:uiN:iicmAii^||::::;li::'l:^l!l

ALBERT LEA
AUSTIN
FARIBAULT
ROCHESTER
WINONA

DISTRICT TOTAL

FAIRMONT
NEW ULM
WASECA

DISTRICT TOTAL

HUTCHINSON
MARSHALL
MONTEVIDEO

DISTRICT TOTAL

APPLE VALLEY
BURNSVILLE
COTTAGE GROVE
FARMINGTON
FOREST LAKE
HASTINGS
LAKEVILLE
MAPLEWOOD
MENDOTA HEIGHTS
NEW BRIGHTON
NORTH ST. PAUL
SHOREVIEW
SOUTH ST. PAUL
ST. PAUL
WEST ST. PAUL
WHITE BEAR LAKE
WOODBURY

DISTRICT TOTAL

::l:!llr;i,|;i||l:^l;|i©i%^^^^^^^^
liiiiilBiQiftiiiiKii

DISTRICT 6
1,100
5,730

16,043
5,339

25,510
53,722

DISTRICT 7
5,374

15,279
8,895

29,548
DISTRICT 8

8,370
11,303
6,316

25,989
METRO EAST

3,270
45,831
19,575
33,451
9,713

14,575
116,168

12,281
7,600

235
395

27,410
860

176,975
9,900

42,930
18,100

539,269

€^^i^;M
y^iic^w^

$6,600
21,107
54,777
33,903

109,981
$226,368

$20,955
33,614
19,881

$74,450

$29,295
20,241
39,475

$89,011

$13,410
95,489
76,698
47,179
29,139
38,418

163,782
43,045
22,800

1,116
2,370

66,901
4,859

415,716
41,732

109,447
42,675

$1.214,776

AVbHAUfc
UNITPRICE

$6.00
3.68
3.41
6.35

4.31
$4.21

$3.90
2.20
2.24

$2.52

$3.50
1.79
6.25

$3.42

$4.10
2.08
3.92
1.41
3.00
2.64
1.41
3.51
3.00

4.75

6.00
n A A
c.-tt

5.65

2.35
4.22
2.55

2.36
$2.25

DISTRICT 1
DISTRICT 2
DISTRICTS
DISTRICT 4
METRO WEST
DISTRICTS
DISTRICT?
DISTRICTS
METRO EAST

siN^Eli'©i^ii:^^':-;^:iiiii

DISTRICTTOTALS
76,497
13,143

115,136
2,800

249,606
53,722
29,548
25,989

539,269

^ii:;i:;;i!ll|11{B|il^iilff:il$2|

$340,430
43,086

257,261
9,899

738,729
226,368
74,450
89,011

1,214,776

99Wli:0;H^:;;:SK?:;:::;:::::::-

$4.45
3.28

2.23
3.54
2.96
4.21
2.52

3.42
2.25

$2.71
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EXCAVATION

9MEEBS
iswas
lll;::-liiiis8a
BSSift|98|
ia::';';:iiii99©

i®i::®lli(l
i.;illl^l

1993

:9W^^
IWiisi

62
70
65
67
70
64

liUiWiiN
796,486

1,406,108
1,263,652
1,260,768
1,243,656
1,105,710

iiiWKi.iii
iswsssi
$2,113,700

3,024,233
2,733,063
3,303,493
3,764,822
2,994,010

mEwi^i:
jiiEii©£
C©Ail^^|
•^Us?^

$2.6i
2.1f
2.1C
2.6;
3.0:

2,71

?^Ri^E^iM
^S£»
NEEDS^l

$3.00
3.00
3.00

3.00
3.00

^iS^E^RM
^ER^G&
CEWtfT-KA^T

19RICE^^^

2.52
2.53

SUBCOMMITTEE'S RECOMMENDED PRICE FOR THE 1993 NEEDS STUDY IS
PER CU. YD. BASED UPON 1992 CONSTRUCTION COSTS.

$3.00
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M.S.A.S. UNIT PRICE STUDY
AGGREGATE SHOULDERS - TON

IMiUNIC1:R^lillF^III!?ll||i:li!;!l?l!

BEMIDJI
DISTRICT TOTAL

ELK RIVER
DISTRICT TOTAL

EDEN PRAIRIE
HAM LAKE
EAST BETHEL

DISTRICT TOTAL

LAKEVILLE
FARMINGTON

DISTRICT TOTAL

imiffiBii;^ii:iii
i||8lititNii|t®::iSffiffl

DISTRICT 2
180
180

DISTRICTS
45
45

METRO-WEST
20

215
215
450

METRO-EAST
84
91

175

.;:i;;^ltslii©jTii1L':;;.,s,:,^^^

iyiii^iiM^..:

$2,375
$2,375

$1,170
$1,170

$400
1864
1864

$4,128

$840
910

$1.750

AVERAGE
UNirPRICE

$13.19
$13.19

$26.00
$26.00

$20.00
8.67
8.67

$9.17

$10.00
10.00

$10.00

DISTRICT 2
DISTRICT 3
METRO-WEST
METRO-EAST

siimwiisffi

DISTRICT TOTALS
180

1-3

450
175

miSsoiSKM ?11

$2,375
•« 4 —rr\

I I U

4128
1750

WJ2SSW

$13.19
2S.OO

9.17

10.00

::::?^^^^^^
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AGGREGATE SHOULDERING

^EBaSi:
•;::!:yiBiRi

"ipi
?:^i989i

i99Q
iiiM9i

:i:i9921
-1993

^fimiopi
^WlES^il

~4~

7
6
3
7
7

^WlKNil^m
1,247
3,485
3,714
2,334
6,285

803

:MiWi
::;i^isr%fl
$8,437
21,554
24,444
18,624
39,992
9,423

^^EKRS.^^

»m^WPKICElS
$6.77
6.18
6.58

7.98
6.36

11.09

ViHKSEDfl^
^;:::.ill?E0Si

$4.25
4.25
6.50

7.00
7.00

•:-.::,;,IS:i:^B<U?:::

C0W|%^
^mRICE^

$6.77
7.64

SUBCOMMITTEE'S RECOMMENDED PRICE FOR THE 1993 NEEDS STUDY IS
PER TON BASED UPON 1992 CONSTRUCTION COSTS.

$7.00
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CHISHOLM
CLOQUET
DULUTH
GRAND RAPIDS
HIBBING
INTERNATIONAL FALLS

DISTRICT TOTAL

BEMIDJI
CROOKSTON
THIEF RIVER FALLS

DISTRICT TOTAL

BRAINERD
ELK RIVER
LITTLE FALLS
ST. CLOUD
WAITE PARK

DISTRICT TOTAL

MOORHEAD
DISTRICT TOTAL

BLAINE
BLOOM1NGTON
BROOKLYN PARK
COON RAPIDS
CRYSTAL
EDEN PRAIRIE
FRIDLEY
MINNEAPOLIS
MINNETONKA
NEW HOPE
RAMSEY
ROBBINSDALE
ST. ANTHONY
SAVAGE
SHAKOPEE

DISTRICT TOTAL

ALBERT LEA
AUSTIN
FARIBAULT
ROCHESTER
WINONA

DISTRICT TOTAL

.S.A.S. UNIT PRICE
GUTTER REMOVAL
gi^:il:ri:i||:i0iA|||:i|i..iiiSSiiiiiSWJK

DISTRICT 1
1,470

900
348
616

3,340
724

7,398
DISTRICT 2

160
2,275

190
2,625

DISTRICT 3
3,715
1,893
4,843

400
354

11,205
DISTRICT 4

184
184

METROWEST
540

1,858
273
827

1,530
131
190

5,849
200
310
100

9,024
700
159
95

21,786
DISTRICT6

120
4,251

610
1,510
5,893

12.384

STUDY
- LINEAR

;:;;:;|s:?:%;:i:i|iiX3it3M-i::

$2,352
1,800

681
1,540
2,635
2,534

$11,542

$320
3,729

380
$4,429

$3,826
2,369
4,843

400
566

$12,004

$920
$920

$2,160
3,716

954
1,491
3,060

196
1,350

11,550
400
620
150

7,670
1,400

318
190

$35,225

$600
3,169

920
1,510
8,840

$15,039

FEET
^VbHAtah

:!;:;::??::;|:s:llUNirsPRICB

$1.60
2.00
1.96

2.50

0.79
3.50

$1.56

$2.00
1.64
2.00

$1.69

$1.03
1.25

1.00

1.00
1.60

$1.07

$5.00
$5.00

$4.00
2.00
Q AO\J.-t^

1.80

2.00
1.50
7.11
1.97

2.00
2.00

1.50

0.85

2.00
2.00

2.00

$1.62

$5.00
0.75

1.51

1.00

1.50
$1.21
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spgfclaMV.wk3 OZ-Apr-93

M
CURB AND

|MyNlGrRW|i%l|l?:l||g||

FAIRMONT
MANKATO
NEWULM
WASECA
WORTHINGTON

DISTRICT TOTAL

HUTCHINSON
MARSHALL
MONTEVIDEO

DISTRICT TOTAL

APPLE VALLEY
BURNSVILLE
COTTAGE GROVE
FOREST LAKE
HASTINGS
LAKEVILLE
MAPLEWOOD
NORTH ST. PAUL
ST. PAUL
SHOREVIEW
SOUTH ST. PAUL
WEST ST. PAUL
WOODBURY

DISTRICT TOTAL

.S.A.S. UNIT PRICE
GUTTER REMOVAL
siiiiiiwiiiiyii^

DiSTRICTT
3,546
2,199
4,889

400
11

11,045
DISTRICT 8

410
1,269
5,745
7,424

METRO EAST
2,661
4,789
2,890

20
4,200

791
130
500

23,919
100

1,542
550

2,650
44,742

STUDY
-LINEAR
Mii°i?
msws^

$4,156
7,626
5,867

980
22

$18,651

$1,025
2,538

11,490
$15.053

$5,322
11,367
4,624

60
8,400
1,448

338
626

31,472
220

1,753
550

4,335
$70,515

FEET
AVERAGE

ii^i^iyNi'rispRicE:

$1.17
3.47
1.20

2.45

2.00
$1.69

$2.50
2.00
2.00

$2.03

$2.00
2.37
1.60

3.00
2.00
1.83
2.60
1.25
1.32

'2.20

1.14

1.00

1.64

$1.58

DISTRICT 1
DISTRICT 2
DISTRICTS
DISTRICT 4
METRO WEST
DISTRICTS
DISTRICT 7
DISTRICTS
METRO EAST

DISTRICT TOTALS
7,398
2,625

11,205
184

21,786
12,384
11,045
7,424

44,742

lllliSliiiili?93!lili

$11,542
4,429

12,004
920

35,225
15,039
18,651
15,053
70,515

vsi'asi^w^^

$1.56
1.69
1.07

5.00
1.62

1.21
1.69
2.03

1.58

|!:;l$Ul.S4J
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spg\gr21(M.wk3 27-Apr-93

CURB & GUTTER REMOVAL #2104
•

WEE0S
yEAft
^984
1985
1986
1987'
iT988
1989
1990
1991
1992
1993

S-NQW^
^eiTIES^

~33~

43
50
46
35
64
38
59
58
56

^JQWWM
42,589

106,678
145,294
119,913
83,232

211,446
215,935
207,105
152,992
118,793

•^•QW..:M
'^^STW

$66,635
176,974
208,971
216,648
139,029
290,721
301,389
355,996
239,845
183,378

i^iii:?l:
'WElHBEi
CQA^Ni

;fRRI!SESi
$1.56

1.66

1.44
1.81
1.67
1.37
1.40
1.72
1.57
1.54

S^PKicii^^
QiE/SED^NS^
^JNEEBS^iS

$1^0
1.50
1.50
1.75
1.75
1.75
1.60
1.60

1.60

^l.i5-^EWR
i»^EfS?G£iJ.

CTv^mcr
iRRICE

$'T37
1.37
1.43
1.52
1.63
1.59
1.54
1.59
1.55
1.52

SUBCOMMITTEE'S RECOMMENDED PRICE FOR THE 1993 NEEDS STUDY IS
PER UN. FT. BASED UPON 1992 CONSTUCTION COSTS.
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>pg/classw.wk3

M.S.A

SIDEWALK
(Two decimal places was i

from Sq. Ft. to

CHISHOLM
DULUTH
GRAND RAPIDS
HIBBING
INTERNATIONAL FALLS

DISTRICT TOTAL

BEMIDJI
CROOKSTON
THIEF RIVER FALLS

DISTRICT TOTAL

BRAINERD
ELK RIVER
LITTLE FALLS
ST. CLOUD

DISTRICT TOTAL

MOORHEAD
DISTRICT TOTAL

BLOOMINGTON
BROOKLYN PARK
COON RAPIDS
CRYSTAL
EDEN PRAIRIE
MINNEAPOUS
ROBBINSDALE
ST. ANTHONY
SAVAGE
SHAKOPEE

DISTRICT TOTAL

ALBERT LEA
AUSTIN
FARIBAULT
ROCHESTER

DISTRICT TOTAL

..S. UNIT PRICE STUDY
REMOVAL - SQUARE YARD
used in the quantity column so the
Sq. Yds. would be

DISTRICTT
1,013.67
3,914.33

419.00
2,022.22
2,469.22

9,838.44
DISTRICT 2

149.33
1,365.22
1,548.99

3,063.54
DISTRICT 3

144.44
218.89
260.67
156.00

780.00
DISTRICT 4

355.56
355.56

METRO WEST
228.00

13.78
7.78

5.56

21.00
16,902.44

1,864.00
80.00
3.89

41.11
19,167.56

DISTRICT 6
170.00
929.22
640.00

1,050.00
2,789.22

more accurate.)

iiiii?t3iiS
iiiiaiiiii©siiiiiiiii

$2,737
8,808
2,095

13,650
8,869

$36,159

$806
13,732
5,576

$20,114

$598
985

1,056
560

$3,199

$2,080
$2,080

$1,026
93
70
25

103
89,594

5,872
720
35

222
$97,760

$1,530
4,130
1,920
3,150

$10,730

W-Apr-93

conversion

iii^SKKGE,
llilNtiiBRlGE

$2.70
2.25

5.00

6.75

3.59

$3.68

$5.40
10.06
3.60

$6.57

$4.14
4.50

4.05

3.59

$4.10

$5.85
$5.85

$4.50
6.75

9.00

4.50

4.90

5.30

3.15

9.00
9.00
5.40

$5.10

$9.00
4.44

3.00
3.00

$3.85
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spg/classw.wk3 08.Apr.93

M.S.A

SIDEWALK
,S. UNIT PRICE STUDY
REMOVAL - SQUARE YARD

FAIRMONT
MANKATO
NEW ULM
WASECA

DISTRICT TOTAL

HUTCHINSON
MARSHALL
MONTEVIDEO

DISTRICT TOTAL

BURNSVILLE
LAKEVILLE
NORTH ST. PAUL
ST. PAUL
SOUTH ST. PAUL
WEST ST. PAUL

DISTRICT TOTAL

^iii^^Siiii^
SSSlsiMiiiiiiSKi^

mSTRICT?
939.78
197.33
373.33
484.00

1,994.44
DISTRIC-L8

611.11
105.44
394.44

1,110.99
METRO EAST

623.78
39.44
8.33

3,154.55
57.78
33.33

3,917.21

?::'.:B::ill|0I^iri:?:::^:l

$5,921
1,088
1,848
2,178

$11,035

$2,750
557

1,278
$4,585

$5,614
355
75

14,039
312

90
$20.485

AVERAGE
^^^^^^(^

$6.30
5.51
4.95
4.50

$5.53

$4.50
5.28
3.24

$4.13

$9.00
9.00

9.00
4.45
5.40
2.70

$5.23

DISTRICT 1
DISTRICT 2
DISTRICT 3
DISTRICT 4
METRO WEST
DISTRICT 6
DISTRICT 7
DISTRICT 8
METRO EAST

iSi^iEMiW^^^^^^^^

DISTRICT TOTALS
9,838.44
3,063.54

780.00
355.56

19,167.56
2,789.22
1,994.44
1,110.99
3,917.21

WffiiiiWiimi^^^^^^^^^

$36,159
20,114

3,199
2,080

97,760
10,730
11,035
4,585

20,485

^miiiffiW

$3.68
6.57
4.10
5.85
5.10
3.85
5.53
4.13
5.23

:ii^$^9J
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spg\gi2105.wk3 27-Apr-93

SIDEWALK REMOVAL #2105

:S:..|VEE0S;|
^^E^lK
M^9S4^^
^fii9SS^
^^986^
lliiiilsii
•Nlsill
1111198911
;'j:i'li:990:l:?l

1991
1992

S^Ws^

:imWQm
WllESi.

