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APPOINTMENT AND CHARGE CF THE STEERING COMMITTEE

T™he Rcad Use Tax Fund Distribution Study Steering Ccmmittee was
established pursuant to 1988 Iowa Acts, chapter 1019, secticn .7
(S.F. 2196). The Steering Committee consisted cf six
nonlegislative individuals. The members of the Steering Committee
are as follows:

Royce Fichtner, Chairman

Richard €. Ransom, Vice Chairman
Shirley Andre

Bob Humphrey

Sandra Huston

Bezh McFarlane

Chairman Fichtner, the Marshall County Engineer, and Ms. Huston

-~

Muscatine County Supervisor, were appointed by the Iowa 5=t
Association of Counties; Vice Chairman Ransom, the Cedar Rapi
City ©Engineer, and the Honorable Beth McFarlane, the Maycr
Qelwein, were appcinted by the League of Iowa Municipalities; and
Ms. Andre and  Mr. Humphrey of the tate Degartment
Transportation, were appeointed by the Stacte

Commission.

The charge of the Steering Committee was to administer an
independently conducted study of the ‘"needs for the total road
network and the mechanisms for the distribution of the revenues
derived from fuel taxes, vehicle registration fees, license fees,
the use tax on vehicles, and other sources of the road use tax
fund"”. There was appropriated $300,000 for purposes of the study.

MEETINGS OF THE STEERING COMMITTEE

The Steering Committee held a total of sixteen meetings fronm
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 De Leuw, Cather & Co. of Gaithersburg,
Maryland, and a contract with the consultant was entered into by
the Steering Committee, De Leuw, Cather & Co. did the study in
association with Price Waterhouse, Barton-Aschman Associates, Inc.
and Kirkham, Michael and Assocliates.
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Quary 1389

After <+ne selection of the consultant, the Steering ToImm. e
and =the =zonsultant began jenera..y TMeet.ng at two-weexk lnterva. s,
the firsc beginning on OQctcber S5, 1388. At the meetings -ne
consuLtans would inform rhe Steering Commizzee 2f what =<re
gonsuirant ras done since the last meexing and what tasks Lt will
Derform pris o the next, Th Steering Commitiee used thnese
meerings =2 provide th oversight and guidance -—ne ¢onsuitant
neaded to ensure the study would produce a werthwhile product.

FINAL REPORT OF THE CONSULTANT

The £final two meetings were devoted to putting Logether the
final report of the consultant. The consultant arranged to have
printed an executive summary which was besed upon, but separacte
from, the £final repeore. A copy of th.s executive summary is
attached to <this £final report of the Steering Committee. 7Th
consultant's £final report and the minutes of all ¢f the meetings
are available at the Legislative Service Bureau.

Rusefinal,l121%st
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Chapter 1

INTROQDUCTION

g Executve Summary contains a chapter by chapter synopsis of a finat repors of the same rame

complete aith appendices.

Tre report contains a realistic and optimistic assessment of lowa's road needs and finances. Sotris~—
‘zunded n the following observations:
. The years marked by intense economic rastructuring appear (o de ending and some positive ecorc~ -

signs are emerging.

iowa has good roads and generally ranks high in the midwaest in terms of road performance.

by 3 Bk r-
-

. ‘owa ras room to grow. s cCities are not characterized Dy traffic congestion ang air pottution

suppon infrastructure s as favorabile as roads. lowa's cties make attractive growth centers for cus.~ 233

and industry.

+  Peoplein the nation are recognizing the advantages o iiving in the midwaest, particularty baby bocemers

who see the overall envirgnmental. social and educational banefits for their chidren.

. ‘Owars are ameong the most productive workets in the nation.

.

. ‘Owa's govemmaent is sound and its state, county and municipal road institutions are exempiary of s

good govemment,

On the side of realism and economic efficiency, road funds in lowa are cricaily short. An active roac colicy

~hich considers the institutional responsibilities for roads as well as road finances is required 10 ensure t™a:
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Swa § rcads enhance economic perfermance and development withun the siate. The facls arg ntorai o~

~the repon are crgamzed for decision makers 1o realistically 2ddrass the ‘uture of lowa’s rcads ara *~e-

olace .n owa s econromy.

The 'S88 !cwa General Assembiy aythorized this independent study of the current and ‘uture needs <°

owa § '0ac retwork and how tha needs compare with availabia finances nciuding allocations trom the Szac

Use Tax Fund.

The study was ingependently conducted by the Consultant and administered by a Steering Commiee
compnsed of six members, two appointed by each of the State Transportation Commission; lowa Sia2

Associatton of Counties; and League of lowa Municipalities.

