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APPOINTMENT A~D CHARGE OF:'HE STEERING COMMITTEE 

The Road t;se Tax Fu~d :::>istribution Study Steering Committee · .. as 
established pursuant to 1988 :owa Acts, cnaoter 1019, section ~; 
(S.F. 2196). The Steering Committee 'consisted of 5~X 
nonlegislative individuals. The members of the Steering Committee 
are as follows: 

Royce fichtner, Chairman 
Richard C. Ransom, Vice Chairman 
Shirley Andre 
Bob Humphrey 
Sandra Huston 
Sech McFarlane 

Chairman Fichtner, the Marshall County Engineer, and Ms. Huston, a 
Muscatine County Supervisor, were appointed by the :owa S~ate 
Association of C~unties; Vice Chairman Ransom, the Cedar Ra?lCS 
City Engineer, and the Honorable Seth McFarlane, the Mayor 0: 
Oelwein, were appointed by the League of Iowa Municipall:ies; and 
Ms. Andre and Mr. Humphrey of the State 0epar:ment 0: 
Transpor:ation, were appointed by the State Transportation 
Commission. 

The charge 
independently 
network and 
derived from 
the use tax 
fund". There 

of the Steering Committee was to administer an 
conducted study of the "needs for the total road 

the mechanisms for the distribution of the revenues 
fuel taxes, vehicle registration fees, license fees, 
on vehicles, and other sources of the road use tax 

was appropriated $300,000 for purposes of the study. 

MEET:NGS OF THE STEERING COMMITTEE 

The Steering Committee held a total of sixteen meetings :,C~ 
July 8, 1988, through January 20, 1989. The first seven meetings 
involved the development of a "Request For Proposal" to be provided 
to interested consultants, and the selection process. The 
consultant chosen was Oe Leuw, Cather & Co. of Gaithersburg, 
Maryland, and a contract with the consultant was entered inco bv 
the Steering Committee. De Leuw, Cather & Co. did the study i; 
association with Price Waterhouse, Barton-Aschman Associates, Inc. 
and Kirkham, Michael and Associates. 
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A:':er ,:~e selection "Jt :~e C':lr.s:;i~a~,:, ~~.e S':ee: ~;,:g ':::ir.r. ~~ 
and :he :ons~l:ant began senera:~y ~ee:~ng a: :wo-wee< ~~te:~~ J. 
:he ~~tSt beginning on October 5. ~988. At ~he meetings ~~e 
cor.s~:~a:-,.: would :nEor:n ':he Stee:-::--.g Cc~i.~:ee ')E ·..tr.dO: ::-.e 
co~s~:ta~: ~as done since the !ast meeti~g and what ~asks ~: ~~:~ 
?er:or~ or:~r ~o the ~ext. rhe Stee~:ng Co~~:::~e ~3ed :~ese 
mee~:~gs ~o prev.de the oversight and guida~ce ~ne cor.su~:a~t 
~eeded to ens~re :he study would prod~ce a wor:hwn:le product. 

r:NAL REPOR7 OF 7HE CONSULTANT 

The final two meetings were devoted to putting together the 
Einal report ot the consultant. The consultant arranged to have 
printed an executive summary which was b,,;ed upon. but separate 
from, the final report. A copy of th~s executive surrmary is 
attached :0 :his Einal report of the Steering Committee. ~he 
conSUltant's final :e9ort and the minutes of all of the meetings 
are available at ~~e ~eglslative Service Bureau. 

Rusefinal,121Sst 
mg/dg/20 
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Chapter , 

INTROOUCTION 

"'s Exec,,(,ve Summary contains a Chapter by chapter synopSIS of a final repor: of :M sa"'e "a"-. 

co"'plele w'lh appendices 

Tce 'epor: contains a realistic and optimistic assessment 01 lowa's road needs and finances 001'''''5.- , 

!cunded ,n tM follOWing observations: 

The years mar1<ed by Intense economic restructuring appear to be ending and some posrtlVe ec::rc- c 

signs are emerging. 

iowa has good roadS and generally ranks high in the midwest in terms of road perlormanee 

'owa ~as room to grow. Its c~ies are not characteriZed by traffic congestion and air pollution ., ;--". 

support ,nfrastruCture IS as favorable as roads. iowa's c~ies make attractive grOwth centers for Ces.",,;; 

aM ,r.duslry 

People In Ihe nation are recognizing the advantages of living in tne midwest. particularty baby cocrre's 

whO see the overall environmental. social and educational benefits foe tneif chadren. 

:owans are among the mosr productive wor1<ers in the natJon. 

!owas government is sound and ~s state. county and municipal road institutions are exemOlary ::1 ts 

good govemment. 

On the side 01 realism and economic elflc:iency. road funds In Iowa are cntleaJly short. An actIVe road OOIIC', 

.. h'ch considers the inst~utlOnaJ responSlbil~ies 101' roads as well as road finances is required to ensure ("a: 

t ·1 



:;wa S rcadS ennal"lce economIC performance and development wIthin the state, 'rhe facts ar.C ."·or ...... a; .:­

r ~"~ 'eccrt are crgafllZed ler deciSion makers to realistically address ttle !uture of lowa's roads aro ""e" 

'''Ii' '988 :owa General Assembly aulhcnzed IhlS independent study 01 the current and 'uture ce~s (" 

; owa 5 road ~e!Work and MOW tM n~s compare With avatlable finat\C8$ Including allocations trem :M= ~a~ 

:..:se ~a)( Fund 

The study was Independently conducted by the Ccnwtant and administered by a Steering COrT' .... ·,~,,~ 

COlT'pnsed of six members. two appOinted by each of the State Transportation CommIssion: Iowa Sla~. 

Assoc:atton o( CO\Jntles: and League of Iowa Municipalities. 

T~e Steenng Committee was taSked with pres&f1ting studY findings to lhe GOllernot'. Ihe ChIef Clerk ot '"e 
"'ouse of Representattves and the Secre!ary oIlhe Senate net later than January 31. 1989. 

STUDY OBJECTlVES 

~~.e study OO!l'CIIIIl'S SOl'C:fied a study and evaluation In tM fOllowing four arl'as: 

eXlsllng road syslems oIlhe stal •. cO\Jnty and municipal ga.temments. 

2 road needs for Ihe futur •. 

3. current 'oad finances. and 

4 'uture finances. 

These evalualions provided the baSes 101' r8COl'nmendatlons in tI1e areas of 14Igi$lation. junSOlctloflal 

'esoonSlbliities. Road Use Tax flJnd allocations. flJndlng levels and altamadll. SO\Jfces 01 revenues for roacs 



APPROACH 

"-"'e ac~rGaCh :0 :~e study "r.CJt.;ced-

:::~a'n:f"!g .:l..iCI:C :JerCeotlo~S Of need :r:rcugn s,x regional puClic meetll"!gs. ~l.ies~;cnralres 5~"'.~ 

2 ::,;::eC!irg s~a~~5\iCS. ~re(\ds at"\C Cata en Iowa s rcadS. economy and Oemograpr.;cs arC 

j Crganlzlng :~fo'matlon and recommendatiOns fer decisions-makers. 

Reac~:ng c:nsensus:n Ina indapendent recommendallons was nOI praCllcalia .n Ihe a'.a>iaCle ,Icc, . _, 

,\jevertnelass, Iha .nformallOn In tnls report .s presenled to permit assessment from Olher persoeCli',es a-~ 

po,nlS of View as well as, prov'de !owa·s leadersnlp a certer baSIS for reaCning decisions on Ire '~Ic'e :' 

:owas roads. 
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Chapter 2 

A PERSPECTiVe ON ROAOS ANO FINANCES 

~)a~y !ac:ors affect ."cad needs and finances ;r, Iowa ;rends in populaticn, economics. cur~ent ":ac 

;>erlcrmance. ,nstrlutlonal conSiderations and public perceptions. 

OEMOQRAPHICS ANO ROAOS 

Population and its distribution with,n the State affects road programs and road linances. 'owa ~as :" 

populatIon since me 1980 census and current prOjections to the year 2010 are erther ~at or aec!,c -.:; 

AdCitlonaJly. Iowa population is shifting from the ruraJ areas to the larger urean metropolitan areas. :'hls $"'~ 

from rural to urtlan impacts future road investments. 

Changes in the major areas of employment are accompanying the shifts In population !n the 'v'"'e 

slgndicandy less Iowans wul I)e employed in farming and the largest increases are expectee Ir. t~e ser. : e 

Industry employment. Impacts from these Changes in demographics inclUde the fotlowing: 

:f population decreases. the overall financial burden on the population for generating road 'evenLes 

will Obviously increase. 

Shifts in population away from the nuraJ areas will have little impact on reducing the ":l3S 

requirements in the counties alld nuraJ areas. Road requirements in these areas are largely relale<l 

to low volume secolldary roads and farm·to,market roads. which have minimum maintenance 3"C 

oreseMltlon threshotds that w~1 change very little as population shifts to metropolitan areas 

LIkewise. population Shifts toward metropolitan centers will generate new access requirements Wlt"·­

metropolitan areas and increased road capacny reQuirements both Within and between urean areas 

2·' 



-:orseQuenUy. lowa's lolal pepulallon COUld remain constant or decreaSe. and ,c,its " .- e 

oopulallon will ,ncrease lotal road rE!(lUirements. 

ROAO ECONOMICS 

St31e and local governments have key raJes In the use of available resources for road transporta:'on 

E~eclrve roao ,nvestment impacts economic development and strong market perlormanoe Some ecoco""~ 

:~eory :nOlcales the most productrve use of govemment resources IS Ihe Investment In roads ar,Q ::.~. 

IranSponation systems that promote the production and distribution 01 goods and services. 

M,nlmiting the cost of government Investment for roads ia not good economic or transportation pO"("' ' 

funding levels are already less than optimum. In fact. lower government road investment can Increase :~e 

total cost of road transportation. This occurs because government road investment is an Impor-art 

interdependent part 01 tile total road economic equation. Direct economic costs for road transportation are 

compnsed of the sum of the governments investment costs in consttuctlon and maintenance and tM :OS!S 

'oad user's Incur. In general, tile user's costs are greater than the govemment costs and grea~y InM~e":~c: 

by tM type and magnitude of road Investment tile government makes. Figure 2·' illustrates these eccnc""'c 

relationShips. ThiS figure also illustrates tl18 following: 

1, total costs for road transportatiOn nse rapidly Wl\en road investment is less than optimum. and 

2. under investing in roads has more economic risk than OVII( investing (considering the shape of :re 

curve 01 total road costs in Figure 2·1.) 

Generally. Investing first in improvements exhibrting higl1er rates of return. tends to minimiZe total costs and 

promotes effiCiency in existing road systems with established ttaIIIc ftows. Typically. higher rates of 'e!ur~ 

2·2 



• I 

REu,nONSHIP OF GOVERNMENT ROAO INVESTMENT TO TOTAL ROAO COSTS 

r-o---- Curve of Total Road Costs 

User Cost Component 

1--- Government Cost Component 

O~----------~------~L-____________ ~_ 
Government Investment in Roads 
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are real'Z~ en 'cads :arrylng substant'al wmmefCIaJ traffic. although the cost ot the ;mprc;ve"'e~: ,;~ 

'r'fll.iences the rate of return. The rate of return on IO'lestment was used as one crlterton in SettJng pr:c' ~:O::S 

fer '':ad "'eecs :n iowa. 

E~ectlVe government ,nvestment In roads also Includes the development of new highways to proV!oe ac:ess 

:0 ~ew marketS. ihese new oevelopment highways reqUire specifle comdor planning studies :0 deterr-·re 

:"elf economic !easibility as well as spectal tinancJ3l packaging wf'Iich i$ not a component of general ~;na~c J' 

policy CoordinatiOn w~h local governments and developers is also a requisrte to establishing v:aQII,tv a~e:: 

'T11t1gatlng the nsks of these development ventures. An assessment of the adequacy of funding to Si,;O:c~ 

new oeve/opment roads was included in thiS study. 

EOUITY AND BURDEN 

An assessment of tM cost respol\5lbd~ies between users and non·users tor the entire State road prograrc 

,ndlcates there 1$ reasonable equl!y in the proportionate contributiOn 01 user and non·user 'evenues 'or ,~a-: s 

In iowa. However. there IS inequity between tM counties and muniCipalities considenng thelf !evel ~, SC 3· 

non·user revenue support tor their respective local access systems. Municipalities currenuy contrt,ute ;:: 

;lercent ot !he revenues tor local streets. whereas the counties contribute 73 percent of the reven"es ie' 

:0CaI access roads. 

ihe iinanc:al burden per person for roads and streets shows a different picture. The devaluation ot 'ar"" 

land. muniCipal debt financing !Of'streets and Current US8/' rates tor fuel. registrations. etC. indicate that ail 

Iowans are under a considerabl.llnancial burden for road and street ftnandng. Based on 1980 populatJcr 

!he !ocal r;nal1cial burden in 1987101' the counties and municipalities was $120 per ~ tor the coul1tles 

and 578 per person tor the municipalities. On thiS basis. the county's tInanciaI support per capltas 

approximately 50 percent greater than that of the mUnicipal support. The estimated shifts in populatlCr 

between t 980 and 1987 would increase the difference between the two junsdictlons. 

2-4 



IOWA IN THE MIOWEST 

'owa s 'oad transportation systems were compared Witt> eleven olner states In the Mlcwest to assess 

'c'..va's _~CSI!:on -Hilt"! tesoect to: (1) perlormance: (2) infrastructure burden: (3) use of !'oao capac::'v .! 

taxation anc (5) spending, Genarally. Iowa ranks very lavorably to ~s ad,acent and nelghbo""g states 

i>enorrT'ance measures rcad safety and condrtlon, 

Iowa has good paved rcads, A review Of the surface condrtion of paved ur::an arc '_'d' 

cOllectors. anenals and Interstate systems indicates that 97 percent are In faIr Or :e::'!' 

condition, Iowa rankS second In this category among the midwestern states, 

• Although regional Statistics are not kePt on the condrtlon ot unpaved roads. :t IS "'Ce', 

recognized that lowa's unpaved roads are among the best·malntained In the region anc the 

nation, 

Iowa's rural pnmar'l rcaOs rank lower than rts cOllector rcads. 

2 infrastructure byrllen compares magnrtude and density ot road netwOrks. 

Among the twelve midwestern States Iowa has the seventh largest netwOrk at road mil.,s ao(; 

second largest number ot bridges. 

Secondary rural access is otten perceived as very excessive and proposals to abandon a 

number of secondary roads have been put tanh, when in fact among the twelve mldw.,s:e'" 

states Iowa ranks tilth in rural access to total land area. 

'Iowa'S road system was compared to the Plains states·· Kansas. Minnesota. Missoun. Nebraska. "<o~" 
;)akota and SOuth Dakota and the Great Lakes states •• Illinois, Indiana. Michigan. OhiO and Wiseons,n 
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3 'Jse Of 'cad saoaclty correlates !o \jehJc~e "T":des ot trav~ 

'owa ,anks low (elgnth statewldel among the IWeJve midwestern states In road ullllZ3: c-

Travej on Iowa roads and streets IS not hampered by slower mOving congested traffic 0; 

are several ot t~ Other eleven Midwestem States, 

4 T axa(ioQ tOr roads and strQ@ts ,n iowa, 

Iowa's total road tax burden is average in the Midwest, 

User taxes compnse a slgndicant part of Iowa's road receipts, Iowa's gas tax ar.d I.c~rs~ 

fees are among the nation's hiqhest. 