~2T

30
38
38
25
46
41
43
45
40

gNNN:
27,288
59,315
56,873
44,695
35,889
77,633
50,017
71,868
57,606
43,017

imitiSA
::-msii8i

$98,276
222,584
254,161
159,347
141,549
270,831
192,021
301,912
295,735
206,147

W^IRI-^M
WSI^SEi
mJ^i^KC^
^WflWW

'W60
3.75
4.47
3.57
3.94
3.49
3.84
4.20
5.13
4.79

SifRieW
;I^SEH«
r;::1N££0S;:::

~$3^

3.5
4.0

4.0

4.0
4.0

4.0

4.0

4.5

^-^BW^^
WBStSEi
lo^l^r
^.ipRiaE^

$3.07
3.08
3.34

3.39

3.87
3.84

3.86

3.81

4.12
4.29

SUBCOMMITTEE'S RECOMMENDED PRICE FOR THE 1993 NEEDS STUDY IS
PER SQ. YD. BASED UPON 1992 CONSTRUCTION COSTS.
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;pg/classc.wk3

CONCRETE

:lM:UNIG1t^il^lilt!i;;;ls|!|

CHISHOLM
DULUTH
HIBBING

DISTRICT TOTAL

THIEF RIVER FALLS
DISTRICT TOTAL

BRAINERD
ELK RIVER
LITTLE FALLS
WAITE PARK

DISTRICT TOTAL

MOORHEAD
DISTRICT TOTAL

BROOKLN CENTER
COON RAPIDS
MINNEAPOUS
ST. ANTHONY
SAVAGE

DISTRICT TOTAL

ALBERT LEA
AUSTIN
FARIBAULT
ROCHESTER

DISTRICT TOTAL

FAIRMONT
MANKATO

DISTRICT TOTAL

MARSHALL
MONTEVIDEO

DISTRICT TOTAL

COTTAGE GROVE
ST. PAUL
SOUTH ST. PAUL
WHITE BEAR LAKE

DISTRICT TOTAL

M.S.A.S. UNIT PRICE STUDY
PAVEMENT REMOVAL
iSM&^iiS i©ni» ^
ii!i?:iiiiflsii^iiiiQ;uiNiiiia^^

DISTRICT 1
1,742

16,313
3,927

21.982
DISTRICT 2

4
4

DISTRICT 3
4,324

13,126
50
96

17,596
DISTRICT 4

4,700
4,700

METRO WEST
176

1,104
51,711

6,810
7,137

66,938
DISTRICT 6

1,950
18,605
8,350

971
29,876

DISTRICT 7
3,763
3,186
6,949

DISTRICT 8
338
155
493

METRO EAST
295

40,814
205
407

41,721

SQUARE
,:;:;ii;:.,iij0ip-j;
nssisi^

$10,452
38,185
27,248

$75,885

$16
$16

$11,548
37,409

125
364

$49,446

$9,870
$9,870

$264
7,728

360,642
10,215
8,925

$387,774

$14,625
48,335
20,875

4,855
$88,690

$15,992
15,576

$31.568

$1,352
620

$1.972

$974
122,037

820
1,425

$125,256

02-Apr-93

YARD
i;.p;:::",.^VERAG£;

UNTTPRICE

$6.00
2.34

6.94

$3.45

$4.00

$4.00

$2.67
2.85

2.50

3.79
$2.81

$2.10
$2.10

$1.50
7.00

6.97

1.50
1.25

$5.79

$7.50
2.60

2.50
5.00

$2.97

$4.25
4.89

$4.54

$4.00
4.00

$4.00

$3.30
2.99

4.00

3.50

$3.00
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spg/dassu»k3 OZ-Apr-93

M.S.A.S. UNIT PRICE STUDY
CONCRETE PAVEMENT REMOVAL - SQUARE YARD

DISTRICT 1
DISTRICT 2
DISTRICT 3
DISTRICT 4
METRO WEST
DISTRICT 6
DISTRICT 7
DISTRICT 8
METRO EAST

aiWiSiHBIBBM

DISTRICT TOTALS
21,982

4
17,596
4,700

66,938
29,876

6,949
493

41,721

wwi^iSUSG^sQissii^

$75,885
16

49,446
9,870

387,774
88,690
31,568

1,972
125,256

miwsKn.

$3.45
4.00

2.81
2.10

5.79

2.97

4.54

4.00
3.00

?05
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spg\gr2106.wk3 27.Apr.93

CONCRETE PAVEMENT REMOVAL #2106

WEEDS
•-mE^Ri^

1984
.::;.::-^9S5;,t:|

.:'::.:^S8&^li

i^w^^
•-tWM

W^9S9^^
199Q
19&1
1992
1993

WQ.0F
C/T^ES

~18~

16
28
15
25
44
27
27
23
26

Q^^^-y
119,864
81,645

134,698
132,405
106,550
276,630

88,278
108,995
98,752

190,259

:'iWW^
rWQS^^m
$541,569

301,726
494,572
440,715
493,029
886,757
339,571
418,053
403,278
770,477

i^q%£»|
;WE%AQ£1||
C0?t7%ftCi

ffR/CE
$4.52

3.70
3.67
3.33
4.63
3.21
3.85
3.84

4.08
4.05

miiHEii
::?E^lwl?

WEE0S
$4.50
3.75

3.75
3.75
4.00
3.75
4.00
4.00

4.00

a5-^E»%^i
i^B^BEii
mo^R^CTi
'^yRIC^^

$3.76
3.60

3.67
3.51
3.97
3.71
3.74
3.77
3.92

3.80

SUBCOMMITTEE'S RECOMMENDED PRICE FOR THE 1993 NEEDS STUDY IS
PER SQ. YD. BASED UPON 1992 CONSTRUCTION COSTS.
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M.S.A.S. UNIT PRICE STUDY
TREE REMOVAL - CLEARING

•:M:U:N:IC1^1111^:::;:/i-!';^;^

CHISHOLM
DULUTH
GRAND RAPIDS
INTERNATIONAL FALLS

DISTRICT TOTAL

BEMIDJI
CROOKSTON .

DISTRICT TOTAL

ELK RIVER
LITTLE FALLS
OTSEGO
ST. CLOUD
WAITE PARK

DISTRICT TOTAL

BROOKLYN CENTER
EDEN PRAIRIE
MAPLE GROVE
MINNEAPOLIS
MINNETONKA
ROBBINSDALE
SAVAGE
SHAKOPEE

DISTRICT TOTAL

ALBERT LEA
AUSTIN
WINONA

DISTRICT TOTAL

MONTEVIDEO
DISTRICT TOTAL

BURNSVILLE
FARMINGTON
FOREST LAKE
HASTINGS
LAKEVILLE
MENDOTA HEIGHTS
NEW BRIGHTON
SHOREVIEW
ST. PAUL
WHITE BEAR LAKE

DISTRICT TOTAL

WKL Ii
C^fWWiiSSSiS

DISTRICT i
12
38

1
3

54

DISTRICT 2
2
5
7

DISTRICT 3
8

43
2
2
5

60

METRO WEST
68
68
80
20

100
5

77
2

420

DISTRICT 6
2
2

16
20

DISTRICT 8
23
23

METRO EAST
25

1
28
13
51
47

3
17
22
30

237

s:;i-;?::l:<ii;lii©^^;:::::-.^.-

'SSSiS^sm^^

$1,500
2,810

250
300

$4,860

$150
1,650

$1,800

$800
1,720

60
200
250

$3,030

$13,600
8,500
6,720
6,000
7,500

341
5,775
1,100

$49,536

$300
400

1,600
$2,300

$5,336
$5,336

$3,750
100

1,260
2,275

842
2,475

60
1,530
4,400
2,850

$19.542

AVERAGE
:::;:l-;K):i::IUNI-r:PRI:C:E

$125.00
73.95

250.00
100.00
$90.00

$75.00
330.00

$257.14

$100.00
40.00
30.00

100.00
50.00

$50.50

$200.00
125.00
84.00

300.00
75.00
68.20
75.00

550.00
$117.94

$150.00
200.00
100.00

$115.00

$232.00
$232.00

$150.00
100.00
45.00

175.00
16.51
52.66
20.00
90.00

200.00
95.00

$82.46
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M.S.A.S UNIT PRICE STUDY
TREE REMOVAL - GRUBBING

[.^M^^XsSiS^^^^^^ ..:1'-1- - AVt^6^
MUNI©IF^I!l^i|li.:^SJit , .. ^ I.UNrrPRicEJ

DISTRICTT
ICHISHPLM 13$1,625 $125.001
IDULUTH-.—_ 38 '2:8TO *>"?3;95|
1,GRAND-RAPIDS ~1 ""250 250:001
IH!JBBiNG-.-.... __ _ 10 600 "60:001
IINTERNATIONALFALLS 3 300 100:001

DISTRICT TOTAL 65 $5.585 $85" 921

DISTRICT 2
BEMIDJI
|aSTON__; J % ^1

DISTRICT TOTAL 7 $1;200 $lTl/:43|

DISTRICT 3
El^.RtvER., ~Q $800 $100.001
L,m;bEFALI-s 44 wo ^"40:061

2 60
ST-C!:?UD. 2 200 1(^1
WAITEZARK_—_.. 5 250 '5^1

DISTRICT TOTAL 61 $3,070 $50" 331

13
38

1
10
3

65

DISTRICT 2
2
5
7

DISTRICT 3
8

44
2
2
5

61

METRO WEST
68
96
80
20

100
5

77
2

448

DISTRICT 6
2
3
5

16
26

METRO EAST

$1,625
2,810

250
600
300

$5,585

$100
1,100

$1,200

$800
1,760

60
200
250

$3,070

$6,800
7,200
5,040
6,000
7,500

341
3,850
1,100

$37,831

$300
300
250

1,600
$2,450

IBROOKLYN-CENTER 68— $6,800 $100.00
IEDENPRAIRIE Q6 7.200 "7:5:00
IMAPLEGROVE 80 5:040 63:00
IM!NN!APOUS 20 6:000 300:00
IMiNNEr9NKA_ 100 ?:500 °^:^
IROBBINSDALE ~5 "341' 68:20

II^^EE 77> ?'?^ J?-??
DISTRICT TOTAL 448 $37^31 $84>JS

DISTRICT 6
IALBERTLEA 2 $300 $150.00|
1£US.TIN... 3 T300 '100:00|
LFARIB^ULT .5 250 'SO.OOI
IWINONA-.——_.. 16 1,600 100W|

DISTRICT TOTAL 26 $2,450 $94:23]

METRO EAST
BURNSVILLE 25— $2.500 $100.001
FARMINGTON "T ">1'00 "1^1
FORESLLAKE 28 980 IU35UOO\
HASTINGS T7 ?65 ^5:^1
LAKEyiLLE.._.-..__ 51 8U42 TG^\
MENDOTAHEIGHTS 33 1,T55 3^:001
NEW BRIGHTON ~ "3 '"60 S:^l
ST;J3AUL_.. 22 2,200 100^001
SHOREYLBY...._ ^ 3:350 '^1
WHITEBEAR_LAKE__ 30 1':950 S:^l

DISTRICT TOTAL _^ _$13.902 $50;1U91
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M.S.A.S. UNIT PRICE STUDY
TREE REMOVAL - CLEARING

DISTRICT 1
DISTRICT 2
DISTRICT 3
DISTRICT 4
METRO WEST
DISTRICT 6
DISTRICT 7
DISTRICT 8
METRO EAST

:S1ifttEl^0tl^ii^i:;i';ill

fl;|sil;l|EQIiil;ilillilil
:i::^i|i|l|ll||l||Q!|^NiliKlli|i^

DiSTRTCT TOTALS
54

7
60

0
420

20
0

23
237

.^;,;:.;^|jFQi»l-:;:':;:;:i|;::;.^

IBBiiiiSS
$4,860

1,800
3,030

0
49,536
2,300

0
5,336

19,542

m^j4WW.V

AVERAGE
UN11-PRICE

$90.00
257.14

50.50
0

117.94
115.00

0
232.00

82.46

^105.24

M.S.A.S UNIT PRICE STUDY
TREE REMOVAL - GRUBBING

DISTRICT 1
DISTRICT 2
DISTRICT 3
DISTRICT 4
METRO WEST
DISTRICT 6
DISTRICT 7
DISTRICT 8
METRO EAST

:Si^E]:W^t;:::i::is:?^s:€i;i

lillillllli|li©i?iLi||;ii||

DISTRICT TOTALS
65

7
61

0
448

26
0
0

277

'iSSS^.f^m WWSiWi::

^i^Al.;^
i|^©s^ilill::;:

$5,585
1,200
3,070

0
37,831
2,450

0
0

13,902

»4|Q38^i?^-:::;:;-:::s

A^ERAGE^
:-:?:il:i::';i:::iUiN^R:RI€iE|

$85.92
171.43
50.33

0.00
84.44
94.23

0.00
0.00

50.19

:^^2.m

CLEARING AND GRUBBING ARE COMBINED TO COMPUTE TREE REMOVAL

TOTAL CLEARING
TOTAL GRUBBING
TOTAL

^siiiySKBii^

W'^^m^ imi. :,a:^?:?::ii::::i<:-:i;l!:isil^ I

l:;;:::.iss:;|;ii:;]i!||^UiNIHi^lliii:l
821
884

1,705

ySiiiiiiQtlssi^Siii^
ii^^siiRBB^RiiaiipNi

iii©i»i-
iiic^siiill:

$86,404
64,038

$150,442

SlliiailiilyUlli
ti2|Wl=i|

,,,AW;ERAQE.::::;:

NiyiN:llf.PRI:C;B
$105.24

72,44
$88.24

^ie.47 i?;i::':i-.'!::'::;;y'''::':ii
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spg\gi2101.wk3 27-Apr-93

TREE REMOVAL #2101

ftffi£Z?S
;;¥EW?i

~^8i
-::^i,^9851

1986
iiKW3t

1988
^sm
1990
19911
1992
1983

^^Q.Qf:^
sci-riES

TT
34
30
18
19
40
37
35
39
34

l;l:;:::^i;©i^^»--f;;i:i

-84T

3,743
1,442

311
535
884

1,659
1,869

867
1,705

^i'etWKi
^'c^s^s

$78,574
221,765

82,586
42,365
71,490

122,030
135,381
142,888
169,797
150,442

a^iit:i
mm^Ei
BQNifWW
^KRi^e^

~$93.4y

59.25
57.27

136.22
133.63
138.04
81.60
76.45

195.84
176.47

llliiii311
^^SEQHNi:^
W^EE?-.^

$90.00
90.00
90.00

100.00
135.00
140.00
140.00
140.00
150.00

^s5-^EAR^^
9HE^SB^
cQfiTOftcr
^?pmeE^M

$68.31
64.50
64.56
77.11
95.96

104.88
109.35
113.19
125.11
133.68

SUBCOMMITTEE'S RECOMMENDED PRICE FOR THE 1993 NEEDS STUDY IS
PER TREE BASED UPON 1992 CONSTRUCTION COSTS.
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spg/dassc.wk3 02-Apr-93

M.S.A.S. UNIT PRICE STUDY
AGGREGATE SUBBASE 2211 - TONS

iMUNi{i(iRiiiiiii8!liil^

NEW ULM
DISTRICT TOTAL

WHITE BEAR LAKE
BURNSVILLE

DISTRICT TOTAL

BNBWSNSii
IMKSiitiiiiuBaiffi

DISTRICT 7
8,020

8,020
METRO EAST
9,565
8,049

17,614

:;>:,::.i:l:.::ii©iAL:::.|:,;,,:i.

'siiiiWm^M

$28,070
$28,070

$49,260
32,598

$81,858

|Mii|928|lg

AVERAGE
I ^^^1 ^

$3.50
$3.50

$5.15
4.05

$4.65

^M^e^w.29'
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spg/gr2211.wk3 27-Apr-93

CLASS 4 SUBBASE #2211

^HEEiaS
^fEftR
198^ ^
1985
1386
1987
1988

i;-,.:ig891^.;:s

::;:nwt::::i

•::;:i;::l::i;199;1::l;:;|

1992
1993

'^W^Fw
C^ES

-6~

13
4
6
8

10
5
7
7
3

^MNi^^.

30,625
146,141
21,968
52,643
60,793
68,406
56,590
30,594
69,260
25,634

^;:::-ji^iai^-;^(:;;::::ii
:^osr'-'l;''l':.;:l:f1111^:

$125,717
691,052
123,871
248,938
239,623
286,398
240,949
142,157
284,485
109,928

s:IIi^?mi

wiiFfmcm
mRIGES.

$4.11
4.73

5.64

4.73
3.94

4.19
4.26

4.65

4.11
4.29

-fMEBifNSi
^N'EEISS^^:

^4.25
4.50
5.00
5.00
4.75
4.75
4.75
4.75
4.50

^i5-^^Rr^]

^WI-RAC^
WmfW^

^4.T7
4.19

4.43
4.61
4.63
4.64
4.55
4.35

4.23
4.30

SUBCOMMITTEE'S RECOMMENDED PRICE FOR THE 1993 NEEDS STUDY IS
PER TON BASED UPON 1992 CONSTRUCTION COSTS.
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spg\classd.»k3 OZ-Apr-93

M.S.A.S. UNIT PRICE STUDY
AGGREGATE BASE 2211 - TONS

^lJN:IGI^lI11Ty:li!::iiiffii:!il

CHISHOLM
CLOQUET
DULUTH
GRAND RAPIDS
HIBBING
INTERNATIONAL FALLS

DISTRICT TOTAL

BEMIDJI
CROOKSTON

DISTRICT TOTAL

BRAINERD
ELK RIVER
LITTLE FALLS
OTSEGO
ST. CLOUD
WAITE PARK

DISTRICT TOTAL

BROOKLYN CENTER
BROOKLYN PARK
COON RAPIDS
CORCORAN
CRYSTAL
EAST BETHEL
EDEN PRAIRIE
FRIDLEY
HAM LAKE
MAPLE GROVE
MINNEAPOLIS
MINNETONKA
NEW HOPE
RAMSEY
ROBBINSDALE
ST. ANTHONY
SAVAGE
SHAKOPEE

DISTRICT TOTAL

ALBERT LEA
AUSTIN
FARIBAULT
ROCHESTER
WINONA

DISTRICT TOTAL

iigiiliilllililggllli
DISTRICT 1~
2,274
7,371

22,119
1,013

12,873
17,270

62,920
DISTRICT 2
4,825
8,433

13,258
DISTRICT 3
1,350

15,859
6,449

14,550
12,072
5,089

55,369
METRO WEST

14,990
614

5,449
4,250
1,952

12,700
18,750
7,615

10,678
17,955
13,606
5,650

295
15,648
6,023
3,430
7,000

22,390
168,995

DISTRICT6
800

6,885
17,574
3,998

13,944
43,201

iiiiiii©iftl-l:ii::
iiisws^

$15,038
34,320

134,240
5,360

99,690
147,122

$435,770

$21,445
59,788

$81,233

$11,246
72,784
32,072
73,042
91,875
30,955

$311,974

$109,427
5,201

36,305
34,850
13,102
76,200

126,188
60,272
68,120
91,960

153,929
39,268

1,977
96,394
28,309
24,182
45,308
72,558

$1,083,550

$7,840
72,617

116,552
31,726

119,695
$348,430

^^^^^^^^^^^^^-^ ^^

11 ^NITPRICE

$6.61
4.66
6.07
5.29
7.74
8.52

$6.93

$4.44
7.09

$6.13

$8.33
4.59
4.97
5.02
7.61

6.08
$5.63

$7.30
8.47
6.66
8.20
6.71

6.00
6.73

7.91
6.38

5.12
11.31
6.95
6.70
6.16
4.70
7.05
6.47
3.24

$6.41

$9.80
5.75

6.63
7.94
8.58

$8.07
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spg\clasd.vA3 OZ-Apr-93

1^NlOti<Ul?|lll

FAIRMONT
MANKATO
NEWULM
WASECA

DISTRICT TOTAL

HUTCHINSON
MARSHALL

DISTRICT TOTAL

APPLE VALLEY
BURNSVILLE
COTTAGE GROVE
FARMINGTON
FOREST LAKE
HASTINGS
LAKEVILLE
MAPLEWOOD
MENDOTA HEIGHTS
NEW BRIGHTON
NORTH ST. PAUL
ST. PAUL
SHOREVIEW
SOUTH ST. PAUL
WEST ST. PAUL
WHITE BEAR LAKE
WOODBURY

DISTRICT TOTAL

M.S.A.S. UNIT PRICE
AGGREGATE BASE 221

^:;^^;'::;^i?^?ii]iiQ

iiSSSSimM^Miii^
DHTRiCTT"
1,245

91
8,655
4,393

14,384
DISTRICTS
13,627
9,221

22,848
METRO WEST

1,708
14,433
10,210
18,702
4,477
8,590

52,785
4,860
8,000

30
205

65,594
9,050

312
12,629
16,967
11,720

240,272

STUDY
1-TONS
:gll,:i.ii^i^iQiftl-ji&:::;::^,:
iiiwsGisism

$6,774
960

45,439
45,676

$98,849

$71,740
51,260

$123,000

$8,539
58,912
62,160
96,096
30,220
39,105

224,472
33,872
66,000

225
1,435

396,062
72,400

1,850
72,617

106,044
54,277

$1,324,286

AVERAG&
UNITPRICE

$5.44
10.55
5.25

10.40
$6.87

$5.26
5.56

$5.38

$5.00
4.08

6.09
5.14
6.75

4.55
4.25

6.97

8.25
7.50
7.00
6.04
8.00
5.93
5.75

6.25
4.S3

$5.51

DISTRICT 1
DISTRICT 2
DISTRICTS
DISTRICT 4
METRO WEST
DISTRICTS
DISTRICT 7
DISTRICTS
METRO EAST

ISJE^Eli©ITNBli.l^:^;^N:;||

DISTRICT TOTALS
62,920
13,258
55,369

0
168,995
43,201
14,384
22,848

240,272

mism^m wy^SM^ $31

$435,770
81,233

311,974
0

1,083,550
348,430
98,849

123,000
1,324,286

80%092%%::^i?::::;i::':-;

$6.93
6.13
5.63
0.00
6.41

8.07
6.87
5.38
5.51

;-"';$6.iii
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spg\gl2212.wk3 03-May-;

CLASS 5 AGGREGATE BASE #2211

ir
—BBI
•II
18111
1111111
IIINM
laii
INIIi
Sill
lilli
sill

::;::;

ill!