Tre Steenng Committea was tasked with presenting study fingings to the Govemor, the Chief Clerk of e

“ouse of Representaines and the Secretary of the Senate not iater than January 31, 1989.

STUDY OBJECTIVES

The study ctiectives specified a study and evaluation in the foilowing four areas:
! existing road systems of the state, county and municipal govemments,

2. road needs for the future,

3. cufrent road finances, and

4, ‘uture finances.

These evaluations provided the bases for recommendations in the areas of legisiation, juriscictionar

responsibiities. Road Use Tax fund allocations, funding levels and alternative sources of revenues for roacs




APPROACH

“"e apgroach 1o e study neluced

e 2 # s
- S -9 3

a:ning ZuCic Derceplions of neea ‘Rrcugh s.x regional pytlic meel:ngs. Jueshcnrarras

ANg riervieaws

2 SoHectrg s1atsucs. trends anc cata cn 'owa s roads. economy and demograprics arc

3 Crganizing :rformation ang recommendations far decisions-makers,

Reaching consensys on the independent recommendations was not practicabie in the avalabie siLc, - ~o

Nevertheless. the infcrmation in ths report 1s presented to permit assessment from other pérsgectives 3--

points 3f view. as well as. provide ‘owa's leadership a better bas:s for reaching decisions on the ‘1.

s
-

‘owa’'s roads.




Chapter 2

A PERSPECTIVE ON ROADS AND FINANCES

rMany faciors affect road needs and finances in lgwa.  Trends in populaticn, ecsnomics, current cCac

percrmance, institutional considerations and pubiic perceptions.

DEMOGRAPHICS AND ROAODS

Fopulation and its distnbution within the State affects road programs and road finances. !cwa nas -3
poputation since the 1980 census and cufrent projections 10 the year 2010 are either Pat or dec!ir =3
Additicnally. lowa popuiation is shifting from the rural areas to the larger urhan metropoiitan argas. This 3%

from rural to urban impacts future road investments,

Changes in the major areas of employment are accompanying the shifts in population. in the fuiue
significantly less lowans will be employed in farming and the largest increases are expected in the ser. 23

ingustry employment. Impacts from these changes in demographics include the tollowing:

. if population decreases. the overall financial burden on the population for generating road revenues

will obviously increase.

. Shs in population away from the rural areas will have little impact on reducing the r2ac
requirements in the counties and rural areas. Road requirements in these areas are largely relateq
to low volume secondary roads and farm-to-market roads, which have minimum maintenance ars

creservation thresholds that wil change very little as population shifts to metropolitan areas.

. Likewise, population shifts toward metropolitan centers will generate new access requirements with-~

metropolitan areas and increased road capacity requirements both within and between urban areas

2-1
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Tonsequently. lowa's tofal pepulaticn couid remain conslant or gecrease. and srifts

scoputation will :ncregse total road requirements.

ROAD ECONOMICS

State and 10cal governments have key roles 1n the use of avadable rgsources for road transgcriaren
E4ective road :nvestment impacts economic deveiopmant and strong market performance. Some ecorcm:

‘ngory :naicates the most productive use of government resources 8 the invesiment in roads ang 177

transporanon systeéms that promote the production and distribution of goods and services.

Minimizing the cost of government investment for roads is not good economic of transportation peicy '
funding levets are aiready less than optimum. In fact, lower government road investment can increase !=e
total cest of road transportation.  This occurs because govermment road investment is an imponant
interdependent part of the total road aconamic equation. Direct economic costs for road transpontation are
compnsed of the sum of the govemmants investment costs in construction and maintanance and the <os!s
road user's incur. In general. tha user's costs arg graater than the govarnment costs and greatly influgrcec
by the type ang magnitude of road investmant the government makes. Figure 2-1 illustrates these eccnem:c

refationships. This figure also illustrates the following:

1, otal costs for road transportation fise rapidly when road investment is less than optimum. ana

2. under investing in roads has more economic rigk than over investing (considering the snape of (e

curve of total road costs in Figure 2.1)

Generally. investing first in improvements exhibiting higher rates of retumn, tends to minimize total ¢osts anc

promotes affic:ency in existing road systems with established traffic fows. Typically, higher rates of return

2-2




Figure 2-1
RELATIONSHIP OF GOVERNMENT ROAD INVESTMENT TO TOTAL ROAD COSTS

Curve of Total Road Costs
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are reaized ¢n rcads carrying substantial commercial traffic. although the cost of the mprovement 352

rlluences the rate of return. The rate of raturn on invesiment was used as one cntenon in setung g Les

‘er rnad ~eecs n iowa,

Etective government investment in roads aiso includes the development of new highways to provice actess
10 mew markets. These new development highways require spectfic comdor planning stucies {0 deterrre
1heir economic feasibility as well as special financial packaging which i3 not a component of general fnanc a
policy. Cootdination with local governments and developers is also a requisite 1o establishing v:adiity 3~
mitgating the risks of these development ventures. An assessment of the adequacy of funding to supscn

new development roads was inciuded in this study.