Property taxes and receipts from debt are both relatively high, wl\ile total non-user taxes lor 

roads are average for lhe Midwest. 

SuPPOrt from state and local general funds IS the lowest in the Midwest 

5 Spending for road maintenance and constr\ICtJon, 

lowas total capital and maintenance expenditures per lane-m~e are conSistently rankec 

eighth among the twelve midwestern stales. with a slightly greater than average empnaslS 

on maintenance. 

The percent of IOtal expenditure used tOf capital and maintenance wor\( (on-the.roae 

expenditure) IS approximately average for the Midwest. 



JURISDICTIONAL NETWORKS 

""ur:SCic!;cnar 'esPC("'S:O,lity ~or the .:JublrC roacs and streets rn Iowa is distributed among t!1e s!ate ~~ 

~oi!ows: 

1987 VehIcle Miles 
Jlo'nSCic!lon 1987 Miles Percent Qf Total (MmiOnsl P~rcer.t cf -::a 

Slate 9.831 8.78 12.043 5929 
Ccurttles 89.558 7995 3.632 17 B8 
Munlc,pal~les 12.624 ~ ~ 2283 

TOTAL 112.013 100.00 20.311 10000 

The state mileage does not include State park and inst~utJonaJ road miles. State primary m~eage IS Ot'\ly ".,o·e 

percent of the total public road and street m~es. how8\l8r, tt carries 60 percent of the motor vehicle Ira':el 

In Ihe state. While the county roads represent 80 percent 01 the total mnes. they only carry 18 percent ct 

the vehicle miles. VehiCle n'liles of travel increased by 5.5 percent on a statewide basis Clunng 1M r:e"(;~ 

1978 1987 which,s significantly leSS than the 20 percent increase expenenced nallonwlce : :.a 

munICipalities MO the largest increase at 9.8 percent WIth t!'le countIeS fOllowing wnh 9.' pllrcent. 

iowa counties and municipamles have continued to pave roads during the past ten years. During lh,S penoC 

paved road mneage in the counties has increased byapptOXimately 1.830 miles and !tie municlpah!ies ~ave 

approximately 1.64<) additional paved mnes. The municipal mileage also includes an increase of 610 ""'es 

to the total muniCIpal system, 
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JURISDICTIONAL RESPONSIBILITIES 

~"e ,owa :0: :cuntJes and ~unlClpalities have maintenance and construction responSibility ~O( irl?; 

'espec:"e r~ad and streer systems. However. there are several miles of these systems that are me ,o·~! 

r~spocs,b'I.:'y Cf :wo e'/!erent junSdICtlons. Specific areas of jOint responSibility and areas 'or :Jotect·a· 

modification ,n JUrisdictional responsibijitles >dentdied during this study Include the following 

Muriclpal primary extenSions are the joint responsib.ity of the State and the municipalities. ,r.e S:a:~ 

has responSibility for construction and right-Of-way costs to the primary deSign critena adopted by :-e 

Iowa DOT Costs lor addrtional widths and leatures not included in these entena are the raspons,e,: :. 

of the muniCipality. State maintenance responSlbllity on primary extensions includes the surface. C~'C 

and curb features (excluding pan<lng lanes and parldng signS). traftIc signs. pavement marklre;;s 

br.dges and snow relTlOllai from the traffIC lanes. Other primary extension maintenanee. Including !he 

removal of windrOWed snow. parkmg lanes and signs. trafflc $ignals, sidewalks and other features 

eetween the cure and the right-of-way line. is muniCipal responsibility. 

Farm-to-mar~et roads are those roads outside of municipalities that are claSSIfied as trunk aM trUCK 

:ollec:or under Sachon 306.1. Code of Iowa. Local secondary roads are roads outS,Ce :' 

munic:palitles classdled as area service. CUffen1ly, thefe are a lew miles of anerials not on the primar, 

system that 'by default" are on the local secondaty. These Should be reclassified to trunk or trunk 

collector and included in the farm,to·marI<et system. The farm-t~et system tOlals 29.400 mlies 

..... f1ICh ,nCIUdes some federal aid secondary m~es whicll are ellgibie fOl' federal aid secondary funds 

'ecelVed by the Iowa DOT. These federal funds. as well as RUTF allocations to the farm-to-marl<et 

system. may only be used for construction and improvement of the fann.to.market system. 

ExtenSions of the rural secondary system ,nto and through municlpalilies. including the farm-to-marke! 

system. are the resPOnslbiiny of the respectiVe municipal~ies. Farm-lo-marlcet roads located alene;; 

:f1e corporate line of a city may be Included in the farm-to-mar!<et system and may be reconstrt<c:ec 



'epaue<l. ,mproved and maintained as oart of the system. Other secondary rcaas ;cca:e-: :­

corporate lines are the IOlnt respons:blilty of:he county and the munle:pality "'yp,eally. county '·:aC5 

ccated en corporate lines are jOintly maH'ta,ned by the respective JunSCJct1cns. Oes:gr.a:ea seGr-er.:s 

of the rcad may be assigned to each IUflsdiction or one may maintain the enNe sect!or N,te 

tI:?imbwrserr.ent frOm the other. 

Section 314 5 of the Code of Iowa authorizes the counties to construct, reconst'uct. 'eca', ,,-'0 

·",alntaln secondary road extensions In muniClpalrtles of 2,500 and less population. Dunng tM CL~"C 

",,~tlngs ~eld throughout the State and InteM8Ws With public otlicials, the lack of mainte~arce 

capatlility 01 small munlcipalrties was frequently discussed. as well as. the burden 01 havI~g :eer­

maintain county secondary extensions. Although Chapter 2SE Of the Code authoflZes the Cour,l;es 

and municipalities to enter into agreements whereby the COunty maintains the secondary extenSlcrs 

and is rl!1mbursed by the muniCipality. this option is not widely exerciSed. DeSIgnating secondary roae 

extenSions Into small municlpaiities as county responsibUity would be comparable to tM Iowa DC~ s 

responSlblhty lor pnmary road extensions. 

Primary extensIOns in municipalities are the combined responsibility Of the Iowa DOT aM :"~ 

municipality. Extensions ot county secondary roads in municipalities are the sOle responSibility of t"e 

muniCIp3frties. Streets loc:ated on the corporate lines are the joint responsibiity of the muniCipal'!, 

and either the county or Iowa COT. Specific maintenance responsibilitieS of the respec:lVe 

iunSdletlons are defined through formal maintenance agreements. 

TORT LfA81UTY 

Tort liability represents a major concern to the state. counties and municipalities. Since the loss ot sovereign 

Immunrty oy the Iowa Tort Claims Act in t965. the number of claims filed and the costs for settlements aM 

ludgments has steaaily increased. For the Iowa ~OT alone. the number ot tort daims tRed increased frem 
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: 50 ,n : 980 to 363 ,n : 988. The cost for senlements and judgments paid dunng t/1'S peMd tc!alec :;. S -' 

iowa '5 one of the few states thaI does not nave a ceding limitation on tort liatldily Of 22 states respcrC'",. 

te a survey Oy the Amencan ASSOCl3tion of State Highway and Transportation Oftic:als. 17 states "a. ~ a 

:eding on tort liatlllify. These inclUded lhe nelghtX)fIng states of Illinois. Indiana. Minnesota and ·.1'SSG~· 

States not having cetting limitatIOns included MiChigan and OhiO. These limitations on tort liaoll,t, ,aC;2~ 

from $100.000 to $300.000 person and $250.000 to $1.000.000 per incident. 

Monies paid tly the Iowa DOT for tOrt claims come from the Primary Road Fund and thus reduce the ""':eo: 

revenues available for primary road improvements and maintenance. In the interest of preserving re_e""es 

of the Primary Road Fund and minimiZing tort liabaity costs ~ would be beneficial ij a ceuing lim II was acP"ec 

to tort liability dalll1$. me ceiling should inclUde a IIm~ per indlllidual and a limit per incident. 

TRANSPOATA TlON ABANOONMEHTS 

The abandonment of segments ot alternatIVe transportation systems. s\.lch as 13u. bus. air ana oarge. places 

additional demands on the other transportation systems. primarny highways. roads and streets Since: 9'5 

railroad companies have abandoned 4.564 mHes ot low revenue prodUCing track in Iowa. Other 'a'l 

companies have acquired 1.544 mies at this track and returned ~ to seMce for a net loss of 3.020 miles c' 

track in Iowa. Flad abandonmenlS result in the loss ot freight services which arelransferred alleast pan,a!", 

to Iowa s road and street systems. 

The Iowa DOT. Planning and Researcn, and Rail and Water Divisions, performs benefit-cost analyses on 

proposed raa allandonments 10 assess economically the impactS of the abandonment versus canetits fro'" 

a ra~ improvement. The majQt component at puClic benefits is highway cost savings If the line is upgrad~ 

and additional trucking (increased travel and weignt on public roads) is avOided. Highway cost sav'ngs ,n 

tM analySis are defined as rhe additiOnal construction and maintenance COsts that state and local age~c'es 
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NOuid oe requrred 10 pear aue !O Increased truCK :nps and axle loadings over a gIVen ,oute 'f ra.1 se""ce 

's abandoned Cost savings are estimated oy multiplying the quantity Shipped by rail. expeSSed as 

:r~CkIOad :"0 equivalents, oy hIghway construction and maIntenance cost factors. 

Oata from :~·ese analyses, inC!udlng traffic and axle load assignments, should Oe made ava,jaCle :0 :n~ 

iurtsdictlons having responsibilIty for the Impacted roads and streets whenever 'ail atlandcnrre"!s a'~ 

aut~Ort2ed "'hese Oata snould be Inccrporated Into the road and street needs data bases to reflect :~" 

addrtlonal traffic and vehIcle loadings, WhIle the impact on total road needs may be minimaL the 'mpact -:;­

;solated roads in a county or municipality couid be very significant In terms of increased maintenance arc 

constrJction costs. 

HIGHWAY RESEAACH PROGRAMS 

Engin99fing research IS funded from the Primary Fload Research Fund and the Secondary Road Research 

FUnd, The Iowa DOT, Highway Division, IS gUided In Ihis research by the Iowa Highway Research Scara 

an adVISOry group established in 1949 by the Iowa State Highway Commission. This adVISOry grou:; cons,s:s 

of three ~OT Highway Oivislon engIneers. SIX county engineers. two engineers Irom Iowa municlpaltt:es. a"c 

one engineer each from Iowa State UnIVersity and the University of Iowa. The Iowa Highway Resears" 

Soard reviews proposals for hIghway research and delle!ooment and makes recommendations lor 

excendrtures of funds for the proposed research. E~her the Primary Road Research Fund or the Secondary 

Road Fund IS Charged tor these expendnures depending on Which road system benefits from the prcleCts 

When Ooth the pnmary and secondary systems Share in the ~. the COSlS are shared in propo~lon to 

the respectIVe benefits. 

The municipalities are represented on the Highway Researell Board but theft is no municipal fundIng for 

research that WIll benefit the municipal Street systems. AlthOugh research has been conducted. and funded 

through the Iowa Highway Research Soard that has been benefIclaf to the municipal street system, the 

mumc:palrties have been restricted In their abIlity to promote and $!XlI1S04' research spec~ically for munlc:pal 
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weers. :esigoate<l 'T'unlc:pal street research fundS. similar to the Primary and Secondary Researc" ··ore; 

WOlllO orcvlde ·o .... a muniCipalities the oppon"nlty to promote research directe<l toward ,mprs' ."~ 

"1alcrecacce and reconstruction operations for municipal streets. Tho InflUX of addrtional researcn !"res 

'NO~ld cenetit rot only lewa municipalrt'es but also the entire research program of the iowa "',grwa, 

Research Soard. 

LEVELS OF SERVICE 

The needS analYSIS used rural and urban design guides to establisll desJgn elements necessary :0 ~ro·"ee 

an adequate levei of SeNlce for each functIOnal class of road or street. These guides were applIed undor"...!·, 

Without 'egard to JU(l$dlctlon These gUIdes were developed cooperatiVely by the Iowa DOT and the c,·a 

County Engineers ASSOCIation. 

J u"sdicllOnS need to adhere to these design guides wilen maIdng road improvements In order to mamta,n 

eqUlly ,n leveis of seMce. Currently. there are some deviations in the paving of rural roads WIth traff'c ~i 

'ess than 200 vehIcles per day. ThIS results in uneQual levels at service within the jurisdictIOns and ca~ 'e>,,:~ 

,n SIgnIficant economIC loss to the State when extensive mDeage of low volume roads are paved premat~reiy 

:n prevIous years the paving of low VOlume roads was common ptactlce in some jurisdictions. however 

there has been a downward trend in this practice. Adherence to current design guides should be practlcec 

by aJl jUfl$diCllons. 

Levels of maIn! enance service are establiShed by the respectJve jurisdlc!lons. The Iowa DOT utIlizes a 

maIntenance management system together WIIM performance and service level guJdelines to Olan 

acccmpllsh and monllQr maIntenance of the State primary system. These guidelines consider eXIsting 

pavement condrtlon and extent t:J deterioration. traffic VOlumes, vehicle chalacteristics and ClimatIC 

COnditions. rhe use of uniform maintenance guidelines't8SIi!s in more eIfecIIve mainlenance operatlo~s 

Increased undorrnlly In the level of maintenance set'llice provided and mote elfec:tive resource utilization 
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'''e '"dlVldual County Scard of SuperVisors aCd tM mucic:pal govemlng OOdies define malnter.ance :;O'C. 

and ~eveis of servrce through the adoption of annual maintenanCe OUdgelS. The levels of malnter.arce 

ser(lce ',anes from Jurisdic:ion to Junsdiction due to availability of revenues and resources. Most "f :~e 

munlClpalrtl9s, even the smallest, have an organllatlon for street maintenance There may be me"t n 

:'8nsfemng the respcnSltlllity for streets in the smaller municipalities to the counties. or at least perm,r,:cc; 

:t as an option 

The counues are authonZed by the Code of Iowa to designate a lower level of maintenance on area sen,'ce 

!Cads claSSified for maintenance purposes as "Level BRoads." As long as the L.evel B rcads are ma,nta,nec 

to the deSignated lower maintenance level, the county is not liable for damages cccumng due to use ;1 

these roads. To date, only a few counties have adopted this Level e seMee level due to a vanet't ot 

'easons, The pcrentiat eXists to define a uniform service level for L.evel B Roads and to rt'.axlmlze :~e 

benefits ,n maintenance expenditures 

The counties and munlcipalrties have limited liability for damages due to snow and ice condrtions ;f they "a. e 

adopted a formal snow and ice control policy and have complied with tM policy ,here ,'as oeen a 

favorable response to thiS provision in the Code and several counties and Cities have adopted formal pollc:es 

for snow and ice contrOl This IS sound maintenance policy and is a step In tM right direction In :~e 

promulgation of UnifOrm levelS of maintenance seNlce. 