II

$1,694,167
2,210,475
2,651,362
2,768,438
2,185,112
3,385,938
3,696,421
3,368,664
3,525,629
3,807,092

Uiiiiii

$5.04
4.98
4.54
6.08
5.72
5.22
5.16
6.08
5.42
6.13

il

aiiiiin
lliiiiili

'W25
5.25
5.25
6.00
6.00

5.75

5.50
6.00
5.75

^46C
4.6C

4.7;
5.0C

5.2~i

5.3'

5.3^

5.6f
5.5;
5.6C

SUBCOMMITTEE'S RECOMMENDED PRICE FOR THE 1993 NEEDS STUDY IS
PER TON BASED UPON 1992 CONSTRUCTION COSTS.
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ipg\clasBc.vA3

M.S.A.S. UNIT PRICE STUDY
BIT.

iM:u:NfCf^iiy|g:/^:^igi;i

CHISHOLM
CLOQUET
DULUTH
GRAND RAPIDS
HIBBING
INTERNATIONAL FALLS

DISTRICT TOTAL

BEMIDJI
CROOKSTON

DISTRICT TOTAL

BRAINERD
ELK RIVER
LITTLE FALLS
OTSEGO
ST. CLOUD
WAITE PARK

DISTRICT TOTAL

MOORHEAD
DISTRICT TOTAL

BLOOMINGTON
BROOKLYN CENTER
BROOKLYN PARK
COON RAPiDS
CORCORAN
CRYSTAL
EAST BETHEL
EDEN PRAIRIE
FRIDLEY
HAM LAKE
MINNEAPOUS
MINNETONKA
RAMSEY
ROBBINSDALE
ST. ANTHONY
SAVAGE
SHAKOPEE

DISTRICT TQTAL^

BASE & SURF. 2331
^iiil^m^^ssM

mifii^WsiWSWtS
DISTRICT 1

1,030
1,950
8,506

528
3,225
1,845

17,084
DISTRICT 2

705
5,512
6,217

DISTRICL3
555

5,504
2,180
2,945
6,624
1,921

19,729
DISTRICT 4

7,500
7,500

METRO WEST
1,783
6,003

369
ocn

,0-JC-

1,800
420

7,959
3,160
3,635
2,684

13,798
3,975

750
3,387
1,320
2,389
3,567

58.851

-TONS
s^^ftl.^,,,
SiMi?fB

$25,750
41,925

163,014
19,272
70,450
59,040

$379.451

$13,219
143,312

$156,531

$10,268
92,832
42,728
51,409

113,319
35,154

$345.710

$163,164
$163,164

$36,641
101,102

7,068
36,617
39,060

8,915
154,590

7,900
85,599
46,015

364,318
96,054
17,730
70,619
23,034
49,239
69,761

$1,214,262

02-Apr-M

AVERAGE
UNIT PRICE

$25.00
21.50
19.16
36.50
21.84
32.00

$22.21

$18.75
26.00

$25.18

$18.50
16.87
19.60
17.46
17.11
18.30

$17.52

$21.76
$21.76

$20.55
16.84
19.15
19.77
21.70
21.23
19.42
2.50

23.55
17.14
26.40
24.16
23.64
20.85
17.45
20.61
19.56

$20.63
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spg\claaae.»t3 02-Apr-93

M
BIT.

iMiiiiiiMIBIINIBII
AUSTIN
FARIBAULT
ROCHESTER
WINONA

DISTRICT TOTAL

FAIRMONT
NEW ULM
WASECA
WORTHINGTON
HUTCHINSON
MARSHALL

DISTRICT TOTAL

MONTEVIDEO
DISTRICT TOTAL

APPLE VALLEY
BURNSVILLE
COTTAGE GROVE
FARMINGTON
HASTINGS
LAKEVILLE
MAPLEWOOD
MENDOTA HEIGHTS
MORTH ST. PAUL
ST. PAUL
SHOREVIEW
SOUTH ST. PAUL
MEST ST. PAUL
WHITE BEAR LAKE
/VOODBURY

DISTRICT TOTAL

.S.A.S. UNIT PRICE i
BASE & SURF. 2331
Wiiiiiiiiiiiiiii^

DISTRICTG"
3,082
5,562

493
7,353

16,490
DISTRICT 7

818
1,434

198
1,963
3,820
5,757

13,990
DISTRICT 8

5,530
5.530

METRO EAST
940

10,193
2,305
4,438
3,930

13,028
3,020
3,800

360
36,289
2,585

665
5,727
6,535
4,285

98,100

STUDY
- TQNSL

iSiiyllliii^l-i::i.:i:;';i:
|||KINQSil|^i:^

$61,189
192,139
19,227

211,944
$484,499

$31,246
35,840

6,351
48,584
85,950

148,749
$356,720

$136,151
$136,151

$14,888
169,591
40,502
80,138
71,330

130,280
46,048
46,550
6,840

639,145
46,659
10,806
65,574

111,552
74,845

$1.554,748

AVERAGE
^^^ v

$19.85
34.54
39.00
28.82

$29.38

$38.20
24.99
32.08
24.75
22.50
25.84

$25.50

$24.62
$24.62

$15.84
16.64
17.57
18.06

•18.15

10.00
15.25
12.25
19.00
17.61
18.05
16.25
11.45
17.07
17.47

$15.85

DISTRICT 1
DISTRICT 2
DISTRICT 3
DISTRICT 4
METRO WEST
DISTRICT 6
DISTRICT 7
DISTRICT 8
METRO EAST

ISiMB»iiilli:ijlill

DISTRICT TOTALS
17,084
6,217

19,729
7,500

58,851
16,490
13,990
5,530

98,100

HiKB^Wi^llHI;:i:l!iii

$379,451
156,531
345,710
163,164

1,214,262
484,499
356,720
136,151

1,554,748

^^;,23©i;:::::^<:,^^

$22.21
25.18
17.52
21.76
20.63
29.38
25.50
24.62
15.85

$H 9.68
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spg\gl2331.wk3 27.Apr.93

BITUMINOUS BASE OR SURFACE #2331

JVEEQS
^E^R
1984
1385
1986
1987
4Q8S

:S^9B9W
•:;::::i:'::^:-l:990;::!:'w:!

1891
^v^992ff

W.QF^
OTTES

"44~

54
62
63
50
71
61
70
67
58

Q^AW^T'y
159,242
376,525
294,318
261,043
176,177
316,333
313,022
349,058
358,244
243,491

B'WSM
ms^W
S63.455
)22,674
)00,326
30,552
>15,861
'93,245
>17,034
)52,316
'39,246
'91,236

mEW?^
mWKGm
(S0JViR5^i
ilftroNwr

$21.12
21.04
20.39
19.65
19.96
18.31
17.63
19.92
21.60
19.68

SmRlCB^i^
Pl^SED.Bfts
"mEEias^

$23.50
23.50
22.00
22.00
21.00
21.00
20.00
20.00
22.00

^EAR
m^EF^GEfi
mwRw
sm/l^^^^^^w

-$ia46

19.42
20.30
20.29
20.43
19.87
19.19
19.09
19.48
19.43

SUBCOMMITTEE'S RECOMMENDED PRICE FOR THE 1993 NEEDS STUDY IS
PER TON BASED UPON 1992 CONSTRUCTION COSTS.
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ipg/classf.wk3

M.S.A

BIT.

lM:UlNl!Gl!|^|N|!||l:fl^!^j;|i|ii

CLOQUET
DULUTH
INTERNATIONAL FALLS

DISTRICT TOTAL

BEMIDJI
CROOKSTON

DISTRICT TOTAL

BRAINERD
ELK RIVER
LITTLE FALLS
OTSEGO
ST. CLOUD
WAITE PARK

DISTRICT TOTAL

MOORHEAD
DISTRICT TOTAL

BLAINE
BLOOMINGTON
BROOKLYN CENTER
BROOKLYN PARK
COON RAPIDS
CORCORAN
CRYSTAL
EAST BETHEL
EDEN PRAIRIE
FRIDLEY
HAM LAKE
MINNEAPOLIS
NEW HOPE
RICHFIELD
ROBBINSDALE
ST. ANTHONY
SHAKOPEE

DISTRICT TOTAL

AUSTIN
WINONA

DISTRICT TOTAL

.S. UNIT PRICE
SURF. 2341 -
iitiiiiiiii^iiil^it

DLSTRICT 1
2,580
3,152
1,385

7,117
mSTRICT^

1,049
2,873
3,922

DISTRICT 3
555

2,975
1,640
2,655
3,326
1,534

12,685
DISTRICT 4

660
660

METRO WEST
4,122

11,850
2,540

92
1,389
1,800
1,050

588
2,120

12,180
2,513

36,898
440

3,150
1,752

1,060
2,807

86,351
mSTRICT^

782
2,825

3,607

STUDY
TONS
IBBBPilN
iiSijsw^

$64,890
54,812
47,700

$167,402

$32,273
80,226

$112,499

$11,517
54,891
39,022
53,190
60,575
31,203

$250,398

$18,948
$18,948

$88,389
253,947
57,065

1,736
32,448
42,740
23,313
11,826
43,600

279,664
49,364

989,230
11,173
70,293
44,646
21,740
60,827

$2,082,001

$17,089
83,014

$100,103

07-Apr-93

tlli.liA^ERNGE
SMNpslPRlCE

$25.15
17.39
34.44

$23.52

$30.77
27.92

$28.68

$20.75
18.45
23.79
20.03
18.21
20.34

$19.74

$28.71
$28.71

$21.44
21.43
22.47
18.87
23.36
23.74
22.20
20.11
20.57
22.96
19.64
26.81
25.39
22.32
25.48
20.51
21.67

$24.11

$21.85
29.39

$27.75
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spg/classf.wk3 OS-Apr-93

M.S.A.S. UNIT PRICE STUDY
BIT. SURF. 2341 - TONS

:IM;lilNI<it|R^il»!i|||liiaSUIII^^^^^^

MANKATO
NEW ULM
WASECA

DISTRICT TOTAL

HUTCHINSON
MARSHALL

DISTRICT TOTAL

APPLE VALLEY
BURNSVILLE
COTTAGE GROVE
FARMINGTON
FOREST LAKE
HASTINGS
LAKEVILLE
MAPLEWOOD
MENDOTA HEIGHTS
NORTH ST. PAUL
ST. PAUL
SHOREVIEW
SOUTH ST. PAUL
WEST ST. PAUL
WHITE BEAR LAKE
WOODBURY

DISTRICT TOTAL

iiiiiii^liiliSSSSS.
SSiiiits^iSiSWiiii.

DISTRICT 7
4,000
1,650

25
5,675

DISTRICT 8
830

1,849
2,679

METRO EAST
877

2,805
5,645
1,461

862
1,970
4,996
1,100
2,700
1,850
5,243
2,585

305
2,291
1,274
1,927

37,891

i^WSW^
^XQS^ff^.

$88,621
50,938

762
$140,321

$24,786
53,957

$78,743

$18,422
63,584

115,727
30.617
17,165
42,289

149,863
28,149
60,075
38,930

108,752
54,351

5,871
75,519
28,110
38,128

$875,552

AVERAGE i
^^^^^^^^^^^ ^

$22.16
30.87
30.48

$24.73

$29.86
29.18

$29.39

$21.01
22.67
20.50
20.96
19.91
21.47
30.00
25.59
22.25
21.04
20.74
21.03
19.25
32.96
22.06

19.79
$23.11

DISTRICT 1
DISTRICT 2
DISTRICT 3
DISTRICT 4
METRO WEST
DISTRICT 6
DISTRICT?
DISTRICT 8
METRO EAST

'^ftitiiiiivviim

DISTRICT TOTALS
7,117
3,922

12,685
660

86,351
3,607
5,675
2,679
1,927

wswwi^iis

$167,402
112,499
250,398

18,948
2,082,001

100,103
140,321
78,743
38,128

Mlit2l988Ni^^^^^^^^^

$23.52
28.68
19.74
28.71
24.11
27.75
24.73
29.39
19.79

I:.:;
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spg\gr2341.wk3 27-Apr.

BITUMINOUS SURFACE #2341

;;jN£H?i|
V!S^E?RS^

l-:li984|i
ill::::;:ii|l985|B

•:,:":1iS86iU

WisWA
1::::K:N;9881;;J|

:lii989i|
:;::l:::':fl!99a::'--:i

4991
1992
11993

M(^M
^'JIES^S

^42~

47
50
55
47
58
44
48
31
52

fiwwl??
113,894
144,567
154,773
122,701
101,894
144,986
127,267
125,102
77,735

124,623

SiiW^-W
^JiWSK.

$2,551,729
3,295,718
3,876,447
2,851,035
2,352,539
3,119,592
2,707,906
2,804,228
1,873,836
2,988,543

SBKRtiQ

c©fti%Aii
^if9Kici£iS

$22.40
22.80
25.05
23.24
23.09
21.52
21.28
22.42
24.11
23.98

^I^S£W
WEE0S

$25.00
25.00
25.00
25.00
24.00
24.00
23.50
23.50
24.50

ISS-^E^R^

mQt^fWGI
^RICE

$19.4
20.8

22.3
22.7
23.3

23.1

22.8
22.3
22.4
22.6

SUBCOMMITTEE'S RECOMMENDED PRICE FOR THE 1993 NEEDS STUDY IS
PER TON BASED UPON 1992 CONSTRUCTION COSTS.
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spgfclassh.wk3 07-Apr-93

iMiNiNiiiifi|iii|i|

CLOQUET
DULUTH
GRAND RAPIDS
HIBBING

DISTRICT TOTAL

ELK RIVER
ST. CLOUD

DISTRICT TOTAL

MINNEAPOUS
DISTRICT TOTAL

FAIRMONT
WORTHINGTON

DISTRICT TOTAL

BURNSVILLE
ST. PAUL
WHITE BEAR LAKE
WOODBURY

DISTRICT TOTAL

M.S.A.S. UNIT PRICE
BIT. SURF. 2361 -

||ia;:.ii@i^l.l|;ii|ill|:N
!|ii|l!i!||||liiili|iNiJlil|l||K

DiSTRICTA
220

2,602
160

1,825
4,807

DISTRICT 3

755
7,755
8,510

METRO WEST

8,456
8,456

DISTRICT 7
11

923
934

METRO EAST
3,304
4,662
1,960
1,115

11,041

STUDY
TONS
i^^M^m-i^^
iiKSSfHm!9&

$6,920
62,738

8,140
49,885

$127,683

$21,544
187,628

$209,172

$302,936
$302,936

612
31,454

$32,066

84,390
138,851
57,036
31,198

$311,475

^;:;fJ::::iAWERAGEI
yNII-PRICE

$31.45
24.11
50.88
27.33

$26.56

$28.54
24.19

$24.58

$35.82
$35.82

55.64
34.08

$34.33

25.54
29.78
29.10
27.98

$28.21

DISTRICT 1
DISTRICT 3
METRO WEST
DISTRICT 7
METRO EAST

DISTRICT TOTALS
4,807
8,510
8,456

934
11,041

^^•^€»:i:;Ks™i^^i^

$127,683
209,172
302,936
32,066

311,475

k,:0^<^:?i?:5:';::s:;:i;:::

$26.56
24.58
35.82
34.33
28.21

^!$29»
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spg\gl236l.wk3 03-May-93

BITUMINOUS SURFACE #2361

SUBCOMMITTEE'S RECOMMENDED PRICE FOR THE 1993 NEEDS STUDY IS
PER TON BASED UPON 1992 CONSTRUCTION COSTS.
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lliiHil

NN11181111

~^r

16
18
14
11
17
14
13
3

13

:::;::::::::;:::::::::::::y:^::::?:^;::::^?