EQUITY AND BURDEN

An assessment of the cost responsiblities between users and non-users for the entira State road prograr
indicates there is reasonable equity in the proportionate contribution of yser and non-user revenues 'or #2acs
in lowa. However, thera 1§ inequity between the counties and municipaiities consigenng therr level ot <¢2.
non-user révenue support for their respective local access systems. Municipaiities currently contribute 22
aercent of the revenues for local streets, whereas the counties contribute 73 percent of the ravenues ¢

‘ocal access roads.

The tinanc:al burden per persan for rgads and streets shows a different picture. The devaluation of farm
land. municipal dedt financing for streets and current user rates for fugl, registrations, etc. indicate that ail
‘owans are under a considerable financial burden for road and street financing. Based on 1980 populaticr
'he local financial burden in 1987 for the counties and municipalities was $120 per person for the counties
and §78 per person for the municipalities. On this basis. the county’s financial suppart per capia s
approximately 50 percent graater than that of the municipal support. The estimated shifts in popuiaticr

Detween 1980 and 987 would increase the difference between the two junsdictions.
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'OWA IN THE MIDWEST

‘cwa 5 -0ad lransportalion systems were compared with eleven other states in the Micwest 1o assess

‘owd's cosion with respect to; (1) pertormance; (2) infrastrycture burcen: (3} use of road capac:ty 4

laxaticn ang (5) spending. Genarally. lowa ranks very favorably to its adjacent and neightonrg states

1 Perigrmance measures road satety ana condition.
. lcwa has good paved rcads. A review of the surtace condition of paved urtan arc “.ra
collectors, antenals ang Interstate systems indicates that 97 percent arg 'n far or ellsr

congition. lowa ranks seccnd in this category among the midwestern states.

. Although regional statistics are not kgpt on the condition of unpaved roads, it is wicey
racognized that lowa’s unpaved 79ads are among the best-maintained in the region anc the

nation.

. lowa's rural pnmary roads rank |ower than its coilector roads.

2 infrastructyre byrden compares magnitude and density of road networks.
. Among the twelve midwestem states lowa has the seventh largest network of road miles ang

second 'argest number of dridges.

. Secondary rural access is olten percaived as very excessive and proposals 10 abandon 2
number of secondary roads have been put forth, when in fact among the twetve midwester~

states lowa ranks fifth in rural access 10 total land area

1 . . . +
fowa’s road system was compared !0 the Plains states -- Kansas, Minnesota, Missouri, Nebraska. Ner»
Sakota and South Dakota and the Great Lakes states - llinois, Indiana, Michigan. Qhio and Wiscgns.n
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=$e ¢f ‘oag S303C1Y Correlales 1o vehicte miles At travel.

'Owa ranks low (eignth statewice) among the twelve midwastern states in road utinzat o~

.

. Travel on iowa roads and streets is not hampered by siower moving congested trathe a3

are several of the other eleven Midwestern statas.

Taxation for roads and streets in lowa.
. iowa’s total road tax burden is average in the Midwest.
. User taxes comprise a sigmificant pant of lowa's road receipts. lowa's gas fax and !.cerse

fees are among the nation's highast.

. Property taxes ana recespts from debt are both relatively high, while 1otal non-yser laxes tor

roads are average for the Midwest,

. Support from state and local generat funds is the lowest in the Migwest

Spenging for road maintenance and construction.

s lowa's total capital and maintenance expenditures per 1ane-milg are consistently ranieg

eighth among the twelve midwestem states, with a glightly greater than average emphasis

oN Mmaintenancs,

. The percem of total expenditure used for capitai and maintenance work (on-the-rpac

expenditure) is approximately average for the Midwest,

26



JURISDICTIONAL NETWORKS
Lursgicticnal respers:bility for the oublic roads and streets 1 Iowa is distnbuted among the state =%

szuntas ang 256 myunicipaiities. The distributign of the total state 112,000 miles and vehicle miles § 33

{oilows:;
1987 Vehicle Miles
Jurisdiction 1987 Miles Percent of Total {Milliong} Poarcent ot "=ta
State 9.831 878 12,043 53 29
Counties 89.558 79.95 3,632 17 38
Munic:palities 12,624 11.27 4635 22 83
TOTAL 112013 100.00 20.311 150 90