PERCEPTIONS OF NEEO 

Perceptions of Iowa's road and street needs vary throughout the State and by the road users and vanous 

aSSCclatlons and Interest groups. To obtain input from the general puDlic. road users, !ocaI road aM street 

Cff;C18ls and the several interest groups. a series at six publie meetings was held throughout the State 

?arllc:par.rs "ad :M oPporlunity to proVIde Input to thiS needs study, Comments ranged !rom'!he 

,mportance of the rcad use tax (RUTF) for the counties and mUnicipalities" to 1imitatlons of funds and use 

of !undS," 
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ResPocses 10 a questionnaire on road and street needs Issues showed the respondents almost eCt;a"l 

,~'v'Oe<l n :~e".'ewpolnts and perceptions of needs and financing for roads and streets Among proponents 

'Jt rhe r,eeo tor gOOd transPOrtation systems were the employers of Industnes who depend on the roads 3nc 

streets for Ihe" business operatIOns and employee commuting. 

T~ese oerCePtlons of road and street needs provide another dimension for Ihe assessment cf 'oad .ceecs 

and financing In Iowa. Although these perceptions lack quantdiable input. they are ImportaN :0 :e.e 

Oevelopnnent 01 a road financing program responsIVe to the needs 01 Iowa. 
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Chapter 3 

ROAD NEEDS 

Fload neees ,nc'ude the estimated dollar needs recUired to administer and operate. mainta,n. constr~c: ,-, 

,econstruct rcacs. These needs are based on the 1986 Ouadrennlal Needs Study "hlcn"as C' :.:? . 

reviewed. revised and updated for use In tMls study. 

REVIEW OF NEEDS ESnMATES 

r~e road needs precess emplOyed in Iowa is based on needs mOdels developed Oy the Federal ",,<;;.":,a. 

Administration ,n the 1970's and refined through the years. The mOdels util~e current cond,t;o~s 3-:; 

simulate road oehaVlOr into the Mure. The mOdels analyze the best ava~abie Information which ,~ '"'a", 

ways takes into account the trends and ISSUes discussed in the preceding section. For example 

rail abandonments increase truck traffic and loads on pavements; this trend 's reflected ." '"e 

updated traffic and vehicle clasSification counts which are uSed in the mOdeL 

liability issues are reflected in the hlstoncaJ administration. maintenance and construction COS:S E 

well as the design guides applied to imprOVemenl$; 

jurisdictional responsibility is reflected in tha inventory of state. county and muniCipal roads "".;c-, 

are employed' .:. :Me mOdel; 

levels of saMea to the public are reflected in the tratflc standards, historical maintenance COSIS aoc 

design guides; and 

growth and shiftS in travel panerns are reflected in traffic count Information and prOlectlons of :ra~c 
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T~e met/1ods and values employed In the needs analysis are reasonable ar.d were profess:oc8l1y a~·c.' .-:; 

F:)r t~'s stuay, tM .oeeds costs were aCljusted 10 :987 do/lacs ar.d ~ave been ,"Sed for ail needs su"""'a-es 

A reasonableness c~eck was ~rformed on the maintenance costs of the tnree JunsdiCllons by CO rr Q2U; 

them with historical expenditure. It was found that the cost of municIpal maIntenance was underest,""ate'; 

Adjustments were made to bring munIcipal maintenance costs more in line wnh hisloncal expenditure a-~ 

:he state and county costs and these adjustments are reflected in the road costs presented ,n thiS se~!':r 

PRESENTATION OF ROAD NEEDS 

~istoncally, thr"'ughout the nation the road needs process has almost always estimated costs tar In exceS5 

of current funding and very unrealistic in light of future funding posslO~itIes. Consequently. a gOod case 'er 

legrtimate road requirements wes not made At the national level and in many states. stUdies lost credlt"II', 

and decision makers did not have the types of information required to set an economically efficient cowrse 

of action for roads. rhe mis-perception often exists that roads are over funded and in the comoer't:::;c ':­

scarce government funds at the natiOnal. state and local levels road investment has been lOSing. 

In thiS study. we have presented the needs In the trsdrtiOnal way and set guidelines on priontles wh,C~ ,r~ 

Important to the total funding issue as well as the dlstrfbutlon of funds. Frgure 3-t contains a breakco,"c 

of the 2O-year road needs by jurisdiction. The backlog column of constrIJction contains needs ""hlen ~XIst 

today - these are not forecasted needs. The accruing column of constnJction contains forecasted ~eecs 

Figure 3-2 COl'lta11\$ the 2O-year municipal road needs for each Of six municipal population groups. W~e~ 

funds are il1sufflcient to meet all needs. !\NO poliCy questions relT18Jn: 

What needs Should be met first? 

2. How shOUld baCklog construction be treated? 
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F'gure 3·1 

2O-VEAR NEeoS SUMMARY 
(Millions ot 1987 Oollars) 

JURISOICTION CONSTRUCTiON 
BACKLOG ACCRUING MAINi' .tSM'N ':"O?'A.i. 

STATE 
RURAL 2.629 2.047 1,081 401 S. ''Sd 
MUNICIPAL 549 '.093 274 '.5 2 :.s 
Subtotal State J.' 78 J. :<0 ,355 546 ~ .?, .. , 

COUNTY 

FARM TO MARKET , .593 2.420 1.019 294 : :'? 
SECONDARY :.496 929 '.685 ~44 .: .:5~ 
Sut)(orar County 3.C89 3.349 2.904 428 oj i"~~ 

MUNICIPAL 

ARTERIAL '87 500 307 129 , :23 
COLLECTOR 358 607 510 , 7S : .65J 
STREE"r 848 943 " tel J~S J. '97 
SuOto<al MunlCioal 1.393 2.050 ~ .918 609 5.970 

TOTAL 7.660 8.539 6,177 ! _sa~ 23.959 

Figure 3·2 

2O-YEAR NEEDS SUMMARY 
MUNICIPAL POPULAT10N GROUPS 

(M~lion5 01 , 987 DOllars) 

PCPULl nON GROUP CONSTRUCTION 
BACKl.OO ACCRUING MAINT ADMIN TOTAL 

ZERO TO 2.500 557 628 554 ~JS ! Si4 
2.500 TO 5.000 109 136 166 29 "C 
5.000 TO 1 0.000 115 227 191 7' 603 
10.000 TO 25.000 76 159 163 49 441 
25.000 TO 50.000 127 259 202 83 ';71 
SO.OOO AND UP 409 642 642 24' ~. ;37 

TOTAL 1.393 2.051 1.918 610 5.972 
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excard aM 'inally modernize. Within this scheme, pnontles' were set tor the different ImprOVe'T1e~1 " ;;es 

baSed Olr ex;:ec!e<:l rates ot .elum on the gOvernment's ,nvestment. The purpose '5 to estaOl>sn ;.:re 

:'a1ance cerween: (! I ""nimum threshotds tor preservation which eXISt regardless of ecor.omlC bene':t ,cc 

(2) '~e benet Its to :re users of rOads The hierarChy IS presented In six categorres of road nee<:lS 

3-3 summarrzes the content Of improvements in each category. 
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SUMMARY OF THE HIERARCHY OF ROAD NEEDS 

• .A a !r.~er:ar.ce 
':"O"""r"iS!rat,cn 

:ATEGORY 2 

Resurtacing 
Aural paved roads w~h traffic greater than t99 VPO' 
Rural unpaved roads w~h traffic greater than 49 VPO 
Urean paved roads with traffic greater than 99 ¥PO 
All urban unpaved roads 

8"oge 1 

Structurally deficient 'ural orrdges with tratltc greater than 400 VPO 
StnuCturally aeficlent urban bridges with traffic greater than , 000 VPO 

Railroad crossings. one half of the needs 

ReconstrucUon , (related to surface cond~ions) 
Aural roads w~h traffic greater than 4.999 VPO 
Urban roadS ~h trattic greater than 9.999 VPO 

CATEGORY 3 

Resurfacing 
Rural paved roads wrth traffic less than 200 VPO 
Rural unpaved roadS wrth traffic less than 50 VPO 
Urban paved roads with trattic :ess than , 00 VPO 

9ndge 2 
Stnucturally deficient rural bridges w~h traffic less than 401 VPD 
Stnucturally deficient urban bridges ~/'t traffic: less than 1.001 ¥PO 
Functionally Obsolete rural bridges ~ traffic greater than 1.000 VPD 
Functionally Obsolete urban bridges with traffIC greater than 4.000 ¥PO 

Railroad CrossirlgS. one half of the needs 

::ieconstCUCtlon Z (related to surface COnditions) 
Rural roads ~h traffic greater than 999 and less them 5.000 VPO 
Urban roads wrth traffic greater than 4.999 and less than 10.000 VPD 

VPO means Vehicles Per Oay 
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SUMMARY OF THE HIERARCHY OF ROAD NEEDS (Cent I 

CATEGORy 4 

CapaCity imprCvemenr T . New LOCation. Reconstruction (added Traffic lanes) and Malor W.ce",c~ 
Rural roaos Nlth Traffic greater Inall 4.999 VPO 
UrlJan roaes wrth traffic greater than 9.999 VPO 

Bfldge 3 

Functiol'.ally obsolete rural bridges with trafflc grester than 100 and less than 1.001 VPC 
Functionally obSolete uriJan bridges with trattie greater than 400 and less than 4.001 '1PO 

Reconstruction 3 (related to surface cOnditions) 
Rural roads WI!h traffic greater than 399 and less than 1.000 VPO 
Urban roads with traffic greater than 999 and less than 5.000 VPO 

CATEGORY 5 

Capacity ImprOllement 2 . New location. Reconstruction (added traffic lanes) and Malor Widen",.; 
Rural roads with trattic less than 5.000 VPO 
Urban roads wrth traffic less than 10.000 Vpo 

Bridge 4 

FunCtiOnally ObSOlete rural bridges With traffic less than tOl VPO 
FunCtionally obsolete urban bndges with traffic less than 40 1 VPO 

Reconstruction 4 (related to surlace conditions) 
Rural rcads wrth trattic less than 4QO VPO 
Urban roads wrth traffic less than 1.000 VPO 

CATEGORY 6 

Modernization 1 • Reconstruction and Minor Widening (related to ertlS$ section and geomety,cs; 
. Rural roads with !raffle gtUfer than 4.999 VPD 

UriJan roads with tratfic greeter than 9.999 VPO 

Modemlzatlon2 

Rn roadS with traffic greater than 999 and less than 5.000 VPO 
Urban roads with traffic greet.r than 4.999 arid less than 10.000 VPO 

Modernization 3 

Rural roads with traffic great.r than 399 and less than 1.000 VPO 
Urban roads with trattlc greater than 999 and less than 5.000 VPO 

ModernizatIOn 4 

Rural roads with traffic less than 4QO VPO 
Urban roads with traffic less than 1.000 VPO 
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C~aPter 4 

ROAD FINANCE 

The review and evaluatIon of fInances available ~or lowa·s highways. roads and streets encompaSSed ,,>_, 

'1"'alor areas. ··~ese · ...... ere. 

C~rrent MethOds of Funding :)lstflbutJon 

2 HisfOflcal Fur.(jing; 

3. Highway Revenue PrOjections: and 

4 AddrtionaJ Funding Options. 

Federal. state and local finanCial reports and otner existing financIal data were used for :hese analyses 

CURRENT METHODS OF FUNDING DISTRIBUTION 

The Road Use Tax Fund (RUTF) :s the primary vehicle through whICh state road-relatec rece'C" 5'~ 

COllected and disbursed in Iowa. Sources to the RUTF are: 

"I1otor fuel taxes. 

motor vehicle registration fees. 

motor vehIcle use taxes. and 

driver license fees. 

~ otal funds to the RUTF ha-<e increased from 5300 mlllion in FY7S to $540 million in FY87.'T1easurec ,r 

rominal dOllars. 

D,Sbursements from tile RUTF are made In two ways. First. amountS are allotted fOf ·Of!.the-tops· aoc 

s~ec,aj diversions - Items to which RUTF funds are directed before the general distribution amorg 

lurlSCietlcnal ;evels. Once tM off·the·tops and special apprOpriations have been made. the remaInder ;$ 

allocated among the State's primary road fUnd. the counties' secOndary road and farm.to·market funds. arc 
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Figure 4·1 

ALLOCATION OF RUTF REVENUES 
(FY89 . $ Million) 
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'n addlt'o~ lO l~e foregoing. whiCh are approonated annually. rhere are addltloral o~e'l""e dOC:3: : - , 

cCCLrr,r<;; ,n "Y89 and FY90 These one·lime allocations amount to almost S48 million ,n FY89 ~I:"e'-" 

separare .,re-rlme allocarlo~s. the two largest are Replacement of Lost Federal Funds and Ada: ~-a 

Aporopr'ar,ers. 01 S' 2 'T111110~ to the State In FY89 for the Commercial and iOdlJstnal H'gr.way '.er/.~·. 

"allirg 10 SID 4 million ,n FY 90): of S10 million and sa.7 mulion to the counties ,n FY89 a~c 

respect!veJy. and of S6 million and 55_2 million 10 the cities in FY89 and FY90. respe~1IVely 

HISTORICAL FUNDING REVIEW 

The h'srorical review of r~eipls and expenditures among the three junsdlctional levels was ccndLc:eo:: ':' 

rhe :0 year period 1978-87 

Slate Primary System 

HlghWaY'relaled r~eipls to the State totalled S375 mnllon in FY87_ This is an increase from $240 m,il,c r c 

FY'8. measured In nominal dOllars. as Shown in Figure 4·2. Receipts from State sources (, e lCe::) - -: 

accounted for an average of 59 percent 0/ total Primary highway receipts. varying from 52 percer.! " .;~: 

:0 56 ;lerce~t ,n : 987. 

ReceIpts from federal sources to the pnmary highway system have averaged 37 percent of the 10lal ever l."e 

period. The main federal funding sources for the state primary system are for the Interstate systt'm :"9 

primary system. and bndge reQlacement. These items eurrently represent almost 80 perc~t of all leae'3' 

funas to the State System. 

,he Stares highway related expend~ures have Increased from $270 million in 1978 to S378 million ,n '98' 

measured In nominal dOlIat$. as shown in Figure 4·3. The primary expetldltures are tor construc::cr 

maintenance and general administration and miscellaneous. ConsIructIon related expendnures have s~·:·.·. ,­

a decline over the period In relative terms. from over 68 percent of total expenditures in 1978·79 (i e S: 35 

'l1111;onl to 55 percent in 1986-87 ~-e .. $209 million). Mainter-3nCe expenditures have aVt'raged 18 ta 2~ 
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Figure 43 

STATE HIGHWAY EXPENDITURES (1) 
(1978 - 1987) 

II •• Mill 1001 .aM1.Al DOLLARS) 

19.'11 1912 1981 1914 191~ 1916 1981 
'IIIIAR' lOAD fUIIOI -------------._--._---------------------------_._----_. ----------_._._-._-------

I I 0' S I 0' S I 0' 
. --. -._. -- ... -- _ .... _- _. ---._._ ..... 