;;:-:::-:::v:::::^:-:;y::::::::::::\;::^:::;::: •:::•:::;::::

21,339
38,723
36,507
25,213
23,776
25,201
31,527
13,901
6,186

33,901

$707,320
1,212,779
1,213,006

855,500
713,311
770,369
888,370
364,419
198,585
991,209

liiiiiiil
iiigiiii

$33.15
31.32
33.23
33.93
30.00
30.57
28.18
26.22
32.10
29.14

$35.50
35.50
35.50
35.50
35.50
34.00
33.00
30.00
32.00

$29.24
30.07
31.40
31.78
32.33
31.81
31.18
29.78
29.41
29.24

$32.00



;/ctaui.wk3

M.^I.S.A.S. UNIT PRICE STUDY
CURB AND GUTTER CONSTRUCTION

^uNiGip^im:i;t::i;iii^

3HISHOLM
3LOQUET
3ULUTH
3RAND RAPIDS
-11BBING
NTERNATIONAL FALLS

DISTRICT TOTAL

3EMIDJI
3ROOKSTON
FHIEF RIVER FALLS

DISTRICT TOTAL

BRAINERD
JTTLE FALLS
ST. CLOUD
ELK RIVER
OTSEGO
WAITE PARK

DISTRICT TOTAL

MOORHEAD
DISTRICT TOTAL

BLAINE
BLOOMINGTON
BROOKLYN CENTER
BROOKLYN PARK
CQON PAPIDS
CRYSTAL
EAST BETHEL
EDEN PRAIRIE
FRIDLEY
HAM LAKE
MAPLE GROVE
MINNEAPOLIS
MINNETONKA
NEW HOPE
RAMSEY
RICHFIELD
ROBBINSDALE
ST. ANTHONY
SAVAGE
SHAKOPEE

DISTRICT TOTAL

|l|©JIjftl-|:|;!|||:S;;.s;;i:;'1]:::^

^ii{}f^SSSKSi^S
DISTRICT 1

1,425
2,260

16,753
715

11,836
7,173

40,162
DISTRICT 2

3,906
6,868

190
10,964

DISTRICT 3
3,713
4,459

13,788
14,543
1,510
6,575

44.588
DISTRICT 4

6,740
6,740

METRO WEST
540

1,658
11,776

498
7,115
1,870

350
12,830
28,110

620
10,500
28,035
6,650

390
1,430

4
9,363
4,400
4,969

10,084
141.192

ijlT©|FAl-:.:s':i..:::';::,

iiM€);U;Nt^

$15,675
16,385

123,407
7,508

62,092
58,818

$283,885

$23,436
47,763

1,235
$72,434

$20,730
19,620
63,284
67,588
6,720

35,976
$213,918

$45,865
$45,865

$8,540
11,026
51,691
4,702

34,768
11,532
2,205

55,780
137,308

3,906
47,145

209,461
33,583

2,431
8,151

64
59,740
19,140
24,597
48,352

774.122

02-Apr-W

^AVERAGE
tJNlTPRICE

$11.00
7.25
7.37

10.50
5.25-

8.20
$7.07

$6.00
6.95

6.50

$6.61

$5.58
4.40

4.59

4.65

4.45
5.47

$4.80

$6.80
$6.80

$11.00
6.65

4.39
9.44

4.88
6.17
6.3C
4.35

4.88
6.3C

4.4S
7.47

5.0E

6.22
5.7C

16.0C
6.3E

4.3£
4.9E

4.7C

$5.4£
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spa/ciassi.wk3

M
CURB

.S.A.S. UNIT PRICE STUDY
AND GUTTER CONSTRUCTION

02-Apr-<B

::M!U:NJ©lRiii^||il||||

ALBERT LEA
AUSTIN
FARIBAULT
ROCHESTER
WINONA

DISTRICT TOTAL

FAIRMONT
MANKATO
NEW ULM
WASECA
WORTHINGTON

DISTRICT TOTAL

HUTCHINSON
MARSHALL
MONTEVIDEO

DISTRICT TOTAL

HASTINGS
MAPLEWOOD
MENDOTA HEIGHTS
NEW BRIGHTON
NORTH ST. PAUL
ST. PAUL
SHO REVIEW
SOUTH ST. PAUL
WEST ST. PAUL
WHITE BEAR LAKE
BURNSVILLE
COTTAGE GROVE
APPLE VALLEY
LAKEVILLE
WOODBURY
FARMINGTON
FOREST LAKE

DISTRICT TOTAL

lia^^fWiSiiiiiim
iiiiiijiiiQ^Ninifiniigasi

"DISTRICT 6
950

7,605
1,571
2,613
9,180

21,919
DISTRICT 7

2,445
4,693
4,664
2,740

11
14,553

DISTRICT 8
740

4,700
5,950

11,390
METRO EAST

10,740
3,595
6,100

75
500

83,496
13,995

1,524
8,700

17,054
14,715
11,615
2,455

32,990
7,100
5,100
4,425

224,179

lillliiilii
liiNiiwl

$6,080
25,260
13,065
30,545
56,898

$131,848

$11,089
44,330
23,087
18,710

165
$97,381

$4,181
35,478
38,675

$78,334

$47,550
20,495
32,250

1,200
4,390

472,998
62,899
6,782

39,759
75,719
81,520
52,682
12,398

152,766
32,240
23,650
19,559

$1,138,857

iii:s:!;:.^::,.::AVEBAGE.;:

NINITPRICE

$6.40
3.32
8.32

11.69
6.20

$6.02

$4.54
9.45

4.95

6.83

15.00
$6.69

$5.65
7.55

6.50

$6.88

$4.43
5.70

5.29
16.00
8.78
5.66

4.49
4.45

4.57
4.44
5.54
4.54

5.05

4.63
4.54

4.64

4,42
$5.08

DISTRICT 1
DISTRICT 2
DISTRICT 3
DISTRICT 4
METRO-WEST
DISTRICT 6
DISTRICT 7
DISTRICT 8
METRO-EAST

iiiiiMMiSiiSlW^^^^^^

40,162
10,964
44,588

6,740
141,192
21,919
14,553
11,390

224,179

:iliiiiil?:i

DISTRICT TOTALS
$283,885

72,434
213,918

45,865
774,122
131,848
97,381
78,334

1,138,857

SW,83eiG^^^^^^

$7.07
6.61
4.80
6.80
5.48

6.02

6.69

6.88

5.08

$5;50
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spg\gr2531.wk3 27.Apr.93

CURB & GUTTER CONSTRUCTION #2531

":'?iNEED^^
^E^ft^

1984
^:^9S5Q
Fl^ft^ieilll

:jti98||i
:'i||88|IM
:'^989:t:^:13

;::Ci?^99Q:::;;:.:^

•::199^,:;'::1

w^Wi^isiiji

N0.0,=
^CIIIES^

-47~

58
61
67
51
73
57
67
68
69

^t.^^^^^^^^^^^

354,529
554,327
469,258
434,124
359,952
606,413
603,356
559,342
523,717
515,687

^^oMit^
^^©srj:::'::;':

$1,826,990
2,907,985
2,498,655
2,243,498
1,868,721
3,002,995
2,954,409
2,952,849
2,783,163
2,836,644

mBcm.is
liiEi^Gi!
S0?%ACi
'^WB!S

^5/15
5.25
5.32
5.17
5.19
4.95

4.90
5.28
5.31
5.50

^^RRIGE.^
BSBDItf
WEE0S

$5.50
6.50
6.00
6.00
6.00

5.50
5.50
5.50
5.50

j^Si^R^
'M/Ef&iSGE^
£;OWiR^C7-
w:^Rl^i.^

$4.98
4.98
5.08
5.12
5.22
5.18
5.11
5.10
5.13
5.19

SUBCOMMITTEE'S RECOMMENDED PRICE FOR THE 1993 NEEDS STUDY IS
PER UN. FT. BASED UPON 1992 CONSTRUCTION COSTS.
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spg/classu.wk3 02-Apr-93

M.S.A.S. UNIT PRICE STUDY
SIDEWALK CONSTRUCTION - SQUARE YARD

(Two decimal places was used in the quantity column so the conversion
from square feet to sauare yards would be more accurate.)

wNi<3i;mty;!ii|:^^^^^^^^^^^^^^^^^^^^^^^

CHISHOLM
CLOQUET
DULUTH
GRAND RAPIDS
HIBBING
INTERNATIONAL FALLS

DISTRICT TOTAL

BEMIDJI
CROOKSTON
THIEF RIVER FALLS

DISTRICT TOTAL

BRAINERD
ELK RIVER
LITTLE FALLS
ST. CLOUD
WAITE PARK

DISTRICT TOTAL

MOORHEAD
DISTRICT TOTAL

BLAINE
BLOOMINGTON
BROOKLYN CENTER
BROOKLYN PARK.
COLUMBIA HEIGHTS
COON RAPIDS
CRYSTAL
FRIDLEY
MINNEAPOLIS
RICHFIELD
ROBBINSDALE
SAVAGE
SHAKOPEE

DISTRICT TOTAL

ALBERT LEA
AUSTIN
FARIBAULT
ROCHESTER
WINONA

DISTRICT TOTAL

~. m^^w^m i::;i/t^
l:;l!l;i:£:iQ^N^iNr!i:i'::::i^^^

DISTRICT 1
795.11
585.78

4897.78
479.56

2979.33
2215.67

11,953.23

DISTRICT 2
605.56

2649.00
1610.78

4,865.34

DISTRICT 3
144.44

4293.33
1446.11
2270.00
3377.78

11,531.66

DISTRICT 4
371.33
371.33

METRO WEST
3717.78

41.33
174.00

1821.11
25.89

2975.44
5.56

22.22
19492.22

16.89
2368.67
1294.33
1948.89

33,904.33

DISTRICT 6
211 .11

1163.67
890.00

1407.33
1972.78

5.644.89

^.;;:|;:;::;;:1:::.,:.::;:;11;U:*»1-:.:'-;::;,;.:,'

WSi^^Mi^
$15,743

10,017
79,344
10,790
46,925
43,870

$206,689

$12,753
47,682
25,100

$85.535

$2,080
54,614
18,221
29,505
37,088

$141,508

$7,326
$7,326

$48,517
766

4,036
24,627

116
43,181

138
436

290,740
395

31,977
16,891
25,626

$487,446

$3,135
21,472
15,497
25,332
33,920

$99,356

AVEHAtafc
tlNITPRlCE

$19.80
17.10
16.20
22.50
15.75
19.80

$17.29

$21.06
18.00
15.58

$17.58

$14.40
12.72
12.60
13.00
10.98

$12.27

$19.73
$19.73

$13.05
18.53
23.20
13.52
4.48

14.51
24.84
19.62
14.92
23.39
13.50
13.05
-13.15

$14.38

$14.85
18.45
17.41
18.00
17.19

$17.60
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spg/dauu.wk3
02-Apr-O

M.S.A.S. UNIT PRICE STUDY

Mv.NiciwiwigEgsa

FAIRMONT
MANKATO
NEW ULM
WASECA

DISTRICT TOTAL

HUTCHINSON
MARSHALL
MONTEVIDEO

DISTRICT TOTAL

APPLE VALLEY
BURNSVILLE
COTTAGE GROVE
FARMINGTON
FOREST LAKE
HASTINGS
LAKEVILLE
MAPLEWOOD
NEW BRIGHTON
NORTH ST. PAUL
ST. PAUL
SHOREVIEW
SOUTH ST. PAUL
WEST ST. PAUL
WHITE BEAR LAKE

DISTRICT TOTAL

""—^©iiMiiiiii ji
lliiilQi^iiyiSiSiMS

"DISTRICT 7
1,004.00

140.44
420.00

1,296.56
2,861.00

DISTRICT 8
738.89

3,528.67
400.00

4,667.56

METRO EAST
1,001.67
1,051.56
7,142.22
3,266.67
1,100.00
2,606.67
4,049.56

662.78
785.56
623.00

6,550.44
6,038.00

57.78
2,644.44
5,702.78

43,283.13

ii0iiPiii?;.:i::
iiiosiiiigi

$15,044
3,192
9,348

18,593
$46,177

$13,300
54,657

8,100
$76,057

$17,396
15,567
92,563
36,162
14,850
36,036
42,666

9,246
12,019
8,980

169,179
46,737

962
34,990
80,387

$617,740

AVERAGE
;i'|^:::;&;;::;:lJN.IT;:PRIGE:

$14.98
22.73
22.26
14.34

$16.14

$18.00
15.49
20.25

$16.29

$17.37
14.80
12.96
11.07
13,50
13.82
10.54
13.95
15.30
14.41
25.83

7.74
16.65
13.23
14.10

$14.27

DISTRICT 1
DISTRICT 2
DISTRICT 3
DISTRICT 4
METRO-WEST
DISTRICT 6
DISTRICT 7
DISTRICT 8
METRO-EAST

-:sii?iii©iilsgigl

DISTRICT
11,953.22

4,865.33
11,531.67

371.33
33,904.33

5,644.89
2,861.00
4,667.56

43,283.11

gllii9l082l4?

TOTALS
$206,689

85,535
141,508

7,326
487,446

99,356
46,177
76,057

617,740

C:l;lllliil|i|i$l|i6il83^;?^^

$17.29
17.58
12.27
19.73
14.38
17.60
16.14
16.29
14.27

:i:il;i:::^?;':i:;::!$1^l8S:
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SPG\GR2521.WK3 27-Apt-9:

SIDEWALK CONSTRUCTION #2521

^^fEBSSi
^^B?RS:
^^S4S
!S^9S5S
^'mse^^
B[li':;^8l:!:i|
lill;:!li88|l|i
^S'ssissiS

:j::::€99i||:1

^w^s
:ii992SS

li;^:i:':t1^93l::::::^:l

mom
WlE!

—35~

44
48
51
40
62
54
60
62
55

miiiW^i
69,630
96,059

103,377
79,756
94,423

159,205
125,748
179,115
141,946
119,082

ail^ptiil
f^WSW^

$940,122
1,277,135
1,446,980
1,126,616
1,376,749
2,150,360
1,639,735
2,514,996
2,097,863
1,767,834

^MEmiK^
llt/i^GEjl
ilwi^ii
WiffRH^E^

$13.50
13.30
14.00
14.13
14.58
13.51
13.04
14.04
14.78
14.85

KWlWS
it®£M:i
^EESSS

$14.00
14.00
14.00
14.50
14.50
14.00
14.00
14.00
14.50

^i^E^R'.,,
II^^ER^QE.;:
mSW^F^CT
WmRiQE:'-

^13701
12.90
13.09
13.42
13.90
13.90
13.85
13.86
13.9S
14.04

SUBCOMMITTEE'S RECOMMENDED PRICE FOR THE 1993 NEEDS STUDY IS
PER SQ. YD. BASED UPON 1992 CONSTRUCTION COSTS.
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<NEEDS81
t^ENI

1980
1981
1982
1983
1984
1985
1986
1987
1988
1989
1990
1991
1992

:STORM SEWER, LIGHTING AND SIGNAL NEEDS <
SIQRMilSEWERIIillli:

IISlillftD^ST-MEN^IIIIB
|Si©IM|SEW»Eii

illiiisi^iiiiii
ill;liiiilllli{illMtiiii!iii

$54,000 $172,000
54,000 172,000
62,000 196,000
62,000 196,000
62,000 98,000 *
62,000 0 *
62,000 196,000*
62,000 196,000*
62,000 196,000 *
62,000 196,000*
62,000 196,000
62,000 196,000
62,000 199,500

illillGNilNQ^
llllileriilelll

$2,000
2,000
2,000
2,000
2,000
2,000
2,000
2,000

16,000
16,000
16,000
16,000
20.000

;OSTS

SIGNAl-S
|:;-:(;;??|ReriMile)::::^:';;;:

$10,000
10,000
10,000
10,000
10,000
10,000
10,000
12,000
15,000

15,000-45,000
15,000-45,000
18,750-75,000

^0,OQO-8Q,000
* Years that "After the Fact Needs" were in effect. 1986 to 1989 price was used only for needs

purposes.

MN\DOT'S HYDRAULIC OFFICE RECOMMENDED PRICES FOR 1993:
Storm Sewer. Storm Sewer
Adjustment Construction

1993 $64,000 $206,000

SUBCOMMITTEE'S RECOMMENDED
Storm Sewer.
Adjustment

1993 $64,000

PRICES FOR 1993:
Storm Sewer
Construction

$206,000
Lighting

$20,000
Signals

$80,000

IKEEDS
I^MII

1980
1981
1982
1983
1984
1985
1986
1987
1988
1989
1990
1991
1992

RAILROAD CROSSINGS NEED!

isKsiiiii
perllnJtilil

i^BuiiiT
iffl^KrNQ!

$300
300
300
300
300
300
300
300
300
300
400
500
600 $750

giBisiQiwii
|||||||||w|ipee||
lllllilllellnil

$50,00(
55,00(
60,00(
65,00(
65,00(
65,00(
65,00(
65,00(
65,00(
70,00(
75,00(
80,00(
80,00(

3STS
||,:;;;|StG:Nftl.Si;|;|
illl^lQ^sii
|||Hi@i:;Soee|l||
il|||Reli|il";:

$90,000
90,000
95,000
95,000
95,000
95,000
95,000
95,000
95,000
99,000

110,000
110,000
110,000

lilliRUBBENlZEDil
|;;|il^M^ERU?|g|
SSi^er^K^

$700
700
750
850
900

MN\DOT'S RAILROAD OFFICE RECOMMENDED PRICES FOR 1993:
Pavement

Signs Marking Signals Sig. & Gates
1993 $600 $750 $80,000 $110,000

SUBCOMMITTEE'S RECOMMENDED PRICES FOR 1993:
1993 $600 $750 $80,000
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Rub. Mat.

$900

$900



DEPARTMENT : TRANSPORTATION
Office of Bridges and
Structures - Room 618

DATE : February 18, 1993

TO : K. E. Straus

ite And Needs Unit

STATE OF MINNESOTA
Office Memorandum

^y^

OF'Tftl

FROM : D. V. Halvorson
Sv Hydraulics Engineer

PHONE : 296-0824

SUBIECT : State Aid Storm Sewer Construction Costs for 1992

We have analyzed the State Aid storm sewer construcdon costs for 1992 and find that for
planning and needs purposes, a figure of $206,000 per mile can be used. For Storm sewer
adjustments, we suggest $64,000 per mile.

The above amounts are based on the average cost per mile of State Aid storm sewer using
highway unit prices on approximately 150 plans for 1992.

ec : T. M. Beaudry
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TO: Kenneth Straus
Highway Needs Unit

Date: March 22, 1993

FROM: Robert G. Swanson, Director
Railroad Administration

PHONE: 296-2472

SOBJECT: Projected Railroad Grade Crossing
Improvements - Cost for 1993

We have projected 1992 costs for railroad-highway work at
grade crossing improvements. For planning purposes, we
recommend using the following figures:

Railroad Grade Crossings:

Signals (Single Track - Low Speed)*
(Average Price)

Unit $60-80,000.00

Signals and Gates:
(Multiple Track - High & Low Speed)** Unit $90-110,000.00
(Average Price)

Signs Only
Pavement Markings

Unit
(Tape)
(Paint)

Crossing Surfaces:
(Rubber Crossing Surface)
Complete reconstruction of the
crossing. Labor and Materials

per Track Ft

$ 600.00
4500.00
750.00

$900.00

* Modern signals with motion sensors - signals are
activated when train enters electrical circuit - deactivated
if train stops before reaching crossing.

** Modern signals with grade crossing predictors - has
capabilities in (*) above, plus ability to gauge speed and
distance of train from crossing to give constant 20-25
second warning of approaching trains traveling from 5 to 80
MPH.

As part of any project in the vicinity of railroad
crossings, a review of advance warning signs should be
conducted. In addition, pavement markings (RxR, STOP BAR,
and NO PASSING STRIPE), if required, should be installed.

We also recommend that projects are not designed so that
they start or end at railroad crossings. A project should
be carried through the crossing area so that the crossing
does not become the transition zone between two different
roadway sections or widths.
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1992 BRIDGE CONSTRUCTION COSTS

Bridges 0-149 Feet

^BRIEKGB
mmBW

^35081
04516]
080021
110071
111121
23018)
271161
271181
27675|
27681
300031
30004]
30011
30012|
315291
32538|
32546|
33004|
37538|
37539|
39515|
42015|
42548|
43526|
46010|
46553|
47505|
50008|
52008|
52011
520121
58530|
59005|
62552|
69040|
72531
835251
850051

^^^^^^ i^^
^mUMBEfi&
03-599-05
04-620-03

0803-08002
1119-11007
1116-11112
2312-23018
2757-27116
2725-27118
141-080-1;
27-610-15
3003-30003
3003-30004
3003-300TT
3003-30012
31-598-03
32-599-29
32-609-24
3306-33004
37-599-31
37-615-05
39-598-22
4206-42015
42-611-19
43-599-13
4609-46010
46-599-25
47-620-06
5005-50008
5212-52008
5212-52011
5212-52012
58-598-10
5903-59005
97-100-04
6920-69040
72-599-21
83-601 -01
8504-85005

aiiia^mi&®

^E^^lllKBi
T983
3,402

* 3,821
* 4,857
* 6,973
* 5,190
* 6,324
* 5,720

4,658
23,224

* 5,690
* 5,690
* 4,826

4,826
3,306
2,520
2,746

* 5,295
3,685
4,960
2,538

* 7,376
4,644
4,464

* 5,158
4,071
3,700

* 4,817
* 2,906
* 2,640
* 10,835

4,352
* 5,636
^ 3,408
* 4,155

2,520
3,016

* 4,468

^^BBHaiGE^::
WSiSiOS^S^

$96,463
161,161
180,148
278,064
292,698
222,923
248,706
394,183
360,248

1,165,184
420,711
429,604

^79,963
379,963
149,091
115,905
118,844
283,473
171,932
190,130
134,227
387,393
205,412
163,357
262,205
168,968
200,291
211,355
304,740
245,890
774,396
203,375
220,291
413,922
213,619
106,593
132,979
321,378

i$mifii9,i8i

;:;':.:^?1

::^SQ^?
^48.64 |

47.37 |
47.151
57.25 |
41.98|
42.95 |
39.33 |
68.91
77.34 |
50.17|
73.941
75.50 |
78.73 ]
78.731
45.101
45.99 |
43.28 |
53.54 |
46.66
38.33
52.89 |
52.52
44.23 |
36.59 I
50.83 |
41.51
54.131
43.88 |

104.871
93.14|
71.47 |
46.73 |
39.09 |

121.46
51.41
42.301
44.09 |
71.93

-1-EKI^I-H
^L33
95.83
76.16
96.17

139.00
112.42
123.19
110.74
93.17

102.33
132.05
132.05
109.27
109.27
87.00
84.00
65.38

138.74
113.97
124.00
81.00

147.02
107.17
124.00
122.32
127.21
92.50

104.33
73.00

100.86
95.45

136.00
122.08
84.33
90.00
84.00
86.17

101.17

:;^56^imiR^QBl

siftiiiftiDiRG}^^
*MN^©rRRBiECiS

"-»»i
m|2Q3

|$3|8^:6&.:
;l$6,iMP0310Q

;;$mi8s
$6018 Iflwerage

# This bridge is part of the transitway connecting the Mpls. and St. Paul
campuses of the U of M.

The average cost per square foot without including Bridge # 62552 is: |||li^5|5sQ6

The average cost per square foot without including Bridge # 62552, 52008, 52011 ;|:||$53.i|?"1|;;

Page 62



tpglbn)-H9e.A3 29-Apr.93

BRIDGE COST
0-149 FEET

la^EDSji
mBKRi

1984 ;|
1985 H

^;1i986l|I
;^98il|
i'i988i|
11-1:989111
ii990il

U991 I
1992 I

ip93':s:

miUMBERm
iiof^iim

fROUEG'ESi:
~27~

31
29
41
22
11
42
37
39
38

nformation unavailabk

:ii3E<sim
'iffiRE^

*

*

*

145,094
73,683
35,733

214,557
136,770
147,313
190,400

i^oiffWi,
^e;0S^S

*

*

*

$5,281,5C
3.057.8E
1,966,07

14,003,2£
7,472,26
7,929,2£

10,709,7E

^EftRHlU
((Hiiil
mi'im'ii
::::lRCTGEii

$38.00
45.00
51.00
36.40
41.50
55.02
65.27
54.09
53.83
56.25

liliR^ili
|i|S£0lif|||
iiaWEE^ii

$38.00
45.00
45.00
37.00
41.50
55.00
55.00
55.00
55.00

'i'S-XEWF^i,
iWRiGE,
CQN^RAGl
^WRIGES

$38.00
38.80
40.00
40.08
42.38
45.78
49.84
50.46
53.94
56.89

SUBCOMMITTEE'S RECOMMENDED PRICE FOR THE 1993 NEEDS STUDY IS
PER SQ. FT. BASED UPON 1992 CONSTRUCTION COSTS.

$55.00 I
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spg\brg92.wU wksht-B

1992 BRIDGE CONSTRUCTION COSTS
lg-Mar-93

Bridges 150-499 Feet

.:^S^G£AJ
muwfBSf^

020451
020461
02047|
03004[
06001|
070291
070301
15005|
190231
19024|
19803|
198201
27107|
27108|
271121
30005|
30006|
33006|
35529|
36519|
38009|
47005|
50009|
55024|
55550|
62881
64006|
67804|
691121
715171
87011

iotar:::;:-"-:i:'

^?QJE^€
^S^MBEBSi^

0214-02045 *
0214-02046 *
02014-0204^*
0301 -03004 *
0607-06001 *
0716-07029 *
07016-0703(*
1501-15005 *
1928-19023 *
1928-19024 *
1980-19803 *
1980-19820 *
2725-27107 *
2725-27108 *
1909-4190 *
3004-30005 *
3004-30006 *
3010-33006 *
35-599-54
36-630-07
3803-38009 *
4706-47005 *
5005-50009 *
5508-55024 *
55-598-35
6283-62881 *
6401 -64006 *
6780-67804 *
6901-69112 *
204-113-03
8707-87011 *

^it®

~^Ef?ff,
iiiiUi

15,830
19,680
25,040

9,027
7,514

19,926
16,082
9,104

19,436
20,341
10,385
15,980
13,410
7,615

16,060
15,762
15,762
7,888
5,383
7,113
6,606
7,866

14,163
16,618
5,923

23,400
11,127
16,148
18,716
12,475
11,203

42^583

WSBRimGB^S
^ii^s^^m

-$769,404
951,968

1,454,365
564,564
361,596

1,118,798
672,219
450,918

1,134,810
1,155,727
^71,593
803,196
900,204
383,683
775,505
676,006
677,431
356,522
256,701
340,655
312,727
375,793
585,411
875,978
232^08

1,361,593
469,576

1,045,840
1,137,709

600,823
513,585

ji$?9te2@8;

^MSQSr^

$48.60
48.37 |
58.08 |
62.541
48.121
56.15|
41.80|
49.53 |
58.39 |
56.82 |
64.671
50.26 |
67.13
50.39 |
48.29 |
42.89 |
42.98 |
45.20 |
47.69 |
47.89 |
47.341
47.77 |
41.33|
52.71
39.221
58.19|
42.201
64.771
60.791
48.16|

^5,84j

LENGTH
255.32
255.33
313.00
204.38
162.75
217.44
161.58
238.52
440.84
274.26
173.10

^19.92
304.57
170.16
167.00
356.86
356.86
206.67
171.81
197.57
156.67
-171.02

306.77
179.98
150.58
219.05
241.00
194.17
490.38
240.67
242.63

$52.15 WBR^OB

SiAiEAIDPRQJEC^S E
*MN^O^PR©JECiSt

3Q1894
390,689

^»i43Q,48i
lNI$2CH556|?2i

$46.30 ¥iA^ER^GE
$52.62^^^^^^^^^^^
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TO\bl30-49il.wk3

BRIDGE COST
150-499 FEET

sm

ii

:?NEEDS|
-:!;¥E»R:1

1984.1
1985
1986 II
198^
1988 II

I^SS&IU
^;990|11
:^991|:11
1992 I
1993

NMBER;y;
^S^^Si
RROJECiSf

'W
9
19
6
10
11
25
27
24
31

Information unavailable

|DECK:i
^AREA^

*

*

*

49,899
83,149

116,378
418,376
368,709
331,976
421,583

iiM^iS^
l^e.osw^.

*

*

*

$1,979,192
3,932,725
6,796,566

26,483,631
22,167,571
17,582,542
21,987,20S

if(E%m:i
i^B^Ga.
ie@Nl|^G|::l
"tiRiiig

$44.0C
51.0C
46.0C
39.66
47.3C
58.4C
63.3C
61.32
52.96
52.1£

|liRieEi;i:i||'||
llusEMiiii
^?:!ftiEEDS:::IK!s;::l

$44.00
51.00
51.00
40.00
47.00
60.00
60.00
60.00
60.00

i::i;|5-YEftRi::i:l

I^WERAGEI
miiiRMj
BRRKGEgi

$43.60
44.40
45.00
44.33
45.59
48.47
50.93
54.00
56.66
57.63

SUBCOMMITTEE'S RECOMMENDED PRICE FOR THE 1993 NEEDS STUDY IS
PER SQ. FT. BASED UPON 1992 CONSTRUCTION COSTS.

$55.001
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spg\brg$2.wU wkshLC 30-Apr-93

1992 BRIDGE CONSTRUCTION COSTS

Bndaes 500 Feet and Over

02048
23012
34524
36021

# 62553
70002

0214-02048^
2304-23012 *
175-153-01
3604-36021 *
97-100-04
7009-70002 *

•

38,630
26,278
53,594
25,852
35,090

^6,128

$2,686,746
946,631

2,417,239
1,588,813
1,904,043
3,524,634

$69.551
36.02 |
45.10|
61.461
54.26|
53.301

602.81
524.67
810.00
613.08
885.00
815.17

llililUiliiiigiisi
::||:WW^:|

S3
VtSff-vfSf

»»;:t::**iu;i:

# This bridge is part of the transitway connecting the Mpls. and St. Paul
campuses of the U of M.

Bridge Widening

9800 (3)
9478 (3)
9462 (2)
9264 (1)
9263 (1)
6866 (3)

64001 (3)
27863 (2)
27859 (2)
27855 (2)
27848 (2)
19805 (2)
13806^2)
13808 (2)

gllglNililiia^^^^^^^^^

*41,404
* 6,816
* 1,004
* 2,515
* 2,515
* 1,733
* 784
* 1,489
* 7,450
* 18,843
* 9,944
* 2,783
* 2,800
* 2,796

Varies
22.83

8.67
12.83
12.83
14.00
11.33

Varies
31.83

Varies
24.42
16.08
14.50
14.50

$2,450,151
952,143
229,057
408,371
408,371
430,054
157,497
470,894
909,584

2,208,793
810,045
484,591
378,347
369,931

W^WBH^SSS^

$59.181
139.691
228.25 |
162.391
162.39]
248.21
200.89
316.25
122.091
H7.22|

81.46|
174.101
135.141
132.3T

3,366.00
298.56
115.75
196.00
196.00
123.76
69.20

170.17
304.13
602.21
407.19
173.10
193.08
192.83

MN/DOT Projects
(1) Bridge Widening +
(2) Bridge Widening +
(3) Bridge Widening +

Railroad Bridges

Substructure Work
Substructure Work + Replace Deck
Substructure Work + Replace Superstructure

giiiiiiiiiii
• 19086 *1921-19086 4.000 $1.328.620 $7.306.94 181.83

• This bridge has one set of tracks.
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TO\bip500.wk3 29.Apr.93

BRIDGE COST
500 FEET AND OVER

pEEDS
iimi
i:i-111984-.?|
i;::l..;'1;985^i

}:.!::^:98&||
:ii987::i

l&l|988g
iiisssi
lli99Ql
aiisiii
IIISS21
•ii^993S

;1MUMBERi|
:S^f89
pRoaECis;

~2

1
3
1
1
8
13
0
0

_6^

iDeeKli
^^RE»

*

*

*

29,800
25,942

335.830
684,812

0
0

245,572

iilli^i^iiil
99QQS^^9M

*

*

*

$1,612,847
1,453,694

40,615,626
40.178,274

0
0

13,068,106

;»^RWn
W^^^sEa
I^NiRiCil
j?:liiiGilll

$50.00
48.00
61.00
54.12
56.04

120.94
58.67

0
0

53.21

iRRieiiii
liliysEQMil
llgNEibS?

$50.00
50.00
55.00
54.00
56.00
70.00
65.00
65.00
65.00

::NEfti^|
NERAQEJ
eoNiiRisc'i
^ipRieEil

$58.40
56.80
56.60

55.02
53.83
68.02
70.15
57.95
47.13
46.56

* Information unavailable

SUBCOMMITTEE'S RECOMMENDED PRICE FOR THE 1993 NEEDS STUDY IS
PER SQ. FT. BASED UPON 1992 CONSTRUCTION COSTS.

$55.00
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$pg\brgnndc.wk3 03-May-M

BRIDGE COST
BRIDGE WIDENING

liiiii
irii

1984
1985
1986
1987
1988
1989
1990
1991
1992
1993

liiwiiij

*

1
1
1
1

16
11
12
5
14

VIDENED
liHIIB
liiisil

*

*

*

1,597
1,353

43,694
41,888
24,127
35,425

102,874

iil
is

iiiMiiiiiiii
iiiiisililill

*

*

*

186,329
199,515

8,733,488
5,769,102
4,396,089
5,890,006

10,667,829

Ui»i»mi
wwa^
amat
lii^aiii

"$65:

57.

49.
116.
147.

199.

137.

182.
166.

103.

:;g.

iiiil
mil
HHSM

~$65

65
65

100
120
200
150
150
150

'liiiiil
*

$71.00
69.00
74.00
87.03

114.00
130.15
156.79
166.71
157,96

* Information unavailable

SUBCOMMITTEE RECOMMENDS BRIDGE WIDENING BE HANDLED AS A "RECONDITIONING NEED"
ON THE NEEDS DATA SHEET.
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ANNUAL MAINTENANCE NEEDS COST
Used only for needs purposes.

These are the current maintenance prices used in the M.S.A.S.
needs study. The total maintenance needs cost for 1992 is
$13,621,360 and is used only in the money needs allocation.
The average cost per mile in needs is $5,651.

EXISTING FACILITIES ONLY

||992|N:EE|^
li:IB?esl::;i,;::?

Under Over
1000 1000
VPD VPD

SiBl;@MMl?E

Under Over
1000 1000
VPD VPD

^SCREENING
BQ^RD

REEG0MMENDED
:A'^PIRIGES;:
Under Over
1000 1000
VPD VPD

Traffic Lane Per Mile $1,200 $2,000 ;$i|32Qi|il$2:,i

Parking Lane Per Mile 1,200 1,200 ;ri;|320|||:l:i$|,320f

Median Strip Per Mile 400 800 880

Storm Sewer Per Mile 400 400 ;i;w

Per Traffic Signal 400 400
Normal M.S.A.S. Streets
Minimum Allowance Per Mile
Unlimited Segments: 4,000 4,000 W)Q w
Combination Routes
Minimum Allowance Per Mile
Limited Segments: 2,000 2,000 ^,^UU.:::;:'::';:;:::. ::::<S,i

"Traffic Lane Per Mile" is obtained from needs reporting.