I 1 .1 I OIHlI OPlRAllaoS 'ot.1 TolIl rot.1 10,,1 ---- .. _--------------------.-
C.pl t.1 Out 1.)' IIS.I "_ll 119.1 10.4' 1I1.l 62 9. I~'.O ~9 II '" 4 """feNne. ., 6 II.lI ~ . 16.41 
Gene,.) ~Inlltr.tlonl ~S.I 2011 61 ~ 1111 61 • 

'f! lcet 'aMOUI ll.l II 11 31.1 1111 .0.' 1491 UI 16.11 101 La. (n'orc ... nt/S.fet, I. \ I.OX 4.l 1.11 1.1 1.91 S 2 1.11 6 I 

- ---- -. --- - - --- -- . --
IOIAI. VI I 100.01 316.1 100.01 ZI~.l 100.01 169.2 100 OX 264 I ('t' .. r, Fu~/Other Oper.tlon,) ..... ..... . .... . .... . .... . .... . .... . .... 

fDOIOOI( 

fl9urU 'or 19/8-l98) Ire 'or the u'endlr ,UrI. f.gur~1 (or 198181 "e 'ur 
'Uc.' )'uu (July I-June 10). fhu" ._pendUuru 'or Jul, 1 1981 through 
Dec 11, 1981 .re counted 'n both the 191 •• nd 1981 tOlal, .• 11hough e.ch let 
0' flguru reprelenh • Il-..onth period 

SOUAct feder,' rorl1ll' ~Jl. u (.-pl.ted .nd $uWulhd by Itle 001 (lg/~ 81) 

. .... 

. --_. - --.. -
1 0' • 1 0' • I ., • I ., I 1 ., • 1 ., 101.1 lohl '0111 10,.1 lol,l rota I 

~. II 160 ~ II II 168 1 11.11168~ 62 11 III • 61 01 209 I II II 14 01 69. I 14 II 10.0 1611 111 11.81 /I 2 10 II 12.6 11.11 

19.01 12.1 16 II ll.O 1.1I 19 I II.ll 61 ~ \6 01 81 9 I) II 1.ll 1.1 1.91 \.1 I.~' I Z I II I I I 01 I ) III 

- ---- --- -- ----. ---.- --- -. ----. 
100.01 lll.l 100.01 11~.0 100.01 412 0 100.01184 I 100 01 III 0 100 OX . .... . .... . .... . .... . .... ..... . .... . .... . ...... . ..... 



.:e'-:e"'~ ;-.,..er :~e oe!"cc ';"!":e general aamlnls:ratlcn and misceilaneous lit1e Item has shewn a~ .""c~Jse : . .;.' 

:~e ~~('-·.-ea!' oe~'cc l~O"" ~ ~_5 oercent of total exoendltures ~or S3~ mIllion) ,n 'Si8 to 23 ;;e~,:e"'-! :' )~~ 

-"':'" "'cr, :'1 '967 T~e .'emainder 1$ compriSed of law enforcement and safety, apprcxirrateiy r-NO _:er:~"': :' 

CCL;r~v Seccncary System 

-':m.r-tles ~err.Je read r~ated revenues ~rom ~NO major SO\Jfces .• the RUTF fundS anc ::!Gcer;! ':;. 

assessments. The counties' available road purpose revenues forthe secondary fundS have increas&c ":­

S' ~O mlilion .n : 978 :0 5242 million in 1987. Of this total. the proportion from State sources MS :ee~ 

aoprox,mately "alf In each of the ten years. S85 million In 1978 riSing to $126 million:n 1987. RUTF 'e',e~ces 

constitute more Ihan 90 percent of aU State-derilled revenues. The other major source of revenue for CCUO!', 

roads ,s the property tax. representing between 38 percent and 45 percent of total county reveoces 

Property tax receipts anrtbutable to roads have increased from 38 percent of total revenues (or 565 "".,II'C"· 

·n '978 to 44 percent cl letal revenues (or $106 million) in 1987 

"ederal revenues :0 (he secondary road lunas have declined from five percent of total revenues ~S9 ..... , .:­

n : 978 (0 2.5 oercent (or 56 million) in 1987. pnmarily due to the decreased contnbu::on of 'e·,~r_" 

sharing. Receipts to the County Secondary Funds are SI10wn in Figure 44. 

Expencitures fr8r!1 !he counties' secondary road funds have increased from $180 million In 1978 tc S22~ 

mrllion 'n '987 Of thiS (otal. construction has decreased as a proportlon of the total •• from $43 "'tll,ee 

(24 percent of the total) in 1978 to 528 mHlion (12 percent of the total) in 1987: while fT'alntenarce 

exoendrtures have increased from 5122 mijlion (68 percent of the tOtal) In 1978 to 5178 million (79 ce'ce~t 

of me total) :n 1987. Administration represents about three percent of the tOtal. while engtneenng exoenses 

'eoreseot a 'urtrer five percent of tne total. Expenditures from tne County Secondary Funds are sM ..... n " 

Figure 4·5. 

4·7 

----------------------........ 



.. 
c» 

Figure 4·4 

COUNTY SECONDARY ROAD fUND RECEIPTS (1) 
(1978· 1981) 

(IN' "Ill 100S 00010_1 DOll_RSI 

IH" 1918 19/9 19ao 19a1 1981 -- .. ------- .--- -_. -' .. -_. -_. - - . - .. , I ., , x ., , X .1 , 
J 0' • SUle SOl.lrccs. Jot.' Jot.1 Toul tol .~ ..... _------

RUff a..a .9 IX 91.1 10.lX 161 'S.1l 91 1 4/ II 9/1 0" ... , (1) 0.0 0.01 DO oOJ 0.0 OOJ o 0 o OX 0.0 

Syblot.1 (Stolle)" .... '9.IX 11.1 SO.11 16.1 'S.II 91.1 UJI 91 \ 

feder,j Source, (l) -------_ .. --_.-. 
Bridge Repl.c~nl 0.0 O.OJ 0.0 OOJ 00 O.OJ o 0 OOX 0.0 
ae"enu, Stw;,IIIi 1.9 I.tI 9.1 1.11 9.1 '.8X 1 • lax 9 0 
Other Feder.' Aid 00 O.OJ 0.0 O.OJ 0.0 0.01 o 0 0.01 o I 

SublQI.1 tlede,.I) 8.9 I 21 I.} III ~ I .bX I • JIl 9 I 

toc.l 50urcu , _.- ----" ...... 
Properly". 61.1 18. II 69.1 161X 19 9 4l.U aa I 4S I .. 
h.nshr, fran •• ",,·to· .... , ... 00 001 00 OOJ o } 0." o Ii 0.11 o • 
~lsc.ll.nf()l.Il 14J 10 9 641 II I 6 II 11 I 6.8X 8 / • 11 I a 
1 •••• funds/Credlt~ (0 I) (0 II) (U) (l.OI) (0 l) (0 IX) 106) 10 41) IU) 

SuIUo'" hoc. 'J . 16 I '4." 80.6 ".41 91 1 49 ~I 96) 49.11 100 8 

CiUlID lOW 1i9 I 100 ox IBl.6 100.01 181 • 100 ox 191 9 100 ox 108 0 ..... ..... , .. " . 
fOOl_OHs 

J Hjll4fes lor I~l' ltl'Ovgtl I~U Ir' on , celend" ye., b.ua Jhe 196~' 66 hgurto'S co..,ef (he 
Ut-IIIOMh p~rlod J.nuu, 19a5 through June 1986 }he 19111 flCJurrs He on • "'S(,I yt'u 

1 

) 

(Jul, t - June )0) b'~I~ 

Itle "Othot-r ~(.I~·· ligures I' den ... ed "0- Itw: 001 O'flee of Uonomle An'l,.~l'S puLJIH'.ltlon 
1l\letJ "fl~(;dl Yetr Hlghw., Junds ,nd (heir Ol~'rlbullon" 

Itle ihel Clf det •• l wllh ..nlth 'ede,., rrwenue\ were reported Ch4n!),ed .. Ilh 11,,- \'!~'l tlll 
rrporl (on'Stqurntl,. the "Ottler feddr41 Aid" line II~ 1I\d)' Iru.lulh~· tHld9t' 'q,I.."t"~nt 
'ull(h lur 'S(J'N'! re." 

« lnl,'u~I,: .. (·qulllR'Itnt. (\\*,h\\n~ .tntl "9"1·..,1 .. d)' "),~r"). II'n .. l~r·~ tr,J1\ ",h,·, 1 •• ,,·1. ,,,,,III,. 
.:o.~"I .. ".,· I",,,h ,,,11'1)-',' ,)'(I'Ir."" f",nd'S "".1 "',"b"r'S",".·,I() II! (f ... • ":>t"t'""~,,, ,,, .. , I"',,h. 
>1, ,..1.1,1'"" ,,, "" .... ") ' •• If1~ "t ... ~ ... ~ IUIt· ,Inn},...y Irt' 41"fIL .. l .. lrlt' I .. }1.1I. 1.· ....... 1 
.. ",,', ..... A.',I'I, .. ""II, Ilrll .. I,. I~dl. IIIe" 'JI'~~"ll"",--()", ''''1'".,,1', I,.,,· ,I.·.. ',,,I 

,., ,.~ 0'" ,,,.1 '''I I' 'I ~ ' ....... I\,"~'III.. '" I rw ... ,'''' , . 
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n addlt'Or'l :0 the secondary roao ~w~ds :re countIes nave tarm·to-mar1<et funds ava.lat>le to :r-e"'!" --~ 

'ar.,.·(=.marl<et !t,;nd ,s administered oy :M State OOT lOarm·to·market funds are oy and large 'es!"c'.'~ ". 

c~r,su\,;ctlon worl< on the larm·to·marl<et system Receipts to the farm·to·mar~et fund increasec ":~ :" 

",,'I<on ," FY78 te S59 '''!lilian in FY87. The key revenue Items to the farm·to·marl<et fund are RVT" 'e··e- -~; 

,approXimately 70 percent of the total or $42 million. in !987) and federal fundS (24 percent Of ,~e '~'a :. 

S T 4 million In 1987) Miscellaneous revenues make up the remainder. This is aeplCled .n F'9ure ~·00 - - <; 

,ast fT'a!ofity of expenollures from Ihe larm·to,marl<et fund IS construction expenditures on cccnry ',.,.... .: 

market 'oads (approximately 98 percent at the tOtal). The level of SUCh expendrtures has Increase':l ":­

SJ7 million in 1978 10 569 million ,n !987 Additional expenditures are general admlnlstra(:':)" ;".~ 

'T1lscelfaneous costs ($16 milliOn In (967) and expenditures on muniCipal streets. whiCh are aDC\./ . ' 

percent of 10tai !arm·to-market fund expenditures, This infonnation is shown in Figure 4·7 

Municipal Slreet System 

Total tUndS available tor municipal street actIVitieS nave Increased ftom $1 n mulion m 1978 to 5286 -, "­

.n 1987. as shown In Figure 4-8. Of IhlS 10lal. State sources have gradually grown In :mpo~ar:2 --:­

approximately 25 percent of the total ($45 mlilion) in 1978 to 31 percent ($89 mHlion) In 19a7 c~Ce'C 

revenue sources account for approximately 10 percent of munICipal revenues (or S28 mlll,o(1 '0 ';e­

i'levenue sharing, a source of federal funding which accounted for betWeen $2.0 million and SJ 6 "''':~ 

annually for munlcipal~ies between 1978 and 1986 has now been discontinued. 

The remainder of municipal funding is accounted for by local sources which declined s"gh~y 'rcm ~~ 

percent of the totaf ($114 million) in 1978 to 59 percant of the totaf ($169 million) in 1987 Of all (~e 'cca 

sources. the most irnponant are propeny taxes and special assessments. and new borrowIng. :> 'oce~ , 

taxes and special assessments have averaged about 37 percent of ttXal road·related rlll/snues (or 5':6 

rnillion In 1987), while new borrOWIng, which has declined s1lgh1ly over the years. stm (in ,967) represe"'s 

, 5 percent of lotal revenues (or $43 mil/Ion In tI1at year). 
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flgu,& 4·7 

'. fARM-TO·MARKET FUND EXAENDITURES 
(1976 . 1987) 

I I. '.11110111 -'lIA! DOliAIII) 

JlUI 
1911 1919 1980 1931 19&1'" 1981 

•• # - • - • - • 

------ .- ... --.------ --.- --' ---- -.-.-. _. 
""-" ------.-• I of • 101 , I of $ I of , I of , TOl.t Toto I lot6\ tut.' 10tol r..m , A~'n IM'~~e'\bn~ou~ o ) D .• ' o ~ o 9' o 9 I 61 o ~ 0.61 0.6 III 08 

fxpendlture~ on (~n,y Ra,ds 11 • 91 IX ~.9 98 ~X ~~ I 91 lX b~ 4 9881 ~~ 6 9861 ~I ~ 
l.pendltu~e$ on Hun,clp.1 Strect$ 0.6 161 e 1 I) 61 o I l.lI o ) o ~X o ' 041 0.6 
(,lIAMO IOIAI 

18 1 100.01 ~l.1 100 01 S6 I 100.01 66 l 100 Dl ~.4 100 01 !>f,.~ ...... ........ ........ .. ~ .... . .... ... ~ ... "'. ~.a. "" ~ .. ........ ........ ."' .... ~ ., 
100111011 

f Iljurr!t tor 1918'11& .re lor Ute c.lena.r ""n. ftgures 'or 1981-61 .re- 10., ,.".1 w-urs 
,J",a, , - J.JRe )0) lhus e-pendllures 'or July I. 1981 through De, J). 19tH 4re co ... nted 
In Ooth 't~ '98' .nd '982 \0'.', . • "how;h •• ch set o' 'Igur •• repres.nl$ • 12-~lh per,od 

SOUle. f~der.1 lor., ~l? .$ p,e,.red _Ad sU~'llcd br l~ 001 419'8-811 

1984 19II~ 19ab 1911 . - ---- . ---- . .----._-._--. 
X of • , of , , 01 • 1 of , I of Tot.a TOl.1 lot.1 Tohl 'ou, 

1.41 I ~ 1 11 I I I 11 o ~ 0.61 I 6 1 11 91.61 61.1 91 II 801 91 II 81 S 99 OX 69 4 91 11 I OX 0.4 0.61 0.1 0.91 OJ 041 o 4 
Q ""' 

100 III 646 1011 Dl 11.9 100 01 81 ) 100.01 II • 100 01 .. ........ . ...... . ..... . ..... ..... . .... . .... . ..... . .... 
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c. '987 "'eas~red ,n nom,nal doliars. Of the tetal. construction expenditures nave averaged 32 perce~' :. 

ICtal expenc,tures 'reaching S8B mdlion ,n t987). maintenance expenditures represent approx,mate'v ,.: 

percent of total exceno'tures (576 m~lion In t987). engineenng and administration a further eight oer:e-' 

~tctali,ng allou! S23 million in 1987) and other miscellaneous Items (e.g .. lighting. sidewalks. trees I a 'v~";' 

: 1 ·12 percent. The balance is accounted for by debt service costS which Increased from $28 mllhon 'n . r" 
'or 18 percent of the total) to S62 m~lion In 1987 (or 22 percent of the total). Over the last four years. ~,S' 

costs have been steady at about 22 to 23 percent of total municipal road related expenditures. 

REVENUE PROJECnONS 

Revenue projections were made fOf the ~eriOd .-2008 based on current road revenue sources ara 

distTillution formuJas. TheS<' rr('j~~i,,", L •. , , .. following: 

PrOjections m RUTF Sources and Uses 

Federal Highway Revenue ~rojections 

State ~rirnary Revenue Projections 

County Secondary Road Fund PrOlections 

County Farm to Market Fund ~rOjectlons 

MunlC'pal Street Fund Projections 

Twenty Year Highway Revenues in Real DoIJars 

ProjfCtiOMS of RUTF SQyre" and Usn 

Iowa DOT. Office 01 Economic Analysis. prolections for the period t989-94 were used as the baSIS for Ire 

:Wenty year perIOd made for this study. These projectlons Induded motor fuel tax. vehicle registrations. use 

tax and dnver licenses. Off. the-tOp allocations were made for curren!!y authonz9d programs. 
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Aier deduct:ng the off·me·tops !rom the gross RUTF receipts. t~e net amount ,s CISt"O~Ie-:: .: 

,l.O··:SC\C~IC!1alle'i~S accorCing to the current Clstnbution formula (i.e .. ~he State receNes 45 ~erce""! :' --:-. 