"Parking Lane Per Mile" shall never exceed two lanes,and is obtained
from the following formula:
(Existing surface width minus the # of traffic lanes x 12) / 8 = # of parking lanes.

|Existing.^&:a{|.::i:;:;;f;;|:|;';':^
;iTraftic::i1anes£iiii:l^i::::;:::;:f:

2 Lanes

4 Lanes

^:l:;;:'::li;;:;::,:|Existirig::;i::^:;:(:;^

^;Surl;ace.;';;:^;:.:i["::::.;;:::'::

^wmm^S^}
less than 32'
32' - 39'

40'& over
less than 56'
56' - 63'

64'& over

;;y#':;;oftit3aFKi;nig:|t^ri!es:;:^:^
1o:r:';:Main|tem:aiiee:-.!::;^,:i:?;:

::;'l:,;..:l;:iii©o:rnput£rt3i0ns^^

0
1
2
0
1
2
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25 YEAR CONSTRUCTION NEEDS
FOR EACH INDIVIDUAL CONSTRUCTION ITEM

ITEM
Urading
Special Drainage
Storm Sewer Adjustment
Storm Sewer Construction
Curb & Gutter Removal
Sidewalk Removal
Pavement Removal
Tree removal
SUB1l©i1^|©I^©INGIiilBia

1991
APPORTIONMENT

NEEDS
cosr
$97,626,188

2,939,433
17,164,080

150,306,520
12,499,423
10,712,236
30,114,978
3,994,760

lillil$325J35^|6i8l

1992
APPORTIONMENT

NEEDS
COST

-$TOO,656,502
2,833,976

19,557,900
156,272,340

12,805,342
12,421,190
32,483,545
4,167,600

HHBi$3im395|

%
DIFFERENCE

$3,030,314
(105,457)

2,393,820
5,965,820

305,919
1,708,954
2,368,567

172,840
Bfiip|84o,pr

1992
OF THE
TOTAL

6.90%
0.19%
1.34%

10.72'%
0.88'%
0.85*%

2.23%
0.29%

^3.40%

travel Subbase #2211
Gravel Base #2211
Bituminous Base #2331

66,094,732
55,088,335
85,435,758

647142,973
53,841,521
96,765,552

TI ,951,759)
(1,246,814)
11,329,794

^40°/c
3.69°/c
6.64°/c

1$2G?18|8^1 ^21ip5(i046! ^8,131,221 ^14.73%

Bituminous Surface #2331
Bituminous Surface #2341
Bituminous Surface #2361
Surface Widening
ISiB^©?i|S?l»»ii

2,285,080
182,321,048
44,959,484
2,906,016

iiiiiiiiw^^M^iiiiim

2,433,134
192,124,363
49,668,201

3,187,775

»i»»N

148,054
9,803,315
4,708,717

281,759
m9W845?i;i

0.17%
13.18%
3.41%
0.22%

Hi6:97%

GraveTShoulders #2221 934,129 ^13,241 (20,888) 0.06%
St3B1^»ISiMliEiS i$20|8? y0i06%

Curb and Gutter
Sidewalk
Traffic Signals
Street Lighting
Retaining Walls
SUBrIiG^I.:^MIS©EEJ-ANE©tASIP

76,013,821
80,266,312
80,830,565
37,912,960
7,070,385

$282|Q9W3^

77,802,236
86,636,389
88,909,800
48,036,800
7,115,135

$3Q&,SOOI,361

1,788,415
6,370,077
8,079,235

10,123,840
44,750

i|$26,^Q6,31^

5.34%
5.94%
6.10%
3.29%
0.49°/o

^ai«%

l-Ol^t.RMP^^ |^lgQN»6|2i3|!ll$iiaii^,ii5^

Bridge
Railroad Crossings
Maintenance
Engineering
St^Ql^d^t-IERS

75,494,432
30,227,450
13,318,092

207,575,813
W32Gi^^smmiS

80,288,039
31,168,175
13,621,360

220,361,760
^i5ji39J33»

4,793,607
940,725
303,268

12,785,947
S$H8;823.54r

5.51 °/c
2.14°/c
0.93°/c

i5.m
23i69<%

|iM? ll$||3^|Q92:a3^11$llii58|21|^^
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RED WING ONE-WAY STREETS

A request from Red Wing for streets to be treated as one half the mileage in the Needs
Study.

Resolution:
That any one-way streets added to the Municipal State Aid Street system must be reviewed by
the Needs Study Subcommittee, and approved by the Screening Board before any one-way
street can be treated as one-half mileage in the Needs Study.

A one-way street will be treated as one-half of a full four lane width divided street of either 56 feet
or 72 feet (72 feet when the projected adt is over 8000) for needs, and that the roadway system
must be operating as one-way streets prior to the time of designation.

l:IM|S^i
HRBllli;

104
106

TOTAL

105
105

TOTAL

iSlQMENlg

010
050

030
020

liisiii
IMilil

30
30

30
30

liMici
IINlii

6600
6825

7500
5700

illlilil
iliiENOiFii

.08

.29

.37

.07

.29

.36

llBSaiii»^^^^^^^^^^^^^^^^^

WEST AVE. - MAIN STREET TO THIRD
WEST AVE. - THIRD TO SEVENTH ST.

EAST AVE. - MAIN STREET TO THIRD
EAST AVE. - THIRD TO SEVENTH ST.
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<"ILl.l>LlVOULi
/1

LlC \i^iliiu^^^ ^BtffCHWOOO W ^

SOUTHWOOD AVL.

^;u-iaA-in.nc

901
WALTER

B@^%naxn.o.ojM

^W<T)^
F^S'm?

^l^.v



RESOLUTIONS

THE UNDERLINED WORDING IS A SUGGESTED WORDING.

ADDointment to the Needs Studv Subcommittee:

The Screening Board Chairman shall annually appoint one city
engineer, who has served on the Screening Board, to serve a three
year term on the Needs Study Subcommittee. The appointment shall
be made after the annual Spring meeting of the Municipal
Screening Board, at the annual winter meeting of the City's
Encrineers Association. The appointed subcommittee person shall
serve as chairman of the subcommittee in the third year of the
appoinment.

Construction Cut off date:

That for the purpose of measuring the Needs of the Municipal
State Aid Highway System, the annual cut off date for recording
construction accomplishments based upon the project award lettincr
date shall be December 31st of the preceding year.

Construction Accomplishments:

If, during the period that complete needs are being received the
street is improved with a bituminous overlay, we concrete joint
repair or is widened the municipality will continue to receive
complete needs but shall have the non-local cost of the
bituminous resurfacing, concrete joint repair or widened
construction prcnect plus any items that are included in the
needs deducted from its total needs for a period of ten (10)
years. In the event sidewalk or curb and crutter is constructed
for the total lenafch of the seament. then those items shall be
removed from the needs for a period of 20 years.

Why have a needs deduction for a expenditure on a Municipal State Aid
Street and not have a deduction for a expenditure on a County State Aid
or Trunk Highway?

If the construction of the Municipal State Aid Street is
accomplished with local funds, only the construction needs
necessary to bring the roadway up to State Aid Standards will be
permitted in subsequent needs for a period of 20 years from the
date of the letting or encumbrance of force account funds. At the
end of the 20 year period, reinstatement for complete
construction needs shall be initiated by the municipality.
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Greater Than Minimum Width:

If a Municipal State Aid Street is constructed to a width wider
than required, only the width required by rules will be allowed
for future resurfacing needs- resurfacing needs will be allowed
on the constructed width.

Mileaffe:

The maximum mileage for Municipal State Street designation shall
be based on the Annual Certification of Mileage current as of
December 31st of the preceding year. Submittal of a supplmentary
certification during the year shall not be permitted. Frontage
roads that serve the local street system that were constructed b-'
and on the Right-of-wav of other political subdivisions for which
the municipality has accepted the responsibility of the
maintenance and services shall be included in the local street
mileage.

However, the maximum mileage for State Aid designation may be
exceeded to the extent necessary to designate trunk highway
turnbacks, only if sufficient mileage is not is not available as
determined by the Annual Certification of Mileage.

Any mileage for designation prior to the trunk highway turnback
shall be used for the turnback before exceeding the maximum
mileage.

In the event the maximum mileage is exceeded by trunk highway
turnback, no additional designation other Trunk Highway Turnback
can be considered until allowed by the computations of the Annual
Certification of Mileage within which the maximum mileage for
State Aid designation is determined.

All requests for additional mileage or revisions to the Muncipal
State Aid System must .be received by the District State Aid
Engineer by.March first. The District State Aid Engineer will
forward the request to the Gtate Aid Engineer for review. and a
City Council resolution of approved mileage and the Needs Study
reporting data must be received by the State Aid Engineer by May
first, to be included in the current year's Needs Study. Any
requests for additional mileage or revisions to the Municipal
State Aid Systems received by the District State Aid Engineer
after March first will be included in the following year's Needs
Study.
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STATUTE: 162.09
Subdivision 1. Creation. There is created a municipal state aid
street system within cities having a population of 5000 or more.
The extent of the municipal state aid street system shall not
exceed 2500 miles, plus the mileage of all trunk highways
reverted or turned back to the jurisdiction of cities pursuant to
law on and after July 1, 1965. The system shall be established,
located, constructed, reconstructed, improved, and maintained as
public highways within such cities under rules, not inconsistant
with this section, made and promulgated by the commissioner as
hereinafter provided.

(1). RESOLUTION SHOULD ADDRESS MILEAGE GROWTH WHEN A CITY IS OVER
DESIGNATED WITH TRUNK HIGHWAY TURNBACKS.

(2). TREAT ALL CITIES WITH EXCESS MILEAGE THE SAME.
Cities that increase their available mileage through growth
absorb the excess turriback mileage whereas the cities that don't
grow continuously have excess mileage.

OPTIONS:
(1) . TREAT ALL TURNBACK MILEAGE AS ADDITIONAL MILEAGE KBOVE 20%.
(2). PROVIDE A CAP FOR ADDITIONAL MILEAGE.
(3). CONTINUE AS IN THE PAST.

One Way Street Mileage:
That any one-way streets added to the Municipal State Aid Street
system must be reviewed by the Needs Study Subcommittee, and
approved by the Screening Board before any one-way street can be
treated as one-half mileage in the Needs Study.

Whea a one-way street is a colector, it will receive needs for
the mimimum rules width of 32 feet with one side parking and if
it is a arterial it will receive needs for 34 feet with one side
parking, be treated as one half of- a full four lane width divided
street.of either 5C feet or 72 feet (72 feet when the projected
Adt is over 0,000) —for needs, and that the roadway system and
must be operating as one way streets prior to the time of
designation.

The 1991 rules include separate charts for one-way streets.
Collector - projected traffic 200-10,000
Artertial - projected traffic 5,000 & up

Two traffic lanes and 1 parking lane and 30 M.P.H.
Allow 32' for a Collector
Allow 34' for a Arterial

Two traffic lanes and 1 parking lane and 35 M.P.H.
Allow 36' for a Collector
Allow 37' for a Arterial
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STATE AID RULE:
(1991) 8820.0600 SELECTION OF ROUTES.
For an undivided, one-way street with a minimum width of 26 feet
and with no parking lane or with a maximum width of 46 feet with
parking on both sides, the chargeable mileage allowed for
municipal state-aid street mileage purposes is one-half of the
length of the one-way street.

(1987) 8820.0600 SELECTION OF ROUTES.
For an undivided, one-way street with a minimum width of 28 feet
and with no parking lane or with a maximum width of 36 feet with
parking on one side, the chargeable mileage allowed for municipal
state-aid street mileage purposes is one-half of the length of
the one-way street.

THE RULES ALLOW ONE-WAY STREETS TO BE COUNTED AS ONE-HALF THE
MILEAGE BUT ARE RESTRICTED BY THE RESOLUTION. IS IT NECESSARY TO
HAVE THIS RULE?
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MUNICIPAL STATE AID SYSTEM
UNENCUMBERED CONSTRUCTION FUND SUBCOMMITTEE

MINUTES OF THE APRIL 27, 1993 MEETING

MEMBERS PRESENT:

Bruce Bullert, Chairman, City of Savage
Jim Grube, City of St. Louis Park
Dan Edwards, City of Fergus Falls
Kenneth Straus, Municipal State Aid Manager

The Unencumbered Construction Fund Subcommittee met on Tuesday, April 27, 1993
at the St. Louis Park City Hall. The meeting started at 10:00 a.m. with all members
present. One of the objectives of the meeting was to make a recommendation to the
Screening Committee regarding rewarding cities in a positive way for maintaining low
balances in their MSA account.

Ken Straus reviewed with the subcommittee a potential positive needs adjustment
method which he had prepared. The adjustment was computed on the basis of the
amount available on September 1 , 1992, in each communities MSA account and
comparing it to their 1 992 construction allotment. The difference between these two
amounts was then determined and a factor of 2 applied to the difference between the
1992 construction allotment minus the amount available on September 1, 1992.
Positive amounts were then considered as the proposed needs adjustment for a
apportionment increase proposal.

This proposed needs adjustment provides an additional apportionment for those
communities having a ratio of less then 1.0 in their city's construction allotment. A
total of 37 cities would receive an increased apportionment under this scenario. The
total additional apportionment for these 37 cities would be approximately
$525,000.00. This amount, of course, would come from the overall Municipal State
Aid allocation amount.

The subcommittee reviewed this proposal at length. The discussions centered around
a number of different aspects of this proposal. These include:

1. The overall goal to provide an incentive program for each city to use
each city's Municipal State Aid apportionment.

2. The relationship between the population apportionment amount and the
needs apportionment amount.
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MSA Minutes of April 27. 1993 Meeting
Page 2 of 4

3. The point at which the ratio between construction allotment and the
unencumbered construction fund balance is considered at equilibrium.
Is this equilibrium point a 1.0 value or a 1.5 value or a 2.0 value, etc.?

4. The amount of money In relative terms which would be considered for
incentive adjustments. This amount may be 2.5%, 5%, 10%, etc. of
the apportionment.

5. The relative relationship of the incentive program when considering
communities that have zero balance to those that have balances of 1.0
or greater.

6. The potential of increasing the multiplier for the incentive program if a
community maintains a low balance for more than one year.

7. The relationship of this incentive program to both the small cities and the
large cities based upon the variation of the apportionment amounts.

8. The relationship of this program and discussions being held regarding the
allocation of ISTEA dollars now available for allocation lor the various
communities.

9. The aspect of communities that have programmed various improvements
to utilize their MSA account but due to complexities such as right of way
acquisition, environmental concerns, federal funding and other
requirements/constraints have been delayed and therefore unable to
encumber those funds.

The subcommittee discussed the possibility of having a dedicated encumbrance fund
and an unencumbered fund within the Municipal State Aid system. A dedicated
encumbered project would involve a resolution from the city stating that this project
has been committed to and is scheduled for construction. The city would submit this
resolution and the monies placed in their dedicated encumbrance fund. At that point,
the needs for these particular sections of roadway would be eliminated from the
system. This proposal did have some merit based upon the subcommittee's
comments but it was felt that additional study and evaluation was necessary to
determine its total validity. Discussion and comments from the Screening Committee
and all the communities is welcomed on this particular topic.

The discussion also addressed the potential of this program in relation to advance
encumbrance projects as well as MSA bond improvements. It was agreed that neither
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MSA Minutes of April 27, 1993 Meeting
Page 3 of 4

of these programs should have an adverse effect or be adversely affected by this
particular program. During this discussion, however, it was agreed that these
particular programs as they now operate are not properly adjusted for in the overall
20 year needs for each community. In fact, an advanced encumbered project is
eliminated from the needs at the time of contract award but the money is not actually
received by the community for up to three years following the elimination of the
needs. Likewise, communities that do proceed with the MSA Bond Program and
expend the money on projects are not properly adjusted for this elimination of needs.
Again, the projects, are eliminated from the needs as soon as the award Is made but
the adjustinent is made on a continuing reducing number based upon the remaining
bond amount each year. These matters should be reviewed and determined if some
other action is appropriate.

During the analysis of why communities have certain balances in their MSA account,
one area that was discussed involved projects which are constructed with local dollars
rather than Municipal State Aid dollars. Many communities find it necessary to
construct their Municipal State Aid street system prior to their ability to fund it with
their MSA account. These streets are placed on the State Aid street system, the
community receives one, two or three years of allocation, the project is constructed
and the needs are eliminated thereby negating any additional Municipal State Aid
allotment. Consideration should be given to addressing this issue through some type
of after the fact needs in relation to local dollars spent. This program could include
the submittal of a project for MSA approval, determining the MSA funding for the
project and thereafter reimbursing the community for local funding from future MSA
allocations. The needs for this particular segment would also have to be reviewed in
relation to properiy addressing approprsst® apportionment "mounts.

The subcommittee also discussed the difference between concrete pavement and
bituminous pavement. The 20 year cycle used in our needs determinations seems
appropriate for our bituminous pavement streets but not long enough for the concrete
streets. Possibly, the concrete streets should be considered for a longer life cycle
when determining overall needs of the Municipal State Aid Street System.

The overall anticipated changes in our Municipal State Aid account with respect to the
elimination of adjustment for expenditures off the State Aid System was also
reviewed. A better perspective is anticipated in the next few years regarding the
impact of this change on our program. It is anticipated this allowance adjustment
should reduce the balance due to the increased number of projects available to the
communities. It was noted, however, that under our present policy regarding needs
adjustment for overlay projects, the two do not seem very appropriate or compatible.
It may be desirable to review the overlay project adjustment in relation to the off
system expenditure program.
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The recommendation of the subcommittee is as follows;

The proposed positive needs adjustment spreadsheets be provided to the
district meetings and Screening Committee for their evaluation and
comments. Two spreadsheets are to be provided. One based upon
those cities having a ratio less than 1.00 receiving the same
apportionment increase and the other slightly more refined in which
those communities with the ratio of 0.00 to 0.49 receiving twice the
apportionment increase as those communities with the ratio of 0.50 to
0.99. The rationale for the 1.00 ratio being that the incentive program
is analyzed In the fall of the year and therefore to maintain a reasonable
reflection during the legislative process, the equilibrium point of 1 .00
was most appropriate. Variations in the multiplier and the range witl be
finalized following the evaluation and comment period with a final
recommendation being made at either the fall, 1993 or spring, 1994
Screening Committee meeting. In addition, the other items discussed
previously in these minutes should also be addressed by the Screening
Committee and appropriate action taken.

A final comment is also offered regarding the present existing incentive plan, namely
the maintenance allotment allowed for each city. The present rules allow a
community to receive 25% of their apportionment without substantial documentation.
This procedure will automatically reduce the allocation amounts for each city which
would be beneficial from an overall standpoint. The cities should be encouraged to
utilize this existing method to the greatest extent.

The Subcommittee meeting adjourned at 12:40 p.m.

6<^^ S-X^-
Minutes Recorded by Bruce R. Bullert

BRB/msh
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BALANCE ADJUSTMENT
PROPOSED POSITIVE NEEDS ADJUSTMENT FOR CITIES HAVING BALANCE THAT IS LESS THAN
CONSTRUCTION ALLOTMENT. THE ADJUSTMENT IS COMPUTED BY THE DIFFERENCE BETWEEN
THE BALANCE AND CONSTRUCTION ALLOTMENT TIMES 2.
$1.00 IN MONEY NEEDS IS WORTH $.02952

IManiciRaBtiesi
Albert Lea
Alexandria
Andover

Anoka
Apple Valley
Arden Hills

Austin
Bemidji
Blaine

Bloomington
Brainerd
Brooklyn Center

Brooklyn Park
Buffalo
Burnsville

Cambridge
Champlin
Chanhassen

Chaska
Chisholm
Cloquet

Columbia Heighl
Coon Rapids
Corcoran

Cottage Grove
Crookston
Crystal

Detroit Lakes
Duluth
Eagan

East Bethel
East Grand Fork
Eden Prairie

Edina
Elk River
Fairmont
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liii8imiijiii;i
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2.7226
2.3242
0.9410

0.0000
1.9577
0.2720

2.1818
3.7000
2.5163

2.2791
3.7316
1.6104

4.3359
2.6882
0.7230

1.0000
1.0415
2.2845

2.8408
0.1712
2.1600

3.6556
1.4743
0.0000

2.0980
1.8047
1.7983

0.7012
0.9318
0.9307

0.0000
1.4100
0.0000

4.2750
0.2469
0.9518

::::;:::;:;::;;;:;:::::::::::::::::::::::;:
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IISIIo'tiieintill
$1,415,623 $519,962

693,474 298,366
409,012 434,665

0 351,624
1,158,246 591,645

53,187 195,571

1,636,900 750,243
1,147,677 310,180
1,712,325 680,483

4,841,250 2,124,224
928,623 248,854
848,305 526,753

4,033,619 930,283
470,814 175,141
694,889 961,180

198,367 198,367
391,287 375,701
756,899 331,316

807,407 284,220
31,367 183,175

1,008,326 466,818

1,253,258 342,834
1,638,973 1,111,691

0 157,160

1,201,371 572,627
566,319 313,803
967,540 538,033

147,852 210,863
2,156,079 2,313,815

742,069 797,304

0 185,855
294,204 208,652

0 816,889

3,800,549 889,027
96,831 392,134

493,097518,094

^RStjiefiORl
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lllllWliliisliil
liaiiliilll
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($1,791,32;
(790,211

51,30!