'eceq:tS :~e .:cunty sec8r.dary fundS receNe 28 percent. !he farm to market funa recerves rlne percer~ 31"'1; 

t1"e 'T!LJr'::c:ca!'!"es ~ecetVe • B percent) 

Gross rece!ots to 1M RUTF are prolected to increase from approximately S600 million ,n , 989 t(; S' : -;' 

""II'on ,n 2008, measured in nominal dollars, rotal otf·the-tops are projected to Increase trom acprcx''--a'e, 

5 t 00 million ,n r 989 to $ t 80 million in 2006, The net amount for general dlSlnbutlon Increases Ire,", a:r-:,' 

5500 million ,n 1989 to over S900 million In 2008. 

Federal HIQhway Revenye FrojeC!IOns 

Th, ctlons of federal revenues to all three lurisdictionallevels in Iowa over the 1989·2008 per'od are 

... s· .' Iowa's current highway trust ful'd appropnations adlust8d to refte<;t expenence WItt> actual rece'G: 

of revenues. The current appropriations, as outlined in the 1987 U.S. Surface Transportation Act .,e '-" 

IMoretlcal annual federal highway revenues allocated to Iowa through the end of FY 1991 These r~', ,,- _'" 

are ,n twO cans .. 'Ormula and discretionary Typically, only a portion of the State's '1.111 'cr~'_a 

apprepnatlen ter anyone year can be spent. This amount is the 'ol)llgation' 

It :s likely tMt the program for funding highways will change with the enactment of a new S",;ace 

TransportatIon Act In t991. It is diffICult to project lederal r8llent18S without a large degree of specula:,cr. 

Alter 1991, therefore. we can only make informed judgmentS as to what will happen. Over the 1992·2CC8 

period. federal r8llenues are estimated to be the same amount in each year. 

eased on these guidelines. formula funding to Iowa from the federal highway trust fund is assumec to 'a: 

from $141 mlll'on ~er year In SFYag to $13.5 m~lion per year after FY91. Discretionary funding falls 'r:-­

approximately $50 m,uion per year today to S9.3 mullen per year alter FY91, 
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.. ~e a:!cca!Jor. of prOjected federal rever.t.;es :0 :r:e iurisdiC:ICns follows current expenence. ~~e 5:a'~ ~ 

:ot.,;r.ties sl"')are falls from 524.6 million per year to 5244 mrllion per year. whrle t~e :TtU"iClpalrt 1es 

ceclines !rcm 5168 mIllion ~r year 10 59.4 mIllion per year aller 1991. 

Sta!e Pflmarv O"Crections 

; .... C! .~. 

·olal 'eCelOls for state nighway purposes are orolecte<l to Increase from S4J8 million ,n 1989 !o S61 g .-c, • 

. 02COa 

Cvut'lty Secondary ~oad Fynd Prgiections 

Receipts to the county secondary fund are prolected to Increase from S269 million in 1989 to S487 rr ,: ~" 

In 2008 for the county secondary road funds. 

COU . .,ty Farm :0 Market Fund PrOlectlons 

Farm to market funcl revenues are prOJecled to Increase tram $71 million In 1989 to $113 mllilccc 2:~; 

based on the assumptions made herein. 

'v1unicioaj $rrut Aevenul PrQjectlons 

Revenues for munlclpaJ streets are projected to irlCrease from 5256 million in 1989 to $434 million ,n 20GS 

Twenty Year NighwaY Revenyn in Constant OoUars 

~~e prolectlons of zo·year highway re'\lenues at all three jurisdictional levels are outlined in terms of nomlca 

(or ,:~rrenl) deilars. In order to compare those revenues to the needs eStimates. tna figures are sta:ea " 

constant 1987 dollars. In order to convert nominal deilars into constant 1987 deilars. an estimate of fut~re 

'n/latlon 's ",ade 1'he innation estimates used here to make tM conversion are 40 percent in '.988. 5 , 

pe'cent In 1989 and 1990.5.2 percent in 1991 and 5.0 percent per year thereafter. The flgures for 1989· 

91 a'e Data Resources Inc. (DRI) estimates of the change in the nationwide consumer pnce index 
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,-:s'~g ',~ese ,nRatlon estimates, '~Ighway revenues available to me state nlghway system fall ('om S400 "" " c­

.n : 989 :0 5223 mllilon 'n 2008, measurea In constant 1987 dOllars County secondary lund 'evenues '3 

,n real le''''s from S246 ""Ilion to S1 75 million over Ine same period. while farm to market fund rec81cts 'ail 

'rcm 505 million to $4: million. MuniclpaJ street receipts fall from 5224 mdlion ,n 1989 to 5157 """,cr ._ 

2008 

ACOITIONAL. FUNDING OPTIONS 

rhe nlgnway neeas to revenues companson shows that there is a Shortfall at all three IUrlsdicllOnal 'e',e s 

The State of Iowa may. thus. Wisn to conSider some additional ways of generating revenues to apply aga: r 5: 

the shortfall. Several potentl3l funding options for generating additional revent: vere as' . 'Sed 'or :~'s 
stUdy These Included: 

1. ExptnSlon of currenUy eXISlinlj ma, or revenue sources at aU three junsdk. 

2. ImpJementation of stateWIde financing sources successfully usad for highway purposes "n ::_ •• 

states. and Implementation of publiC finanCing mechanisms which are innovative. or non.lrad'tcra' 

n nature: and 

3 Implementation of public-private flnancing mechanisms (I.e .. private d8lle/oper related mechanlsmSi . 

. a class of revenues also considered innovative in nature. 

Expansion of exisVng Revenue Sour," 

The prrmary existing r8llenue sourCes (excluding federal revenues) at the three JurisdictiOnal !eVelS.-ere 

asseSSed. They inetuds' 

State: RUfF (gas tax. vehicle registration fees. drivers license fees. and the vehicle use tax): 

Counties.' RUTF. property taxes: and 

Cities: RUTF. pro~rty taxes. borrow,ng. 
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'" "'an, :ases 'owa alreacy has roae re1ated :axes that are QUite high relative to otMr states, ~!so :"e ::, 

,:...r·S~IC::C"·\S or.::certy !axes are In many cases teaching authorized limits. There may. t~us. !:e reiat:'ie'= •.. ~ 

JPDCI'!c;,e,:y 'or suostantlally expanding these Q)(IStlng laxes and fees. There may be some cccor.c· . 

:hcugh, !or exoanolng the use ot debl financing for road purposes. The Stale ot Iowa currently "as a 

'evel ot oebt re1atlVe to other stales. Virtually no deblls used tor road pUf\)Oses allM Slale or co"rt'i e," " 

:;ebt "as :Jeen, ~owever, an Important source of financing for streets allhe municipal level 

Gth@r PUOllC Sector Revenye and FinanCing Aoproach" 

A ·,anety ot other revenue and finanCing approaches are used ,n olher slates for road purposes, "'hese "., 

~roadly be d<VIded Into two calegones '. Ihose Ihat generate significant rll\'enues on a statewide baSIS e; 

welg/1t distance taxes. local option gas taxes) and thOse thaI genera!. SIgnificant revenues for a Slng:e 'ac,;,:. 

~eg . toliSI. or a number at facilities Within an area (e.g .• municipal road utUity). The revenue 'tems ,~ :"e 

category :)f ;)uOIIC sector measures are as follows: 

'llerght dIstance fees 

Tolls 

Local OPtion metor tueJ taxes 

Municipal road utilities 

Locaf option transportalion excise taxes 

':'he state lor-ery 

~Icohol taxes 

e,llboard advertiling fees 

A promising funding mechanism in this group may be the local option sales tax. which Ms :e~e 

:mplemenrea by severaJ looal jurisdictions in Iowa. 
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'nnO\3trve ar.d ,"On-traditional Jrnanclng strategies that involve the private SeCtor ,n luno!ng "'gr'Na, 

,"'prc'.e""ents ;/enerally prOVide 'unding far a specrtic road prOlect, or for proleGts Wltr.lr. a :,rr:o/.! 

geograprlC area These mecnanlsms have gained in POPUlarity in recent years aue to tre Increasec 
< 

divergence between ~Ignway need and funds ava,laOie for highway expend~ures, Many of tne .tems n :- s 

category are prlmartly applicable to urban areas, and several (e,g .. traHic PhaSing ordinances anc :'a~ c 

perfcrmance standards) are simijar In hature, 

Some at the most common private development related mechanisms are the fOllowing 

Benet~ assessment distncts 

Metro districts 

Tax Incrltlr.ent finanClnr; 

Airspace utilizatlor. 

Traffic Phasing ordinances 

Traffic performance standards 

Fair share con!rrbutlons 

Land banking 

Proffer zoning 

SubdiviSion approval 

:"ease purchase agreements 

Private support tor highway beautification 

The applicability of tnesa mechanisms shOUld be judged on a case by case basis, In particular, tax 

Increment financing has been SUCcesslully applied in a number of instances in Iowa (e.g .. in the construction 

at an interchange In Davenport). The expanded use of this funding method could be investigated 
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cnaoter 5 

A GUIDE TO DECISION MAKING 

~n :r"l:S cl:ac~er the key Issues related to ~owa s roads are summaflzed ana ~eCcmf"!1encatlo(":s a~~ -·3':2 

Aeal SCII.;tors arc cclltlcaJ consensus on me ,ssues will likely InvOlve fir.anc:al. as Nei! as. ",:st:!L:.:::""C: 

ccrs,deratlcns relared ro lurisdlctional responslbllrtles Wharever course 01 action .5 aooptee t)., cee ; : ~ 

"'akers. we believe it Should be foun<!ed in the economic efficiency of Iowa; eXisting 'oao ~'aC·SC::;"a::­

Eff,Ciency of the eXisting system IS vllal to economic grOWlh as weil as the finanCial aM eccncm:c 'e".: . 

of .oew 'oao Oevelopment. However. ,I woulo be mistaken to believe that only rna redlst"C"t:on .;' ':3: 

;,,~dS Will lead to mOre efficient road transpOrlatlon In Iowa. Levels of tuntling are as crlrlcal 

LEVELS OF FUNDING 

Since the 1960s, Ihe nation has been assessing rts road needs an<! since lhat lime 1M price rag placee :r 

roadS Ms continued 10 startle decISlon·makers. Consequently. the assessments were deemed C,"r~a:s~ : 

the sludies lost credibility, and many slates. Incluoing Iowa. cegan to cut cack on star.dards anc ·e. e·; :' 

seMce 

In !t1IS study. we have anempted to Critically assess road needS In light Of both economiCS and tne mIM,,"'" 

physicaf threshOlds required to preset\le a road .. a no fnlls approach. A general pnorily sequence was set 

'ottn to Ilfst ,""alntaln, tnen preserve, expand and finally modemize. Within this sequence. Onor'::es .ve'e 

broadly established based on expected rates 01 return for types of road improvement. On this phllOSCcr ·, 

He CUilt ~p the needs in eategories (See Chapter 31. 

The fUnding projections for this study were develOped to reasonably reflect historical road fuMing PC"Cy 

at the state and !ocal levels. ConsBQuently, increased road funding and rates of tunding have been ;nc!~Cec 

and kept In line wrth hlstoneal increases. 
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Seee,f:c ass~mp(lO~S regarding ,ate Increases Included In the projections are liSted below 

" .=eveloplng fUMing prOlectlonS. It :5 assumed t~.at the gasoline tal< Increases oy 2 cents e'. e", 'e -' 

iears (' 994. '998, 20C2 and 2006) ana that g",ohOl and diesel tax rates nse accorClngly 

eo"sls!e"t with act~al experience over the last 25 years. 

2. II 15 assumed thaI truck rl!9,strallon fees inCrease 20 percent In 1996. 

It is assumed that the use tax rate Increases from four to five percent in 1996. 

4. County and municipal property taxes were assumed to increase by 0.4 percent per year :le[· .... e~c 

1989 and 1992 and by four percent per year aller 1993. 

The county property tax used for roads was assumed to be 25.3 percent of the county property tax tetal 

The muniCipal property tax used for streets was assumed to be 22.8 percent 01 the municipal Droce~, 'a, 

total. 

T~e abcve assumptions are in line With histoncaltax rate growth and diStribution trends and were "'ace ::; 

have projeclions realisticalfy reflect historical tal< polley for comparison to needs. They do not represent 

recommended future tax policy. 

It was antiCipated consideting the nature of the improvements in the hierarchy that economical leve;s ~! 

funding were SOITIIIWhere beIWeen categories 4 and 5 of the needs. A comparison of the road needS :0 

prOlected fundino was made to see wnat needed Improvements were possible. The resutts are conta,nec 

in Figure 5·1 'n summary. the results indfcate the following: 

FundS are ,nsuffic'entto preserve all roads and bndges. 

2 T rade·otts Will have to be made betNeen needed reconstruction, bndge replacement anc ... , .... .., 
~. 

rate·ol·retum capacity Improvements 
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F'gure 5·' 

AVERAGE YEARLY NEEDS ANO FUNDING 
(MiliioMS of , 987 Dellars) 

'989·93 '994·98 ,m.()3 2QQ4yB ';89·,:;8 

'leeds :hrcugh Ca:egory 6 (T ctal) $:,558 51.287 S1059 S 389 " .' ~98 
Needs :hrough Category 5 1,464 1.193 967 819 .,. 
,'1eeas :hrcugh Categor{ 4 1.130 859 681 604 :;l'.Q 

o • 

,'leeds through Category 3 950 720 584 522 694 

Neeas !hrough Category 2 721 491 473 468 538 

PrOjected Funding $ 874 $ 780 S 707 $ 626 S 747 
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t..i\ :~rlSOJCtrcns ·NJI1 be ~aced wIth !he preservatton problem The state and muniCIpalities. partrc;,.:!a~· i .-'? 

srate ""I ::e 'eQurrea 10 :hoose berween hlgl,.,ate-of·retum caprtaJ replacement and preser.at~-

·eturn ,mcrOvements seems IntOlerable, yet these are me hard choices the state will De facing 

cower ,ate·Of-return road and ortdge needs and all modernIZatIOn were counted to determ,re 3" 

econOmically optimum level of government Investment wrthout r~ to minImum preservation !hresc-c,<:s 

for roads This was done only to estImate purely economocallevels of road funding and recognize ")a<:5 

needS that could easily compete wrth other government funding_ The low8l' rate-of·retum needs amo~":e-:: 

to $28 t million annually in caprtaJ replacement and preservation improvements in Categories 3. 4 ana 5 ace 

an addrtional $94 million annually in modernizatIon in Category 6. RedUCIng total needs by these amo~-": s 

produced the following results. 

Estimated Yearly EconomlCaJ Levels of Road Need 
Average Yearly F'Jndlng 
Annual Shortfall 
"areent Shortfall 

MILLIONS OF 1987 DOLLARS 
PEpSPECTIVE 

5·Year 

'989:'993 

$1,183 

.....ill 
309 
35% 

~O·Yea~ 

1989"'998 

$1.:4: 

J1Z 
220 

2"7Q{o 

Conservatively stated. lowa's total road funding is be40w me economically OI)tJmum level by at least 2~', 

and in the sho<t term even mont. The shortfall is substantially greatIII', W one also reaJiStocally considers me 

PhYSIcal requirements. HOW should tile Road Use Tax Fund (RUTF) be diStributed among the t~ree 

:uflSdiclions In ligItt of such constraJned funding levels? 
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DISTRIBUTION OF RUTF AMONG THE JURISDICTIONS 

~h!S section ,reats :ne dIS:"bution of tne RUTF among :~e tnree ,unsdictlons T~e percentage SG,: .. 

a",a'iacre _~L-rF among ~t'le state, county and :"nuniclpai goverr.~e('ts cepends en the ~orl0w'rg lac!crs 

~,~e pnonty assigned to improvement types. 

2 7he COStS :of me Improvements. 

3. The !JrT',lng of the needs and available revenues. 

4 "'he amount of ~UrF !unds available 

5 The funds available for roads outSide of available RUTF (pnmarily diverSions made to the Sta,e ~e'c'~ 

:ne spM Of RUTF and local funding) 

We used a stepwise method to diStribute the funds. First. we met the needs In Category 2. tMen carege", 

J and so on until all available funds were used. Where funds were not sufficient to meet tre next ca:egc r ', 

of .Oee<J. they were distnbuted according to each Jurisdiclions percentage need Within rne category 

~wo cases were studied: 

Case 1: Using tMe Hierarchy Of Road Needs as presented In Chapter 3. 

MOdifying the Hierarchy of Road Needs presented in Chapter 3 to give more prlority:o ca~aclt, 

Improvements. 

Ounng :~e Study. Ine subStantive argument was made that capacity improvements (whiCh e~hltllt verf '"'g" 

rates of retum) were not being given proper priority in the Hierarchy of Road Needs. partlcula~y conSlde"r~ 

I.') :"e scarCity of funds and (2) these roads would probably require reconstruction or resurfacing ,n acelt!:c 

to the ,r.creased capacity. FOf case 2, the capacity improvements in Category 4 were moved to ca:egcc,· 

J ar.d those ,n Category 5 were mOVed to Category 4. 
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Additionally. a senSltlVlly analySIS was performed :0 assess Ihe ImpacIS of increased fundlcg CO 

dlstf!butlon percentages. 

:n making the assessmenl. emOhaSlS is plaCed 0" the lirst five year periOd for the followi"<; reaso"s 

II :ne needS were assessed Irve years Irom tOday. me lirs! fIVe-year period probably would c"ac~·: 

very linle consldeflng progress made In backlogged improvements under current lundlng ccrs:.-a lc ·; 

2 Imprcrvements In the first five-year periOd are less a function of projections and there 1$ less unce~a-' . 

aSSOCl3led w~h fhe numbers. 

A Irve-year perspective of the resuftS 01 this analysis 1$ contained in Figure 5-2. A ten-year pel'SPEK!I·,B ; 

contained in Figure 5-3. 

~rom our point of View. Case 2 represents the most reasonable set 01 needs pnorilies for the ec";:a:::'~ 

distribution of RUTF One could argue Ihat capacity improvements should be given even higher Prlcr!'. ~c 

the baSIS of economics. however, we leel thiS sOlution best balances both economics and :he "',N"c'" 

preservation requirements among the three jurisdictions. 

Averaging the Case 2 five- and ten-year results for current funding, produces the following dISff'Cur,O" 

among the iun$d,Cllons. 

STATE 

52% 

COUNTY 

29% 

MUNICIPAL 

19% 

rhe financl3l impacts on the jurisdictions of implementing tile above distribution are contained in Figure s.J 

The resulting percentages wood represent a shift of $35 m~lion annually in avaJabie AUTF from the COl,;nt'e> 

to the state and munic:pal~;es. 
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DISTRIBUTION OF AVAILABI..E RUTF 
A F;ve·Year PerspectiVe. '989,'993 

CASE' 

ANNUAL R.L: T F 
~CH Drsr~r8U7'iCN 

(Mlilions or 1987 Dollars) 

PERCENTAGE DiS7Ri8L:7'C~ 

S444' 

S488 

5629 
S686 

S7ATE 

500 
52. : 
553 
53.3 

COUNTY ML..'NIC;=>A ... 

298 2: 2 
298 '8 ! 

267 ! i 9 
278 '3 3 

CASE 2 

A\:.\!t.JAL R U r :: PE"lCENTAGE OiSTR:8U7ICN 
FO.q C:STQ;auiiO,"J 

(~~~dhcns of t 98i DOllars) 

S~44' 

$488 
5629 
S686 

STATE 

53.1 
563 
574 

577 

COUN7",( 

26.8 
259 
24 .: 
23.5 

• ForcasteC tunCing casea on h,stor,cal precedent 
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DISTRIBUTION OF AVAIUSLE RUTF 
A Ten· Year Perspective 1989.1998 

CASE, 

ANNUAL AU T.F 
~OR DISTRIBUTION 

",I;I:,ons of 1987 DOliars) 

PERCENTAGE OISTRlsurlON 

$436" 
5479 
S612 
S667 

SiATE 

47.2 

506 
495 
467 

COUNTY .\1UNIC;;:>A~ 

354 ~ 7' .:: 

33 I 163 
324 'S ~ 
338 , 9 5 

CASE 2 

~NNUAL Fl.U T F 
~OR DISTRIBUTION 

,M,;I,ons 01 1987 DOliars) 

PERCENTAGE DISTRIBUTiON 

S436" 
5479 

5612 
$667 

51"..0-= ...... ,"-

50.9 
540 
54 7 

525 

COUN;Y 

31.9 

308 
273 

28.4 

• Forcasted fundIng Oased on hlStollcal preceCent 
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Current Law 

Study ':~esulls 

D,ffere~ce 

Current ~w 

Siudy ResuilS 

QJference 

Figure 5·4 

FINANCIAL IMPACTS OF CHANGING RUTF DISTRIBUTION FORMULA 
(\Hlions af ~ 987 Dollars) 

5· YEAR "ERSPEC71VE 
(Average 5444 m,II,on available annuailyJ 

200 

- 31 

164 

m 
·35 

10·YEAR F'ERSPECTIVE 
(Average 5436 million avaJlatlie annually) 

196 161 

+ 31 

5·9 

\,1unic:pal 

80 

- 4 

79 
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;t would be mistaken to Interpret the reoisrrrt:ullOn of available RUTF' as !.bll funding SOI"ticn 'cr '~ac; -

Iowa. E'Jen with a :hange in dlstnbution. the Impacts on roads at t"ustoncalty pro,ected tunOH"',g !.evei5 a:--c 

:.Inaer CLirrer'l( :nSfitl.:tJcnal relationShips wIll ce sIgnificant. 

Stale 'mpacts 

Over the next five years lhe state wood have 5393 million (1981 dOllars) annually to ,nvest ,n lhe -;;'·"'a". 

system. 'f it received 52 percent of avarlable RUTF and current overalilunding poliCy continued, ihl5 a""cc": 

would stili leave the State shan of meeting its Category 3 needs. Consequently. Ihe State would sr,;: :e 

'aced with trading off high rate·ot.return road and bridge preservation and capl\3l replacement ,mprove",e"ts 

With high rate·of·return capacrty improvements. Stated in a more specific way. the Slate woutd "a'/~ 

approximately $200 million per year to choose among a bacldog of need compnsed of: 

$ I 32 mHfion per year of pr8S$ing capacrty improvements Involving a total of 452 miles at road 

$ I 18 million per year 01 high priority bndge Improvements involVing a total 01 300 bMt;;es anc 

$127 ""Ilion per year of higher volume road reconstruction InvOlving 2.160 miles in total 

EaCh at the above categones of improvement wOuJd be expected to yield high rates of return 

When Ihe general improvement of the primary network is not possible due to funding constraintS !r-e 

targeting ot tunds Oecomes essential. This concep! at targeting funds was set tonh in a Commerc,al 

NetwOrk for Iowa and has been used in other states under various names such as ·pnOrity primary routes 

The Commercial Necwork or priority primary routes conceptS represent prudent approaches consJdenng l~e 

need tor efficiency in the network and the current extreme IIJndlng constraints. 
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n'e need tor development highways was raiSed at several puCIIC meetings. Altr.ough st~ales cf seiec:~': 

Ce'ie!O~"'ert "'grwajs may sncw economic feasiclilly. payrng for such highways does "at appear ~'Cce": 

or feasJOle as par! of current constrained finanCIng. SpecIal fir.ancial packages linked to deveioome!1t WSI~.':. 

~(cba~ly ~eeo :0 ::e !cr:nl".lated to justrfy developmental highways 

County lI"'1pacts 

Counties have responSibility for the most elClenSlve road networks in Iowa -- 89.558 miles. 80 :Jere""t sf '"e 

lotal stale mileage. -:-he cour.lies· mileage is prrmarrly low volume gravel roads. Over Ihe relCl 'Ive ! e3'; 

I~e coum:es would r.ave 5261 ""ilian (tg8l doliars) annually to invest in lhe Farm-la-Market anc Seccrca-. 

systems. If they receiVed 29 percent of available RUTF This would represent a considerable shift ·n f~~c·r; 

away from lhe current distribution If a Change were adopted. ~ would need to be implemented gr,: .aii, 

to minImIZe the Impact on the count ISS. A philosophy of no actual decreases shOUld tle adooted ~=r 

example. rt !unding were frozen at current levels until the year the newty adopted distr:b"tlcn ... as 

reached.the county would experience no actual decreases. 

L.ke the state. the counties WIll 00 faced WIth difficuJt ChoIces .. related to general levels of service er. tre 

secondary and farm-to-market road systems. Although the tradeoffs WIll not InvOlve nIgh rate of rel",e 

capacity Improvements. like the state. the counties WIll also not be able to fully meet needs :nrougr. 

Category 3. ihe following statements characterize the countiss' srtuatiOn. 

Over the next 20 years. the counties WIll 00 able to improve about 4.000 baCklogged defiCIent tr'd(;€s 

while an addHlOnaJ 4.500 currently backlogged deficient bridges and 1.500 whIch WIll become def'c'ecI 

",II nOI ce repaired due to the lack of funds. 
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ever ~~e neXl 2Q years. the counties "",I be "naole to reconstruct approximately 20.CQO ae"c~~1 - "' 

of 'caes d~e to lack ot tunds. More Ihan ~ .. :)00 ot these miles would have greater than 40C ,er.c,,; 

~er ~a'i acO wOuld exnlblt feasible rates at retum (more than 20 percent). ~ funds were avaljacle :: 

it :S OlfflCUlt 10 estimate how long Clehclent bridges can be maintained tllroug/'! stop gap measures ;"'! 

:ouNy road systems are an Illustration ot minimum phYSICal thresholds which must be met. ·f you .... art , 

road. 

M;,;nicipaj Imoacts 

Over the next 'ive years the mun,cipalitles at IOwa would have approximately $220 million (1987 dollars: 

annually to invest in their arterial. co/lector and other street s'f$l8lTl$. ~ they received 19 percent at avallaCle 

RuTF !.Ike the state and counties. this amount would tall S/'Iort 01 meeting municipal needs tnrCugn 

Category J. Although municipal baCklog needs for expanded capacity are not as extensive as the 5:a:e ; 

(66 miles !Or the mUnicipalities versus 452 miles tor the state) tuture or accnuing capacity pree:e'" S ,. '; 

expected :0 ;ncrease significantly. Approximately. 600 miles of capacity deficient roadS will develoo Co. e' 

tne ~ext 20 years. During this time period. the municipalities WIll be faced with trading off nee<Je<J 

oreserJation Improvements to meet capacity requirements. The fOllowing statements bnefty descnbe other 

impacts on munIcipalities. 

MuniCipalities will be able to improve 340 bndges Oller the neX120 years. wIIia another 271 Imdges 

of ...,r.lcn more tNn half are currently deficient, will go unrepaired due to lacII of funding. 

Mur1c:palilles wovld be able to reconstnue! approximately 68 miles of anerial streets '",rile 

approx:"'ately 458 miles 01 collectors and 4.500 m~es of lower!raIfIc vOlume deficient streets w,lI ~ot 

oe Improved due to the lack at funds. 
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E"Jen ;n iigN Of a prosoec:""e redistnDuttcn of available AUTF the ,mcac:s and Curden a~ ail :-''?~ 

;cr:SC:lc!!ons ... ,11 be significant. Any rec:iW:but:on of financ:al resources IS likely to be a volat:le ~CII:lca· SSoe 

S:.JC~ a 'Jcla(lle issue could easrly detract or overshadcw a recognition of t~"e general 'acl< of roac ';";i'~S ,. 

'owa and Ire corresponding unsatlsflec: road neec:s 

DISTRIBUTION OF RUTF AMONG MUNICIPALITIES 

...l., analYSis Similar to (hat performed tor the three JUrisdictions was performed for tne rT'Unic:paJ ~o~;..."a: :: .... 

groups. The reSUlts are contained In Figure 5·5 and demonstrate the finanCial difficulties faCing :"e 

municipalitieS under 2.500 population. The analysis was also run assuming equal tax burden per ~e',cc 

a",ong the population groups. The resUlts. shown In Figure S~. confirm the finanCial difficulties faCing C'ca" 

areas under 2.500 population under current distnbutlon schemes 

Several other conclusions can be inferred from these results. 

The economic and financ!al Viability of very Small municipalities and their ability to scooc·~ ';2: 

infrastructure COUld be in question. parlicularty considering population losses that may oe 'eccrcee 

,n the' 990 census. 

2 There are Cities in iowa w~h populations greater than 2.500 and less than SO.Ooo population that fro.., 

the view point of roadS. have relatively solid tax bases. less relative need and do not appear to sui!e' 

as much from capacity problems. These c~les may have the potential to be promoted as grow1~. 

centers. ~ other infrastnuctural cond~ions are examined and show results similar to rc:ads. 

3. C:earty the large municipaJ~ies have the greatest inherent resources to meet their rc:ad needs. 

T"e !Ollowlng analyses examine Olner potenttal factors for the distnbutton of available RUTF amcrg 

munlc:palities. 

5·13 

------------------------.......... 



OISTRISUTION OF RUTF AMONG MUNICIPAL POPUUl.TtON GROUPS 

PERCENTAGE DISTRIBUTION 
.Dercent 01 

°OP1;13110n Group 1280 Population 1989-93 1989·98 Averag@ 

Over 50.000 339 26.3 294 278 
25.000 to 50.000 13.4 8.0 9.2 86 
: 0.000 to 25.000 8.7 6.0 6.4 62 
5.000 10 '0.000 12.6 7.1 6.8 70 
2.500 to 5.000 9.4 6.8 59 6.4 
J to 2.500 22.0 458 423 440 

Figure5~ 

OISTRIBUTION OF RUTF AMONG MUNICIPAL POPUUl.TtON GROUPS 
(AS$uming Equal Local Tax Burden Per Person) 

PERCENTAGE DISTRIBUTION 
Percent of 

"00wl3tlon Grouo '9S0 POPulation la69·93 1989-j8 Ave~e 

Over 50.000 33.9 38.7 40.7 39.7 
25.000 to SO.OOO 13.4 6.5 7.3 6.9 
10.000 to 25.000 8.7 6.2 6.4 6.3 5.000 10 t 0.000 12.8 5.7 5.6 5.7 
2.500 to 5.000 9.4 8.3 7.8 8. , o to 2.500 22.0 34.6 32.2 33.4 
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::;Jrrer!tly_ :lL.;iF reverLes are allocated to t!1e !T'l.ir.lc~alltles on the basis cf pCPl.Olation. ~:gL.;re 5·;'" ~e:·::s 

::-:e a!:ocation Of 'wndS :-esult:r.g from ~he use cf a '.;ar:ety of,different c:~te(la ,- allocation ty area iare'- -?~ 

:o:a, .-;!es. lenlcle "":es traveled (VMT) and oeecs. 