703,24!
(1,133,20:

284,76!

(1,773,31'
(1,674,99'
(2,063,68'

(5,434,05;
(1,359,53i

(643,10^

(6,206,67;
(591,34(
532,58;

(
(31,17:

(851,16C

(1,046,37^
303,61(

(1,083,01 (

(1,820,84;
(1,054,56^

314,32(

(1,257,48;
(505,03;
(859,01^

126,022
315,47;
110,47(

371,71 (
(171,10^

1,633,77(

(5,823,04^
590,60(

49,99^
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51,306

703,248

284,768

532,582

303,616

314,320

126,022
315,472
110,470

371,710

1,633,778

590,606
49,994

llliilill
lictiljiiierelii
lllicileilliil

lEeer'elasielll
($3,355:

(2,455:
(3,541:

18,712
(4,930:
7,602

(5,613:
(3,043:
(6,233:

(22,365:
(1,882:
(5,192:

(4,557:
(1,399;
8,545

(1,581:
(1,731:
(2,789:

(3,014:
7,573

(3,961;

(2,055:
(6,060;
7,157

(4,901;
(2,287;
(4,565;

2,406
(13,663;

(3,316:

9,647
(1,210:
39,623

(6,442;
14,201
(2,830;
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Muhicipalifit
Falcon Heigh
Faribault
Farmington

Fergus Falls
Forest Lake
Fridley

Golden Valle
Grand Rapid;
Ham Lake

Hastings
Hermantown
Hibbing

Hopkins
Hutchinson
International I

Inver Grove h
Lake Elmo
Lakeville

Lino Lakes
Litchfield
Little Canada

Little Falls
Mahtomedi
Mankato

Maple Grove
Maplewood
Marshall

Mend ota Hei{
Minneapolis
Minnetonka

Montevideo
Monticello
Moorhead

Morris
Mound
Mounds View

New Brighton
New Hope
New Ulm

Northfield
North Mankal
North St. Pau

iiii
^mour
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11
aiHii
JlotiTK
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1.(

0.(

1.^

0.-;

3.(

3.;

1.{

2.1

o.c

3.2

0.2

o.c

3A
1.C

i.e

4.4

o.c

0.2

3.£

1.C

0.2

1.C
o.s

0.2

3.7

1.2

2A
i.e

3.2

3.£

0.7
2.E

0.£

3.2

5.5

3.1

1.C

o.c

3.6

0.2
1.7

iiil
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51^442
00,505

0

57,244
97,095
32,926

60,667
85,669
20,034

0
54,296
79,735

0
36,002
59,767

17,227
49,364

0

72,224
93,382
38,209

30,703
29,975
D9,930

40,994
71,646
39,117

39,469
26,542
31,588

77,002
22,497
96,260

37,342
59,158
19,707

10,119
12,915

0

17,486
56,475
33,862
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$94,253
424,464
296,387

396,765
121,997
466,935

557,201
207,709
197,347

273,683
262,371
688,050

385,894
301,514
248,390

443,860
122,503
896,232

243,696
177,779
156,720

285,660
129,975
886,887

926,965
532,753
196,309

163,928
9,927,614
1,286,246

147,852
158,199
736,869

143,777
165,703
166,518

363,016
412,915
394,833

303,082
219,338
186,344
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$85,622
(552,082)
592,774

(320,958)
49,804

(1,931,982)

(2,606,932)
(355,920)
(445,374)

547,366
(1,183,850)
1,016,630

771,788
(1,468,976)

(22,754)

(546,734)
(853,722)

1,792,464

342,944
(1,031,206)

(22,978)

449,914
0

753,914

1,171,942
(2,877,786)

(85,616)

(491,082)
(13,797,856)
(5,830,684)

(858,300)
71,404

(2,318,782)

12,870
(786,910)

(1,506,378)

(1,554,206)
0

789,666

(1,628,808)
325,726

(295,036)

$85,622

592,774

49,804

547,366

1,016,630

771,788

1,792,464

342,944

449,914

753,914

1,171,942

71,404

12,870

789,666

325,726

03.Mw.93

iiiBiiiiii
iliBnmeniil
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$2,420
(4,105
14,646

(2,644
465

(3,171:

(5,232:
(1,939:
(1,247:

14,496
(1,817

20,754

20,400
(1,840:
(1,799:

(3,100;
(908:

44,961

7,438
(1,043:
(1,141;

10,762
(656:

15,996

26,782
(3,214:
(1,148;

(1,493;
(61,881:

(8,825:

(1,198:
1,006

(4,151;

(461;
(1,126;

(498;

(2,166;
(2,891;

20,401

(2,266;
7,318

(1,176'
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lliBiuJHHciipaHtiei^
Oakdale
Orono
Otsego

Owatonna
Plymouth
Prior Lake

Ramsey
Red Wing
Richfield

Robbinsdale
Rochester
Rosemount

Roseville
St. Anthony
St. Cloud

St. Louis Park
St. Paul
St. Peter

Sartell
Sauk Rapids
Savage

Shakopee
Shoreview
Shorewood

South St. Paul
Spring Lake Pa
Stillwater

Thief River Fall;
Vadnais Height
Virginia

Waite Park
Waseca
West St. Paul

White Bear Lak
Willmar
Winona

Woodbury
Worthington
i©!miliiiil
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liliiiiiiiaiiflii
ffiMiiia^^^
|!iQiRsiEi|iG|i»Qn|
lllftjliSfiiienli

0.8863
4.5521
0.8782

1.1324
2.2337
2.8034

2.2301
3.2445
3.5735

1.7259
1.7174
0.9874

2.1142
1.6083
0.4867

2.2907
3.6926
1.3322

1.0000
3.2788
0.0000

2.4780
0.3512
1.9884

2.5635
2.2396
3.5485

1.1946
0.1724
1.0558

0.0000
1.3021
1.1509

1.1247
0.4981
1.2110

3.4647
3.8327
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lliliilillliiiil
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$319,639
927,233
211 ,-714

658,886
2,931,460

894,644

697,979
1,332,349
2,692,790

553,575
2,719,447

363,462

1,332,407
208,642
417,925

1,750,817
22,231,686

292,442

132,021
721,175

0

972,297
155,763
-1-7C Cd*
t/ v/,UUt

985,321
244,355

1,349,486

367,263
35,612

241,019

0
198,320
409,048

531,948
204,166
614,922

1,988,949
1,077,930

i|$?T29s836Wi

:^'::':':''::::::::::::::::::::::::::;:::::

ioiiitnUioil
il^Hiemlniil

$360,646
203,692
241,069

581,840
1,312,400

319,131

312,981
410,649
753,552

320,752
1,583,437

368,082

630,217
129,726
858,735

764,308
6,020,575

219,521

132,021
219,952
339,909

392,374
443,557
238,025

384,362
109,106
380,300

307,436
206,573
228,284

161,430
152,310
355,404

472,963
409,900
507,778

574,054
281,242
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$82,014
(1,447,082)

58,710

(154,092)
(3,238,120)
(1,151,026)

(769,996)
(1,843,400)
(3,878,476)

(465,646)
(2,272,020)

9,240

(1,404,380)
(157,832)
881,620

(1,973,018)
(32,422,222)

(145,842)

0
(1,002,446)

679,818

(1,159,846)
575,588

I A 1C. 07S\
yfi u,*.i u/

(1,201,918)
(270,498)

(1,938,372)

(119,654)
341,922
(25,470)

322,860
(92,020)

(107,288)

(117,970)
411,468

(214,288)

(2,829,790)
(1,593,376)

mjmssi^mi

|i|il|ciR;c«iti||||||||
lililliiSiiciillllilll
immdiineiilil
|||||||E»||ia^i|sicji|B
lleiiiiiiiiiiiiiii
llilieonsfTOf^BiSil

$82,014

58,710

9,240

881,620

679,818

575,588

341,922

322,860

411,468

||lil$^^IS25itil

03-M«y-»3

iiiii^i^iiiiiiiii
ilioniire'nilii
liijlileiiiil
iiiiiliia
iBeGireatisigli

"(393:
(2,414:
(1,277:

(3,921;
(7,078:
(2,297

(3,168:
(4,776:
(6,094:

(1,903:
(12,835;

(3,358;

(4,210:
(501;

18,469

(4,823;
(52,242:

(1,218:

(968;
(1,510:
16,025

(2,990;
15,254
(1,938:

(2,497:
(573;

(2,270;

(2,640:
9,267

(2,432;

8,313
(611:

(1,732:

(3,530;
8,200

(3,968;

(8,760;
(1,806:

mimiijM

TOTAL APPORTIONMENT DOLLARS EXCHANGED IS $17,525,960 TIMES $.02952 EQUALING $517,366.
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ipt ci al/bal adju I ,wk3 Q3-Msy-93

BALANCE ADJUSTMENT
PROPOSED POSITIVE NEEDS ADJUSTMENT FOR CITIES HAVING BALANCE THAT IS LESS THAN
CONSTRUCTION ALLOTMENT. THE ADJUSTMENT IS COMPUTED BY THE DIFFERENCE BETWEEN
THE BALANCE AND CONSTRUCTION ALLOTMENT TIMES 2 IF THE BALANCE IS 0 - .49 OR TIMES 4
IF THE BALANCE IS FROM .50 TO .99 TIMES THE CONSTRUCTION ALLOTMENT.
$1.00 IN MONEY NEEDS IS WORTH $.02946

:::::::::::;:::::::::;::;::;:::::;:i:::::::::;;::::;-

IVlunictpalitie
Albert Lea
Alexandria
Andover

Anoka
Apple Valley
Arden Hills

Austin
Bemidji
Blaine

Bloomington
Brainerd
Brooklyn Cen

Brooklyn Part
Buffalo
Bumsville

Cambridge
Champlin
Chanhassen

Chaska
Chisholm
Cloquet

Columbia Hei
Coon Rapids
Corcoran

Cottage Grov
Crookston
Crystal

Detroit Lakes
Duluth
Eagan

East Bethel
East Grand F
Eden Prairie

Edina
Elk River
Fairmont

iiiiiMg
^'oiiitlili
ii^il^ttiiili
lliiiiililll
niiiiljitioii
ailisttieiiiiil

2.7226
2.3242
0.9410

0.0000
1.9577
0.2720

2.1818
3.7000
2.5163

2.2791
3.7316
1.6104

4.3359
2.6882
0.7230

1.0000
1.0415
2.2845

2.8408
0.1712
2.1600

3.6556
1.4743
0.0000

2.0980
1.8047
1.7983

0.7012
0.9318
0.9307

0.0000
1.4100
0.0000

4.2750
0.2469
0.9518

lllii^iijttiiiii
Available

iSiiiil
$1,415,6

693,4
409,0

1,158,2
53,1

1,636,9
1,147,6
1,712,3

4,841,2
928,6
848,3

4,033,6
470,8
694,8

198,3
391,2
756,8

807,4
31,3

1,008,3

1,253,2
1,638,9

1,201,3
566,3
967,5

147,8
2,156,0

742,0

294,2

3,800,5
96,8

493,0

Wlioili
(Btiinllli
519,962
298,366
434,665

351,624
591,645
195,571

750,243
310,180
680,483

124,224
248,854
526,753

930,283
175,141
961,180

198,367
375,701
331,316

284,220
183,175
466,818

342,834
111,691
157,160

572,627
313,803
538,033

210,863
313,815
797,304

185,855
208,652
816,889

889,027
392,134
518,094

iiiiWi
lliailiilo
lliBiiliil
||||||||||||m
iiiriiM
lliiliiiisli;

$102,

569,

1,065,

252,
630,
220,

99,

H|i|t|o||
uwiilili
liniiiiii
Hiiillig
iMlaliliii

$703,24(

303,61 C

314,32(

371,71 (

1,633,77{

590,606

llllllliill
lioiniiniil
iMiJiasilli
y^miif
|13eie|eailll

-($3,844:
(2,813:
(2,770:

18,375
(5,650;
15,859

(6,432;
(3,486;
(7,142;

(25,628;
(2,156;
(5,950:

(5,222:
(1,603;
23,160

(1,812:
(1,983:
(3,196:

(3,453;
7,354

(4,539;

(2,355;
(6,944;
6,831

(5,616;
(2,621;
(5,231:

5,921
(7,737:
(1,027;

9,433
(1,387;
38,279

(7,382;
13,697
(1,988;
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pEcnUt.lnljul.wt3

Hiiiiiiiiiii^
ilum<apai|iill
Falcon Heights
Faribault
Farmington

Fergus Falls
Forest Lake
Fridley

Golden Valley
Grand Rapids
Ham Lake

Hastings
Hermantown
Ribbing

Hopkins
Hutchinson
International Falls

Inver Grove Heigh
Lake Elmo
Lakeville

Uno Lakes
Litchfield
Little Canada

Little Falls
Mahtomedi
Mankato

Maple Grove
Maplewood
Marshall

Mendota Heights
Minneapolis
Minnetonka

Montevideo
Monticello
Moorhead

Morris
Mound
Mounds View

New Brighton
New Hope
New Dim

Northfield
North Mankato
North StPayl

iitiiiiii
iiSmielu:it||
Available

iliialltliiiil
iBIIStFUCfiQI
li^iiiiiiii

-0^4S

1.650;
O.OOOi

1.404;
0.795'
3.068.

3.339:
1.856i
2.128.

O.OOOi
3.256
0.261;

O.OOOl
3.4361
1.045i

1.615!
4.484!
0.0001

0.296.
3.900:
1.073;

0.212!
1.0001
n c-7Ci
U.^/l ^

0.367!
3.700!
1.218

2.497!
1.694!
3.2661

3.9021
0.774:
2.573.

0.955:
3.374!
5.523:

3.140-

1.0001
0.0001

3.687
0.2571
1.7911

ijSffioiiii
iKadlaEillU

lKi<cti<?iiiii
imeiilii
iiBsiiiiii
lllllllllgl
llliiilllli
lisiiiiii

$51,442 $94,253 $171,244
700,505 424,464

0 296,387

557,244
97,095

1,432,926
99,608

1,860,667 557,201
385,669 207,709
420,034 197,347

0 273,683
854,296 262,371
179,735 688,050

0
1,036,002

259,767

717,227 443,860
549,364 122,503

0 896,232

72,224 243,696
693,382 177,779
168,209 156,720

60,703 285,660
129,975 129,975
509,930 886,887 1,507,828

340,994 926,965
1,971,646 532,753
239,117 196,309

409,469 163,928
16,826,542 9,927,614
4,201,588 1,286,246

577,002
122,497

1,896,260
142,808

137,342 143,777 25,740
559,158 165,703
919,707 166,518

1,140,119 363,016
412,915 412,915

0 394,833

1,117,486
56,475

333,862

construction
||Ud||i|H|
IIIIMiliSislil
giiiciili
liiaiilil
iiiiiiiliil

$592,7

547,3

1,016,6

771,7

1,792,4

342,9

449,9

1,171,9

789,6

325,7

03-M»y!)3

lilimUU
|(i||io||ie|
lilleaiili

$4,922
(4,704^
14,197

(3,030;
1,783

(3,634^

(5,995;
(2,222;
(1,429;

14,223
(2,082^
19,348

20,010
(2,109;
(2,062;

(3,552^
(1,041^
43,703

7,027
(1,195;
(1,308;

10,370
(752;

37.255

25,579
(3,683;
(1,315;

(1,711;
(70,910;
(10,112;

(1,373:
2,945

(4,756;

(205;
(1,291;

(571;

(2,482;
(3,313;
19,933

(2,596;
6,966

(1,348-
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pecillAdlKljul.wti

Mumctpalifies
Oakdale
Orono
Otsego

Owatonna
Plymouth
Prior Lake

Ramsey
Red Wing
Richfield

Robbinsdale
Rochester
Rosemount

Roseville
St. Anthony
St. Cloud

St. Louis Park
St. Paul
St. Peter

Sartell
Sauk Rapids
Savage

Shakopee
Shoreview
Shorewood

South St. Paul
Spring Lake Park
Stillwater

Thief River Falls
Vadnais Heights
Virginia

Waite Park
Waseca
West St. Paul

White Bear Lake
Willmar
Winona

Woodbury
Worthington

s^imti^^^^w^u

iNNiiiiiiiN^
llilliiiilNNNilllM^

0.8863 $319,639
4.5521 927,233
0.8782 211,714

1.1324 658,886
2.2337 2,931,460
2.8034 894,644

2.2301 697,979
3.2445 1,332,349
3.5735 2,692,790

1.7259 553,575
1.7174 2,719,447
0.9874 363,462

2.1142 1,332,407
1.6083 208,642
0.4867 417,925

2.2907 1,750,817
3.6926 22,231,686
1.3322 292,442

1.0000 132,021
3.2788 721,175
0.0000 0

2.4780 972,297
0.3512 155,763
1.9984 475,664

2.5635 985,321
2.2396 244,355
3.5485 1,349,486

1.1946 367,263
0.1724 35,612
1.0558 241,019

0.0000 0
1.3021 198,320
1.1509 409,048

1.1247 531,948
0.4981 204,166
1.2110 614,922

3.4647 1,988,949
3.8327 1,077,930

iliiiii^

11111^
Silillil§iill8i<liilil
lill^^

llliiGlilllNNiljiiill
lijiiliilllgillliieiilll

|ii(SOOT|Stj(^

IIIIIIIII^^^
lilllioiiiiig
||||iv|ii|||||
iiiiimisiuii

$360,646 $164,028
203,692
241,069 117,420

581,840
1,312,400

319,131

312,981
410,649
753,552

320,752
1,583,437
368,082 18,480

630,217
129,726
858,735

764,308
6,020,575

219,521

132,021
219,952
339,909

392,374
443,557
238,025

384,362
109,106
380,300

307,436
206,573
228,284

161,430
152,310
355,404

472,963
409,900
507,778

574,054
281,242

$881,620

679,818

575,588

341,922

322,860

411,468

ms^^^KiiiiW^^i^iMM^t^^M

03-Mxy-93

•^:;;^;.:;^;g^

;%:;;;:::::;:::;;;:;:;:^^^:::^::<::;:g:::^

Approximate

^||j||Ri||ij(:ji|ji|ne|
lilitRleasleji:

$1,609
(2,766:

10

(4,493:
(8,110:
(2,632:

(3,630:
(5,473:
(6,983;

(2,181:
(14,708:

(3,616;

(4,824;
(574;

17,319

(5,527;
(59,865:

(1,396;

(1,109;
(1,730:
15,398

(3,426^
14,970
(2,221;

(2,861;
(657;

(2,601;

(3,026;
9,128

(2,787;

8,118
(701;

(1,985:

(4,043;
7,603

(4,546;

(10,037^
(2,069^

iiiiiiiiiiSQi:

TOTAL APPORTIONMENT DOLLARS EXCHANGED IS $20,120,152 TIMES .02946 EQUALING $592,740.
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STATUS OF MUNICIPAL TRAFFIC COUNTING

(Most out-state traffic counts are done by state forces)

1. Seven County Metropolitan Traffic Area
Cities in the seven county metropolitan area count cooperatively with Mn/Dot on a two
year cycle and are scheduled to be counted in 1994. Minneapolis and St. Paul count
one half each year.