AS can be seen allocating revenues on tne baSIS of miles or lane mile causes the larger cities sc.are of "_c·:; 

to oe slgrllflcanrly reduced while tM smaller cities· share IS increa~. Allocating on tM oasIs of "'~T "as 

the exact oPPOSite affect Allocating based on area causes both the largest and smallest c:tles tc ~s. 

revenues. willie the mldstZe c:ues gain RUTF revenues. Allocating based on needs causes tce srr'a,les! -:'t·2; 

:0 - 2.500 population) to gain revenues (from 23 percent of total revenues available to 3t percent of :"e le:a· 

while the amount available in each of tne other groups is shaved sligh~y. 

DISTRIBUTION OF RUTF AMONG COUNTIES 

~he dlstnbutlon of RUTF among counties Involves two funds -- the County Farm-to-Market and Seconcari 

'oao funds The current proportion of these funds IS Shown belOW: 

County Farm-to-Market 

County Secondary 

24.32% 

7568% 

The percentages Obtained from an analySis of priorities indicates the following for a 5- and , O-year 

perspective. 

COUNTY FARM TO MARKET 

CCt.:NTY SECONDARY 

'989=93 

436 

56.4 

'989-98 

409 

59. t 

ThiS Indlcales a shill 'n priority to the Farm to Market system. The percentages when total needS are 

compared Without regard to pnorities are shown below for the same time periods. 
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CCUNTY FARM TO MARKET 
COL;NTY SECONOARY 

:989·93 
45_J 
55 a 

,989·98 
447 

553 

Total ,"eecs also point to a shrft In pnonty to the Farm to Market system. 

-~.e counties currently have the fleXibility to utilize Secondary 'oad funds on Farm to '.Aar><et 'oacs 

'ecorrmenda\iOn to change the current ratio of tM rNa systems would only further co"straln the cccc: ';, 

'ndl\l:<!ual ;:lfogrammlng prerogatl\les, in :igr.t of the current fUnding limitations. publiC demandS arc 

"',,n,mum preservation requirements. the current flexibility may be warranted. The following CISC~SS,':c 

addresses the distribution among the counl!es. 

RUTF funds are currenlly allocated among the counties based on two cnterfa .• needs and area. S,x:', 

percent of the ava~able funds are distributed on the basis of needs. while 40 percent of the fundS are 

distributed based on area. In assessing potential revised allocation methOdS. we again lOOked at :'e 

al!ocatlon of revenues under a variety of different crrtena. inCluding: 

total county population 

rural population 

area alone 

needs alone 

"ehlcle miles of travel (VMD 

lane miles 

AS lor the crtles. several of these cntena lead to allocations that are SIQnificantly different from the curren: 

allocations. as shown in Figure 5-8. For example. allocating revenues on the basis of total county populat'o", 

cr rural population would lead some counhes' revenues to increase by 100 percent or more while otM, 

counties' revenues would be reduced by more than 60 percent The swings are also significant (though not 

qUite as large) when the allocation IS by miles. lane miles. area. Or VMT •• many counties haVing their 
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FlglJIO 58 Paye ~ 01 b 

DISTRIBUTION OF RUTF REVENUES AMONG INDIVIDUAL COUNTIES 

"lIHOO I Ht.lHOO 1 M(It«1l J 

(urrrni Allo'.1 Ion X Allocat ion X 
COla"Iry Alloc.llon Iy Pop III ffrf'eoce 8y un Pop 01 tff:f'fmcr . . -. . . . . . . . - . . . . ._ ..... 
I"". I . I~" O.HX ·0.6lX I.l6" o.ln 
Jechon 1.1S" 0.177. 0.461 I. HI O.Oll 
J.'per I.SI1 1.1~1 '0.161 I. TIl 0.111. 
Jeffe"OtI o.rn O.sU '0.231 0.S6X '0.111. 
Johnson I. }61 1.801 1.4S1 1.411 O.OS, 
Jo ..... 0.9111 0.101 ·0.26X 0.977. '0.011 
a:.okut 0.9lIX 

O. ". 
'0.51% 1.061 0.061 

l:o'5Uth I. 56" O.lS' ·O.IIl 1.161 '0.19' , .. I.IOX I. 46. 0.161 I .lll 0.111 
linn I. III s.all 4.061 1.601 o.la 
loui •• O.lax 0.411 '0.161 0.9OX 0.111 
lucu 0.601 O.lSI '0.441 0.441 '0.161 
'von o.In 0.44" '0.181 0.641 0.011 
".'''ion I.OU 0.4n '0.611 0.101 ·0.141 """.,h 0.98" 0.161 '0.191 0.981 0.001 
".fton 1.06" 1.011 '0.041 1.081 0.011 

'f' "ar ",.1 , I. U. 1.4IX O.M I. lOX O.Oll 
CO Mil .. O.lll 0.461 '0.411 0.6ll '0.211 

"i 'ch~1 L 0.111 0.421 '0.11% 0.111 0.001. - I. III 0.401 ·0.16. 0.691 '0.481 
"oorC>e' 0.141 0.321 ·O.Sll 0.411 '0.411 
"ontlc:aert 0.111 0.461 ·0.121 0.S41 '0.241 
Ilu5cet ioe 0.111 1.191 0.611 1.461 0.68' 
O,.den 0.621 O.sax '0.241 O.VII 0.16' 
Osceot. 0.611 0.291 '0.121 0.441 ·O.lll 
P- 1.081 0.651 ·0.411 0.601 '0.46' 
P.'o Allo 0.1)" 0.441 '0.10, 0.661 ·O.Oll 
Plv-o.h 1.56" D.aSI '0.111 '.lOX '0.251 
,ocehoor., 0.&21 0.191 '0.41' 0.911 o. \IX 
polk 1.55. 10.401 a.A51 2.50' 0.941 
'ot tewet I_,e 1.9ft 2.977. 0.981 2.161 O. '61 'o.. .. hi.k 1.041 0.661 ·0.16. 0.6SI ·0. '91 
Alnggold O. "" 

0.111 O.~I O.SOI -O.46t 
S.c 0.4ll o .48X 0.49:4 0.91X '0.0." 
Scott 0.661 'l.49X 4 .,X 1.9OX I. 021 
Shrlby I. HI 0.S21 ·0 6'X 0./91 O.')(,~ 

SIOUIl 1.111 1.064 o 164 o 9/1 '0.101 
Story I.UI l.46X 1 ,'.'" I 1,tJ;;( O.IIX , .... 1.1l1 0.6/'1. o oo~ 1 loX o IIi:. 

'<tylOf 0.9'1 o 19% o f'lrt .. 0.68X o ll'l. 

Urllon o 18X o ('6% Ll \1l'4 O.uX o li.i:. 

I/drl fhu('o o 61X II ~()'t. \) \ \'4 o II~ o I.'i'. 

".r~)(·ll" o Q6X 1 \tii. lJ (.':. 1 0\% o II')'. 

Il0l.,1 • t"1I , lo~ 1 .'11',. \1 \1:. \ 1 '>(J% I) L' 

1J'1~11'1l"("11 I 01" 4,) (.'1t II \.'1:' I 11% II 11-,". 
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f,yure 5 6 Pa\Jc I> 0' b 

DISTRIBUTION Of RUlf REVENUES AMONG INDIVIDUAL COUNTIES 

ME. "100 • ""'HOO 4 "EfHOO ') MUMOO 6 "HHOO I ltC'thod 6 

ClJfl'e(I' Allocal ion X .1 IOC81 I on \ Al loca. ion X Alloc.tion \ 4Ho'''1100 \ Cow.ty Allocation '" Are. OUf.fMC. Iy to "ile, Ditterrnce ay Miln OJ fterence by ... , Di'terence a), M~eds Oi f terence ... -... - ...... _--- .. --_ ... -. -_ .......... . .. -...... . . --.... _. . .. -..... - .......... Wo,.." 0.541 0.711 0.111 0.14\ 0.2OX 0.74X O.ZO\ 0.~01 '0.041 0.4}X '0.121 .. ",hi O.I]X LOn O.2OX I.oax 0.25\ 1.0&1 O.Z~1 1.001 0.111 0.101 '0.11\ ......... - .... - ... -. ----_ ... __ .. . ... - ..... . ......... . ... _ ..... . . - - - - . --. . ......... 
100.001 100.001 100.001 100.001 100.00\ 100.001 
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allOcation ,nereaSed ty 3C·40 ~ercenl over c~"enl levels. II shouJd ce noted that :ne coum,es ,rat :E",' . 

c.".jer OM (Oart,e~lar allocat!on melhOd do nel necessa(Jly do so under all methO(lS Ie g .. Polk COU"ly .... Ce -: 

"a-~-e ~"'e!r _Q~i~ 'e ..... er;.,;es ,ncreased by 60 cercent if :he cntena used were rural pOPl.ilat.on -Nt'llie!t J·e;.. r; 

cave 'IS .~I.i7'F 'evenues 'educed by 40 percent II 'ane miles were the cnterla. 

I;slng needS as trle p(Jmary cmena has the benef~ of ensuring that the new amounts allocated :0 ~o"r: ~s 

are relatIVely close to thelt old levels. While tillS methOd does. indeed Increase tile sr.are:o sorre COe·"' .; 

and decrease others. It IS sImple to apply and Will be frequentfy updated through tile Quaarennlal "ee-: 

Sleay. Also. the needs estimates !mpliCltly incorporate tI1e other potentraJ cm8rJa (e.g .. VMT. 'ane "'''es, 

ana relate airectly to me InClividual counties' road related requirements. USing needS as the cr:ter'a ':' 

funding allOCation most counties gain or lose less than ten percent from their current funalng levels '"e 

greatest beneficiaries are Dubuque (RUTF tunding levels up 15 percent). Johnson (up 16 percent). ~"r ; ,:" 

3 t percent). Polk (up 33 percent). and Shelby (up 18 percent). Those counties which wouid lose most 'rot" 

:he reallocation include Buena Vista (RUTF tunaing levels down 16 percent). Calhoun (down '3 :le'ce":' 

Lyon (down 15 perce~t), O'8"en (down 13 percent). PalO Alto (down 17 percent). Pocahontas :CCwo ." 

;oerceN). ana Wright (cown 13 perCent). 

However. the ability of certain counties to generate local revenues for road purposes r.aS traClillOnaliV oeen 

an ;mponant consideration in the allocation 01 AUTF revenues among the counties. This is the reasona~o 

area is included in the current allOcation formula. An analysis was performed to a$sess the tax DurOen on 

Individual counties. The findlnos indicate that, as expected, generally counties having less rural or !etal 

PCpulalion have the hlqllest per capita tax burden. This IS ijlustrated in F.gures 50S and 5-10 I n Figure 5· 

9 cOunties are ranked by rural populatIOn and the per capita rural propeny tax is calculated. In Figure 5 

10 counties are ranked by toral populatIon ana the per capita total county prope!ty tax IS calculateCl "os 

burden on low pepulation COunties should be considered in asseaing the impacts of distributing AV'" 

'evenues among :he counties. 
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F'gure 5·9 

COUNTY PROPERTY TAX BURDEN ON RURAL POPULATlON' 
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RECOMMENCATIONS 

~~IS sectiC~ contains recommendations relared ro :he road issues described in Chapters 2 3. 4 and ,~ :-e 

foregoing sections of this Chapter. We have developed a rational process for the distribution of available 

AUTF revenues We beileve rne criteria appiled within this process :0 set priorities for road needs amo~,. 

:M JUrlsoictlons are eqUitable a~d balanced in light of beth economics and minimum preservation thresnO'cs 

for rcads. The outcome of applYing independently established cfllerla within Ihe process certainly w'lI cot 

be satisfactory to all the ent~fes invOlved. Nevertheless. a rational process eXists and criteria are not cas: 

:n stone. It is stressed that the jurisdictions continue to seek consensus on cr~eria and preserve tM process 

that has begun. The underlying road needs of Iowa can only be satisfied through IntergOvernmental 

cooperation. 

~yndjng bave!s 

We would be remiss. ~ we didn't polnt out the economiC necessity and viabdity of road investment'" iowa. 

I'!oad and other govemment investment Should be considered relatIVe to rheir antICipated econom,c ~ereH 

In the overall competition for state and local govemment funds. As preVIOUSly stated in thiS chapter a.ca " 

rhe section on Aoad EconomiCs in Chapter 2, the concept of minimizing govemment's expenditure in roaes 

can be detrimental to the economies of the state. The financially conservative and economically cr:tlcai 

review Of the needs indicates that road funding is at a critically low level in Iowa. ConseQuently, AUTF funds 

are not sufficient to jU$lify their diversion to non-road pur!)OS8S. 

ConseQuently, a key item at this study was to review and evaluate the oIf-the-top allocations from the RUTF 

Approximately one thltd at the ongoing off-the-tops do not get "on the road" (i. e., in the form of construction 

maintenance and related administration and engineenng activities on the state, county and municipal rcad 

syStems). 
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Tre general recommendations regardi~~ tnese off.the·IOpS are thaI they be closely rel/I_ed ,n 'g"' :' 

'.:)wa S grave-eed for 'oad.related fut'Cs. and thai allernalM) ways of funding lhOse Items (e.g., througn '-e 

·;eneral 'urd: s~ould be seriously considered. Items that fail IntO this category are: 

The >;Igrway Patrol 

PuOlic r ransrt Assistance 

Wind ErOSIOn 

Tree Planting 

Nouce and Personal delivery of SeMCe 

7he Department of Inspection and AppealS Appropriation 

In a few cases. there IS a clearer relationshiP oetween the otf-the-top's objective and road-related actIVItieS' 

. In particular, the Ucense Plate Fund alfocatlOn. and the odometer law enf~ allocatton. P,ese 

should. "ow",er, still be revi_ed to determine d alternative methods of funding can be found 

:n the cases where the off-the-tops are for road purposes. attnough nOl as crilfca/to road finances as t~e 

oreceding Iterns. some simplification may be beneficial and the recommendations are as follows: 

Standing Approorjatign to the Primary Road Fynd 01 $7.1 ~ion per yeer. Consideration should toe 

gIVen to olscon!Jnuing this otl-tht-top and allocating the money to the RUTF fOf distnbutlon~s 

outlined ,n Chapter 4. thl$ otI.the-top is not earmarlced for any speciIIc purposes. 