2. Out-State Municipalities
The out-state cities will be counted on a four-year cycle.

3. MuniciDalities that have a count annuallv
Duluth counts 1/4 of the city each year.

n^iiliiiii^ii^miNii(iin!99^
Albert Lea Faribault Moorhead
Brainerd Grand Rapids Morris
Crookston Little Falls New Ulm
East Grand Forks Mankato Northfield
Fairmont Marshall

ill^iil^li^lBiii^^i^iiiaiiNlil^lll
Alexandria Rochester Worthington
Cloquet _ _Willmar

Bemidji
Cambridge
Chisholm
Elk River
Fergus Falls
Hermantown
Hibbing

iiJlIlliiltiiS^iiNiililERi
Hutchinson
Litohfield
North Mankato
Owatonna
Red Wing
St. Cloud
St. Peter

Sartell
Sauk Rapids
Thief River Falls
Virginia
Waite Park
Waseca
W\nona

Austin International Falls Otsego
Buffalo Montevideo
Detroit Lakes Monticello

The State Aid Needs unit updates the needs traffic counts when they are received
from the Mn/Dot traffic counting office.
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CURRENT RESOLUTIONS
OF THE

MUNICIPAL SCREENING BOARD

JUNE 1992
BE FT RESOLVED:

ADMMSTRATION

Appointments to Scrcenine Board - Oct. 1961 (Revised June 1981)

That annually Ac Commissioner of Mn/DOT will be requested to appomt three (3) new
members, upon recommendation of the City Engineers Association of Minnesota, to serve

three (3) year terms as voting members of the Municipal Screening Board. These
appointees are selected from the Nine Construction Districts together with one
representative from each of the three (3) major cities of the first class.

Screening Board Chairman and Vice Chaiiman - June 1987

That the Chairman and Vice Chairman, nominated annually at the annual meeting of the
City Engineers association of Minnesota and subsequently appointed by the
Commissioner of the Minnesota Department of Transportation shaU not have a vote in

matters before the Screening Board unless they are also the duly appointed Screening
Board Representative of a construction District or of a City of the first class.

Screenine Board Secretary - Oct. 1961

That annually, the Commissioner of the Minnesota Department of Transportation
(MQ/DOT) may be requested to appoint a secretary, upon recommendation of the City
Engineers* Association of Minnesota, as a non-voting member of the Municipal

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

Appointmenttothe Nee<}s Study Subcommittee - June 1987

The Screening Board Chairman shall annually appoint one city engineer, who has served
on the Screening Board, to serve a three year term on the Needs Study Subcommittee.

The appointment shall be made after the annual Spring meeting of the Municipal
Screening Board. The appointed subcommittee person shall serve as chairman of the

subcommittee in Ate thud year of the appomtment.

Appointmentto Unencumbered Construction Funds Subcommittee - Revised June 1979

The Screeiung Board past Chairman be appointed to serve a three-year term on the
Unencumbered Construction Fund Subcommittee. This will continue to maintain an

experienced group to follow a program of accomplishments.
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Scrcenme Board Alternate Attendance - June 1979

The alternate to a third year member be invited to attend the final meeting. A formal
request to the alternates governing body would request that he attend the meetings and
the municipality pay for its expenses.

ATOearancc Scrcenine Board - Oct 1962 (Revised Oct 1982)

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, communicate with the State Aid Engineer. The
State Aid Engineer with concurrence of the Chairman of the Screening Board 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 before the Board for discussion purposes.

Research Account - Oct. 1961

That an annual resolution be considered for setting aside a reasonable amount of money

for the Research Account to continue municipal street research activity.

Soil Type - Oct. 1961

That the soil type classification as approved by the 1961 Municipal Screening Board, for
all municipalities under Municipal State Aid be adopted for tfae 1962 Needs Study and
1963 apportionment on all streets in the respective municipaUties. Said classifications are
to be continued in use until subsequendy amended or revised by Municipal Screening
Board action.

Improper Needs Report - Oct. 1961

That the Office of State Aid and the District State Aid Engineer is requested to
recommend an adjustment of the Needs Reporting whenever there is a reason to believe
that said reports have deviated from accepted standards and to submit their
recommendations to the Screening Board, with a copy to the municipality involved, or its
engineer.

New Cities Needs - Oct. 1983

Any new city which has determined their eligible mileage, but does not have an approved
State Aid System, their money needs will be determined at the cost per mile of the
lowest other city.
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Construction Cut Off Date - Oct. 1962 (Revised 1967)

That for the purpose of measuring the Needs of the Municipal State Aid Highway
System, the annual cut off date for recording construction accomplishments based upon
the project award date shall be December 31st of the preceding year.

Construction Accomplishments - (Oct 1988)

When a Municipal State Aid Street is constructed to State Aid Standards, said street shall
be considered adequate for a period of 20 years from the date of project letting or
encumbrance of force account funds.

If, during the period that complete needs are being received the street is improved with a
bituminous overlay or concrete joint repair the municipality wfll continue to receive
complete needs but shaU have the non-local cost of the bituminous resurfacing or
concrete joint repair construction project deducted from its total needs for a period of ten
(10) yeais.

If the construction of the Municipal State Aid Street is accomplished with local funds,
only the construcdon needs necessary to bring the roadway up to State Aid Standards will
be pennitted in subsequent needs for 20 years from the date of the letting or
encumbrance of force account funds. At the end of the 20 year period, reinstatement for

complete construction needs shall be initiated by the Municipality.

Needs for resurfacing, lighting, and traffic signals shall be allowed on aU Municipal State
Aid Streets at all times.

That any bridge construction project shall cause the needs of the affected bridge to be
removed for a period of 35 years from the project letting date or date of force account
agreement At the end of the 35 year period, needs for complete reconstruction of the
bridge wfll be reinstated in the needs study at the initiative of the Municipal Engineer.
If, during the period that complete bridge needs are being received the bridge is improved
with a bituminous oveday, the municipality will continue to receive complete needs but
shall have tfae non-local cost of the overlay deducted from its total needs for a period of
ten (10) years.

The adjustments 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 Municipal 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).

In the event that a M.SA.S route earning "After the Pact" needs is removed from the

M.SA. system, then, the "After the Fact" needs shall be removed from the needs study,

except if transferred to another state system. No adjustment will be required on needs

earned prior to the revocation.
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DESIGN

Desien Limitation on Non-Exisrine Streets - Oct. 1965

That non-exisdng streets shall not have their needs computed on tfae basis of urban design
unless justified to the sarisfacdon of the Commissioner.

Less Than Minimum Width - Oct. 1961 (Revised 1986)

That in the event that a Mmiicipal State Aid Street is constructed with State Aid Funds to
a width less than the standard design width as reported in the Needs Study, the total
needs shall be taken off such constructed street other than the surface replacement need.

Surface replacement and other future needs shall be limited to the constructed width
unless exception is justified to Ac satisfaction of the Commissioner.

Greater Than Mimmiun Width

If a Municipal State Aid Street is constructed to a width wider than required, only the
width required by rules will be allowed for future resurfacing needs.

Miscellaneous Limitations - Oct 1961

That miscellaneous items such as fence removal, bituminous surface removal, manholc

adjustment, and relocation of street lights are not permitted in the Municipal State Aid
Street Needs Study. The item of retaining waUs, however, shall be included in the Needs
Study.

MILEAGE

(Feb. 1959)

The maximum mileage for Municipal State Aid Street designation shall be 20 percent of
the municipality's basic mileage - which is comprised of the total improved streets less
Trunk Highway and County State Aid Highways.

(Nov. 1965 - Revised 1972)

The maximum mileage for Municipal State Aid Street designation shall be based on the
Annual Certification of Mileage current as of December 31st of Ac preceding year.
Submittal of a supplementary certification during the year shall not be permitted.
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(Nov. 1965 - Revised 1969)

However, the maximum mileage for State Aid designation may be exceeded to the extent
necessary to designate trunk highway tiimhflclr^ only if sufficient mileage is not available
as determined by the Annual Certification of Mileage.

(Jan. 1969)

Any mileage for designation prior to the trunk highway tumback shall be used for the
tumback before exceeding the maximum mileage.

In the event the maximum mileage is exceeded by a trunk highway tumback, no
additional designation other than t^inlc highway fflmhaclcs r-fln be considered until

allowed by the computations of Ac Annual Certification of Mileage within which the
maximum mileage for State Aid designation is determined.

Oct 1961 CRevised May 1980, Oct. 1982 and Oct 1983)

All requests for additional mileage or revisions to the Mmiicipal State Aid System must
be received by the District State Aid Engineer by March first The District State Aid
Engineer wfll forward the request to the State Aid Engineer for review. A City Council
resolution of approved mileage and the Needs Study reporting data must be received by
the State Aid Engineer by May first, to be included in the current year's Needs Stady.
Any requests for additional mileage or revisions to the Municipal State Aid Systems
received by the District State Aid Engineer after March first wfll be included in the
following year's Needs Study.

One Wav Street MUeaee - June 1983 (Revised Oct. 1984)

That any one-way streets added to the Municipal State Aid Street system must be
reviewed by the Needs Study Sub-Committee, and approved by the Screening Board
before any one-way street can be treated as one-half mileage in the Needs Study.

A one-way street will be treated as one-half of a full four-lane width divided street of
either 56 feet or 72 feet (72 feet when the projected ADT is over 8,000) for needs, and
that the roadway system must be operating as one-way streets prior to the time of

designation.
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St. Paul

MSA
ROUTE
NO.

134
198

235
236

165
117

196

EB Fifth St.
WB Sixth St.

NB Wabasha St
SB St Peter St

NB Minnesota St.
SB Cedar St.

NB Sibley St.
SB Jackson St.

TERMINI

- Fort Rd. CW. 7th St.)
to Broadway St.

- KcUogg Blvd.
to Twelfth St.

- KeUogg Blvd.
to Tenth St

- Shepard Road
to Seventh St

APPROVAL
DATE MILEAGE

6/89

6/89

6/89

6/89

0.85 Miles
0.86 MUes

0.61 Miles
0.62 Miles

0.47 Miles
0.46 Miles

0.34Mfles
CSAH
4.21 MUes

NEEDS
WIDTH

28' & 36'
36'

36'
36'

36'
36'

36'

COST

Construction Item Unit Paces - (Revised Annually)

Right of Way (Needs only) $ 60,000.00 Acre

Grading (Excavation) 3.00 Cu. Yd.

Base:

dass4
dass5
Bituminous

Surface:
Bitiuninous

Bituminous
Bituminous

Shoulders:
Gravel

Spec. #2211 $ 4 JO Ton
Spec. #2211 5.75 Ton
Spec. #2331 22.00 Ton

Spec. #2331 $ 22.00 Ton
Spec. #2341 24.50 Ton
Spec. #2361 , 32.00 Ton

Spec. #2221 $ 7.00 Ton

Miscellaneous:

Storm Sewer Construction

Storm Sewer Adjustment
Special Drainage-Rural
Traffic Signals

Signal Needs Based On Projected Traffic
Projected Traffic Percentage X Unit Price

0-4,999 .25 $80,000
5,000-9,999 .50 80,000

$199,500.00 MUe
62,000.00 MUe
25,000.00 MUe

20,000 to 80,000.00 MUe

10,000 & Over 1.00

Needs Per Mile
$ 20,000.00 MUe

40,000.00 MUe
80,000 = 80,000.00 MUe
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Street Ughting 20,000.00 MUe
Qub & Gutter 5.50 Lin. Ft.
Sidewalk 14.50 Sq. Yd.
Engineering 18%

Removal Items:
Curb & Gutter $ 1.60 Un. Ft
Sidewalk 4.50 Sq. Yd.
Concrete Pavement 4.00 Sq. Yd.
Tree Removal 150.00 Unit

STRUCTURES

Bridee Costs - Oct. 1961 (Revised Annually)

That for the study of needs on the Municipal State Aid Street System, bridge costs shall be
computed as foUows:

Bridges 0 to 149 Ft. $ 55.00 Sq. Ft
Bridges 150 to 499 Ft. 60.00 Sq. R.
Bridges 500 & Over 65.00 Sq. Ft.
Bridge Widening 150.00 Sq. Ft.

"The money needs for all "non-existmg" bridges and grade separations be removed from the

Needs Study until such time that a construction project is awarded. At (hat time a money
needs adjustment shaU be made by annually adding the total amount of the structure cost that
is eligible for State Aid reimbursement for a 15-year period." This directive to exclude all
Federal or State grants.

Bridee Width & Costs - (Revised Annually)

That after conferring with the Bridge Section of Mn/DOT and using the criteria as set forth
by this Department as to the standard design for railroad structures, that the following costs

based on number of tracks be used for the Needs Study:

Railroad Over Hiehwav

Number of Tracks -1 $4,000 Lin. Ft.
Each Additional Track $3,000 Lm. Ft.
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RAILROAD CROSSINGS

Railroad Crossing Costs - (Revised Annually)

That for the study of needs on the Municipal State Aid Street System, the followmg costs
shall be used in computing the needs of the proposed Railroad Protection Devices:

Railroad Grade Crossings

Signals - (Single track - low speed)
Signals and Gates(Multiple Trade - high
Signs Only & (low speed)
Rubberized Railroad Crossings (Per Track)
Pavement Maridng

$ 80,000 Unit
$110,000 Unit
$ 600 Unit
$ 900 Lm. Ft.
$ 750 Unit

Maintenance Needs Costs - June 1992

That for the study of needs on the Municipal State Aid Street System, the following costs shall be

Traffic Lanes:
Segment length times number of
traffic lanes times cost per mfle.

Parking Lanes:
Segment length times number of
parking lanes times cost per mile.

Median Strip:
Segment length times cost per mUe.

Storm Sewer

Segment length times cost per mile.

TrafiBc Signals:
Number of traffic signals times cost for
each signal.

Unlimited Segments: Noimal M.SA.S. Streets.

Cost For
Under 1000

Vehicles Per
Day

$1,200
(Per Mile)

$1,200
(PerMUe)

$ 400
(Per Mile)

$ 400
(Per Mile)

$ 400
(Per Each)

Cost For
Over 1000

Vehicles Per
Day

$2,000
(PCT Mile)

$1,200
(Per Mile)

$800
(Per MUe)

$400
(Per Mile)

$400
(Per Each)

Minimum allowance for mile is deteimined $4,000
by segment length times cost per mile. (Per Mile)

$4,000
(Per MUe)
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Limited Segments: Combination Routes.

Minimum allowance for mile is determined $2,000 $2,000
by segment length times cost per mile. (Per Mile) (Per Mile)

NEEDS ADJUSTMENTS

Bond Adjustment - Oct. 1961 (Revised 1976, 1979)

That a separate annual adjustment shall be made in total money Needs of a nnmicipality that
has sold and issued bonds pursuant to Minnesota Statutes, Section 162.18, for use on State

Aid projects.

That this adjustment, which covers the amortization period, and which annually reflects the
net unamorrized bonded debt shall be accomplished by adding said net unamortized amount to
the computed money needs of the municipality.

For the purpose of this adjustment, the net unamorrized bonded debt shall be the total
unamoitized bonded indebtedness less the unexpended bond amount as of December 31st of
the preceding year.

That for the purpose of this separate annual adjustment, the unamordzed balance of the St.

Paul Bond Account, as authorized in 1953, 2nd United Improvement Program, and as
authorized in 1946, Capital Approach Improvement Bonds, shaU be considered in the same
manner as those bonds sold and issued pursuant to Minnesota Statutes, Section 162.18.

"Bond account money spent off State Aid System would not be eligible for Bond Account
Adjustment. This action would not be retroactive, but would be in effect for the remaining
term of the Bond issue."

Unencumbered Construction Fund Balance Adjustment - Oct. 1961 (Revised October 1991)

That for the detemunarion of Apportionment Needs, the amount of the unencumbered

construction fund balance as of September 1st of the current year shall be deducted from the
25-year total Needs of each individual municipality.

Projects that have been received before September 1st by the District State Aid Engineer for
payment shall be considered as being encumbered and the construcdon balances shall be so
adjusted.
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Traffic Manual - Oct. 1962

That for the 1965 and aU future Municipal State Aid Street Needs Studies, the Needs Study
procedure shall utilize traffic data developed according to Ac Traffic Estimating Manual -
M.SA.S. #5-892.700. This manual shall be prepared and kept current under the direction of
the Screening Board regarding methods of counting traffic and computing average daily
traffic. The manner and scope of reporting is detailed in the above mentioned manual.

Traffic Countme - Sept. 1973 (Revised June 1987)

That future traffic data for State Aid Needs Studies be developed as follows:

1. The municipalities in the metropolitan area cooperate with the State by agreeing
to participate in counting traffic every two years.

2. The cities in the outstate area may have their traffic counted for a nominal fee
and maps prepared by State forces every four years, or may elect to continue Ac

present procedure of taking their own counts and preparing their own traffic
maps at four year intervals.

3. Some deviations from the present four-year counting cycle shall be permitted
during Ac interim period of conversion to counting by State forces in the
outstate area.
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