The TryCk Wgs Allocat1on to the Primary Road Fund at 54.4 million per year and to the farm·to 

market of $I.S m~lion per year should be considered for discontinuation. The affects of truck welgN 

are Incarcerated In the needs estimates used In this study. 
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ParkS and Instltytional RoadS r8C&fVe 065 percent of RUTF reCeipts annually Wnlle 1"'5.5 a I<C-- ... ·· 

and necessary function. It absorbs funos wnlCh would otneMlse oe available for :.;Se en roe iV'sc'o: : 

rlgnway systems. Consideration should oe given to funding InlS function tnrough otner coaere; 

L;)cal Systems (Secondary and UrbanI IS an allocation of $500.000 per year to the P"rr.ary Rcac ~ _'~ 

Local systems provides an important liaison function in the State DOT and any streamllnlrg !o' • "rc -: 

purposes is not intended to detract frem the importance of this function in facilitating 'ntergove'r ..... "--' 

cooperatron. 

Tne RISE ",rogram in pnnciple serves a useful purpose and snould be maintained In :ts preser· ':,_. 

The concept of justifying road expenditures in the context of development and oenefits make seese 

DOT Operations - An annual allocation. totalling 519.5 million in FY89. for administration purposes 

should be considered for discontinuation 

Grade CrOSSing Repa" and Safetv FUnd allocations are Items which serve spec:ai requrre"'er!S ,-: 

receive 51 mUlion per of AUTF monies. Consideration shOuld be gIVen to discontinUing :~ese "' 

separate off·fhe-tops. 

Traffic Safetv Imprgytmtn! projects receive 0.5 percent of RUTF monies or 53 million In FY89 G.e" 

:I1e importanee 01 traffic safely to the people of Iowa, ~ is recommended that thiS off·me·toc :e 

retained. 

The above recommendations would simplify the distribution 01 RUTF 
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fail :,"':e "J~.t,"·e·(ccs (ec~mmended for dISco('!~r"uatIO('l here were I" tac~ no ionger directly apC(~cr\a~~s; -

a"'cc~t ?' 'c,"dS ,~ ~S9) available for addi;:on to the general pOOl for RUTF clstnbutlcr. 'NeC'C ~e 

aoorcx"nare1y $67 ,.."llio". Uooer the current allocation formula (i.e" 45-37-18) tr,IS 'Hould yield SJC ,.,-.;' 'Y 

'or the srate. 525 ~,:I'"n for tM COunties aoo SI2 million forthe cilies. The OOTwould lose appro"",a:8I , 

52 8 ""Ilion from me" present level of off-the-tops recommended for discontinuatiOn, while lhe cO~~I:es 

Houid gain 523 5 million (1.9" up from the S 1.5 million they receive as a truck weight allOcation) a~Q :"0 

c·t,es would gain 512 million, UOO9f a revIsed allocation (L8" 52-29-19) the OOT would gain 52' ,,",,:',0;0 

:~e countIes would gain 5178 million and the CIties would gain $12.7 million Over and above the '"res :"2. 

currently receIVe from the off-tha-tops recommended for discontinuation, These distributions are show·" " 

,::igure 5·1 ~ 

C:srr:bytlon of RU". Among the JYrlsdictlons 

"he current formula for the distnbution Of RUTF would appjy. d more tllan twice the existing RUTF amo~ct 

Here available for dlstnbution. However, In reality funds are extremely constrained, Our analys:s "clca:es 

"Mer a vaflety of conditions, that the state's percentage of AUTF be S1gndicantly increased. If c~"ent cC".C . 

on overail funding and diverSIons remains relatively constant. ~ is recommended that the State rece!',e ;2 

;lNcem, :ne counties receive 29 percent and the mU",CipaJ~ies 19 p9fe8nt of avadab4e RUTF and thaI :~e 

~ountles receive no reductions in thelf funding share set al the lime tih8 new formula is enacted 

r 0 minimize the ,mpact on the counties the Cllange would need to be gradually implemented. T'1ls ~::~I:; 

be accomplished by hOlding county AUTF revenues constant unln these rll'llenues equaled 29 percent C' 

avallal:lle O<UT. The transilion would take approxlrnately seven years eonsidenng the fUnding pro/ectlors 

JeveloDed for Ihis study 

lie believe tnlS reclstrlbullon WlII promote betler effiCiency in Iowa's ovetaU road transportation. However 

'n I;ghl of the current limitations on road funds, it would be mistaken to conctude that the redistr:butlcr ~' 

Rlr:F alone Will satisty lowa's future road needs. This redistribution amounts only to an average Ir.c!ease 
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F;gure 5-11 • ~ I ' . . 

DISTRIBUTlON OF ADOITIONAL FUNOS Due TO DISCONTlNUATlON OF SOME OFF.THE.TOPS 

CURRENT OFF· THE· TOPS RECOMMENDED FOR 
DISCONTINUATION AS SPECIAL ALLOCATIONS: 

($ MILLION) 

State DOT Counties Municipalities Not Directly 
Related to Roads 

S:aflCl:ng ApprOpr!3tlcn Truex Wer<jht ApprOPflatlon. P~SI'nstLtutlonal ~caos . 
S7 ~ SI 5 S39 

T r;,.;eX W8t9"t Aooropl1allon: Hognway Pat,OI, 
544 S~O a 

DOT Operations: PuCIiC TranSIt 
S 195 55 3 

Grace CrOSSL"'gS rr~tS 
$1 a s· "'! 

WinCJ ErOSion 

$; 2 

Tree Plant:"'-9 

$" . . . 

Notrc.lPersonal De!'lIet'"t ::' 
ServICe 

SO ! 

OeQanment ot Inspec:!;onSi 
APQeals: 

SO' 

license Plates 
S2 ~ 

Odomet~ Law e.,foreelT!el'!l 

SO ~ 

$32.0 $1.5 ·0· $33.2 

TOTAL: $66.7 MILLION 

. ParkS ana institutional Roads are not part of the state pnmary system. 
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~igure 5·11 " ~. -
~ - '-

OISTRIBUTION OF AOOITIONAL FUNOS OUE TO OISCONTINUATION OF SOME OFF·THE.TOPS 

DISTRIBUTION OF ADDITIONALLY RELEASED 
FUNDS BASED ON CURRENT 

DISTRIBUTION FORMULA: 
($ million) 

Current Revised Nel Gain! 
Allocation Allocation (Loss) 

State (45%) $32.0 $30.0 $(2.0) 

Counties (37%) $1.5 $24.7 $23.2 

Municipalities (18%) $0.0 $12.0 $12.0 

TOTAL $33.5 $66.7 

DISTRIBUTION OF ADDITIONALLY RELEASED 
FUNDS BASED ON NEWLY RECOMMENDED 

DISTRIBUTION FORMULA: 
($ million) 

Current Revised Net Gainl 
Allocation Allocation (Loss) 

State (52%) $32.0 $34.7 $2.7 

Counties (29%) $1.5 $19.3 $178 

Municipalities (19%) $0.0 $12.7 $12.7 

TOTAL $33.5 $66.7 

5·34 



of $31 million per year to Ihe State and S4 million per year to Ihe municlpal~les. A review of the ,mpac:s :' 

:re ;\.:flsdictions discussed In preceding sections of this ~hapter puts the redistnbution of AUTF ,n .. " 

oerspec:ive of tota! funding limitations. 

:;stribution of qUTF Among the Counties 

The current distribution of F'lUTF among the counties doesn't adequately reftect relatIVe road 'eQu"ere~!, 

A distribution by need best represents relatIVe road reQUllements. The reasoning behind inch.dlng !al"O 3"" 

'n the current formula was 10 lessen the financial burden for roads on counties With less prOductl',e 'a, 

oases. We believe the distribution of RUTF should be more in line ~h need It is recommended that :r", 

distnbutlon be changed to better reftect need. One way to mitlgate the shott·term finanCial Impacts '5 :~ 

annually increase the percentage need represents in the formUla - for example from 60% need/40% area 

to 70% needj30% area and so on, l.imits on the percentage that needs represent in the formula, may be 

reqUIred In light of the counties tax burden. Furthermore, no county's share should be decreased 'n 

Irans~ioning to a new funding policy for Oistnbution. 

Distnbytlon of RUTF Among the Mynicioalities 

Each of the analyses per!ormed on this issue indicates thet the current distnbutlon by population satisfies 

the relative need of all municipal poQulation groups except municipal~1es less then 2.500 populallon ;oe 

percentage needs of onJy thiS municipal population group Qess then 2.500) exceed their percentage of :~e 

:otal municipal ~opufation 

The arguments against increasing tile shere to this municipal group relate to the utHlzatlon efficiency of R liT­

resources divided up between 832 very small government entitles. This argument does hel/e merit and has 

the potential for solution through more effltient consolidated road maintenance government organization 

r<owever. the prerogatives and autonomy of these entitles must be respected. 
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Fcr1hermore .. 1 the counties assume The maintenance respens,bJl'ty for ccunty extensions trrOUl;C :"e5(> 

smail mUJ'llc;pal areas a pon,on 01 their need would be satisfied . 

. A:I of :P"!e abcve cot"lS:de'ed. a compromise SOluttO(1. would be to Increase the Share ~i ~"ese ~""":a· 

",,~nlc:palit,es by a ;lerce~tage above their population percentage and decrease tM otM' pcpulatlo~. ';j'Q\,.(,s 

proportionally. This would place this group somewhere between pepu/atlon and need with 'egarc :: 

cistr:bu\lon. The concept,s illustrated below: 

MUNICIPAL 
POPULATION PERCENT COMPROMISE 
GROUP POPULATION AOJUSTMENT OISTRIBUTiON 

o • 2.500 22.8 -3.0 25.6 
2.500 • 5.000 9.4 .(l.4 90 
5.000 • to.OOO t2.4 .(l.S 119 
, 0.000 • 25.000 8.6 .(l3 8.3 
25.000 • 50.000 13.1 .(l.5 126 
OVER SO.OOO 334 ·1.3 32' 

't ,S recommended that !he distributIOn amo"g the municipalities take pjace as 101i0ws: 

First. a distribution be made among the munICipal groups aCCording to percentages estat:lis"'ec 

through 3 compromise Olstflbutlon Similar to that presented above. ThiS wowd adequatefy cons:oe' 

me needS of the munlClpalrties less than 2.500 population; 

Second. :118 distribution within each group be made on the basis of population. 

Once an appropriate resource distnbulion is reached. then the institutional responsibilities can be workec 

cut Similar to the preceding recommendations for counties. no municipality should receive a decrease ,n 

fUnding In the tranSition to a new fIInding distnbution policy. 
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QOid Re3gonslbiJiti's of Small Munlcioalltles 

CiscUSSlons held at the public meetings and the COmparisonS of n~s to finances ,ndicate Ihal "-ar', -

'owa! small municipalities lack the inst~ullonal capacIty 10 effie<ently perform malnlenance due 10 Ihe'r SI'!" . 

size. Conversely. tM counties have: (I) Ihe malnlenance organizations: (Z) decenlralized locations. " 

etficiency of maintenance rouMgs: ana (4) the know·how 10 economically pertorm this malnlenance : 5 

recommended lhat the counties be glven 1M maintenance responsibility lor county extensions thrCe:;' 

mUnicipalities with less than 2,500 populatlon. In prevIOus stUdies some mUr1lc:palltles indicated a eJes .~ 

to retain responsibilitieS for such extenSions. They should be given thiS prerogative. 

it IS alSO recommended that a mechanism be estatllished to promote and enaCle muniCipalities under' '::C 

population to utHlze the county tor maintenance at therr entire street systems. Similarly, 1M prerogatIVes c! 

the small municipalities as incorporated entitles would need to be considered. 

Actions to conSOlidate the maintenance reSOurces at very small municipalities at the county level rrake se"s~ 

from the view point at efficiency and more optimum use ot govemments road resources. 

Levels 9t Service 

Some at Iowa's citiZens perceive that design standards tor road construction are too high. This perceptlcn 

:n most cases does not correlate With the facts, It is true, tor example. that some replacement bridge spars 

are longer, but the savings In the substructure costs often reduce the total cost of the bridge. The reduct,on 

of deSIgM standards generally does not produce significant savings in road construction. An arbitrary 

reduction In aandards and leve4s of S8Nica alSO carry tha ri$k of liability. The road rasaarcn programs 

earned out by Iowa's state and local governments and organIZations such as the American As$OCratlon at 

State Highway end Transportation Officials (AASHTO) are contlnuaUy conductfng research and val~e 

engineering studies to improva tna cost eIIectiveness of highway design practice. 
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ConverSely. :ne application of standards. partlc~tar1y tM paving of roadS ~avlng less than 2CO venlc!es ce' 

cay :a~ save scme mcney Pro<;;ress IS being made: over the last ten years the number of "ew1y pa'/eo:: 

'caos ·n :he ~ategory has steadily decreased. It ,5 recommended that all junSdictions uniformly adhere :0 

the deSign ;;~!oes regara·ng tM paving of low·volume roads. 

Tne state defines levels of maintenance SE)lVice according to the actIVities to be performed and plar.nlr.g 

guideliMs for service in a maintef'ance management system for ~s pnmary n&tWo",. The larger urean areas 

and counties. if not already Implemented. should implement Similar systems for thel( maintenance progra"'s 

Such systems can provide the ~Sis for concrete estimates concerning the consolidation of 5"'al[ 

municlPal~ road maintenance at the county level and aliter intergoveJmmental maintenance Issues a~o 

negotiations, as well as objective assessments regarding uniform economiCal maintenance practices on more 

than 70.000 miles of gravel and earth road$. 

It is recommended that plans be develOped by the counties designating Level B secOndary rcacs. 

mamtenance levels on other roadS. as weft as roads that have the potential for a~ndonment. In total trese 

may not be percelVEld to produce SIgnificant savings, but can result in some savings and pubhc expectatiOns 

and maintenance accountability Will be better establiShed. 

Liability 

Iowa is one of the few states that does nOI have a ce~ing on tort liabd~. The liability settlements lor Iowa 

are high with respect to other states, It is recommended lhal Iowa enact a limitation on 10rt liabu~ 

Highway Rescaren Program 

In light of the disCUS$iOn contained in Chapter 2, ~ is recommended 10 eoact legislation for the lransfer of 

ene-half of one ;lercem from the municipalities RUTF allocallon inlO a municipal street research fund for 

conducting munlClpat street research thrOugh the Iowa Highway Research Board. Municipal representation 

5-38 



I 

on the Highway Research Soard shOuld be increased by at least two mun,cipaJ engineers to proV«~e oe~e' 

'ep'ese~tation gecgrapnlcally and amo"g the population groups. 

Road pel iCy. IS vital to efficient road transportation. However. rt cannot oe implemented w'l~o"t :>-e 

,ntergovernmental cooperation of the state. counties aOd municipaJities. rhe QuaOrenmal need stuc:y ;;r,~ce,; 

provlOes an excelient local POint lor objectIVely assessing road policy and a lorum in whlcn 'Eiale-.:: 

:urlsdlctlonal read Issues can be addressed. It is recommended that tl'1e process be lormally estabhsn"" 

ana ,nvolve the participation of the state. counties and Cities. Furthermore. road policy ShOuld be reasseS5eO 

in light of: (1) the results 01 the 1990 census and (2) the new FederaJ surface transportation policy Slated 

lor 1991 

County Rural Artenals 

Currently, there are several miles of county arterl3l roads that are "by default" on the county sec::cc:ar, 

systeM It 1$ recommeMed that these roads be reclasSified as trunk or trunk collector and be ,nCiuCed :' 

oefiMion as farm-to-market roads. 
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