The state mileage does not inciude state park and institutional road miles. State pnmary mileage is only ~ine
parcent of the total public rcad and street miles. however, It carries 60 percant of the motor vehicle travel
n the state. While the county roads represent 80 percent of the total miles, they oniy carry 18 percent cf
the vehicte mies. venhicle miles of travel increased by 5.5 percent on a statewide basis curing the cencs
1978 - 1987 which :s significantly less than the 20 percent increase expenenced naticnaice - :a

mungipaities nad the largest increase at 9.8 percent with the counties following with 9.1 percent.

iowa counties and municipalities have continued to pave roads during the past ten years. During thus perca.
paved rcad mileage in the counties has increased by approximately 1,830 miles and the municipaiities have
approximately 1.640 additional paved mies. The municipal mileage also includes an increase of 610 mies

to the 01al municipal system.




JURISDICTIONAL RESPQONSIBILITIES

The igwa ZQT ccunties and municipalities have maintenance and construction responsibility for e

respecinve r2ad and street systems. However, there are several miles of these systems that are the .3~
raspons:only of two ditferent junsaictions.  Specific areag of joint responsibilty and areas ‘or poterta

medificaticn in yunsdictional responsibilities identified during this study include the foilowing.

. Muricipal primary extensions are the joint responsibility of the State and the municipalities. The Sia:2
has responsibility for construction and right-of-way ¢asts to the primary design criteria adopted by \"e
lowa DCT Costs for additional widths and features not included in these criteria are the responsit:! ',
of the municipaiity. State maintenance responsibility on primary extensions in¢tudes the surface. cusg
and curb features (excluding parking lanes and parking signs), traffic signs, pavement markirgs
bndges and snow removal from the tratfic lanes. Other primary extension maintenance. including the
removal of windrowed snow, parking lanes and signs, traffic signals, sidewalks and other features

Cetween the curb and the right-of-way ling, is municipal responsibiity.

. Farm.to-market roads are those roads outside of municipalities that are classifled as trunk and iruri
callector unger Section 306.1, Code of lowa. Local secondary roads are roads oulsice -
munic:patities classdiod as area service. Currendy, there are a few miles of arterials not on the primary
system that "by defauit® are on the local secondary. These should be reciassified 1o trunk or trunk
coftectcr and included in the farm-to-market system. The farm-1o-market system totals 29.400 miles
which includes some federal aid secondary miles which are eligible for federal aid secondary funds
receved by the lowa DOT. These federal funds. as well as RUTF allocations to the farm-to-market

system. may only be used for construction and improvement of the farm-to-market system.
. Extensions ot the rural secondary system into and through municipalities, including the farm-to-mare!

system. are the responsibility of the respective municipalities. Farm-lo-market roads located aleng

‘re corporate fine of a city may be included in the farm-to-market system and may be teconstructec
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-egared. wnproved and mantaned as sarnt of the system.  Cther secondary rcads iccaiec -
¢corporate unes are the (ot respons:bifity of the county and the municigality  Typically. county rzacs
ceatad on corporate lines are jontly mantained by the respeclive uniscictions. Cesigrated segrents
of the rcad may be assigned !0 each jurisdiction or one may maintain the entire seclior i~

raimbursement ‘rom the other.

. Section 314 5 of the Code of lowa authorizes tha counties !0 cOnstruct, reconsiruct. rega:r 372

Taintain secordary road extensions in muricipalities of 2,500 and less poputation. Ounng the gLt
meetings held throughout the State and intervigws with public officials, the lack ot mainteranrcs
capability of small municipalities was frequently discussed. as well as, the burden of having rer
maintain county secondary extensions. Although Chapter 28E of the Coge authorizes the countes

and municipalities to enter into agreemants wheraby the county maintains the secondary extensicrs

and is reimbursed by the municipality. this option is not widely exercised. Designating secondary roac
extensions into small municipaiities as county responsibility would be comparable to the lowa CCT s

responsibility for primary read extensions.

. Primary extensions in municipaiities are the combined responsibility of the fowa DOT ang :he
municipaiity. Extensions of county secondary roads in mynicipaiities are the sole responsibility cf tne
muynicipalities. Streets located on the corporate lines are the joint respansibility of the muniCipality
and ether the county or lowa DOT. Specific maintenance responsibiities of the respecive

junschctions are defined through formal maintenance agraements.

TORT LIABILITY
Tort liabiity represents a major concem to the state, counties and municipalities. Since the ioss of sovereign
immunity oy the fowa Tort Claims Act in 1965, the number of claims filed and the costs for setttements ang

judgrments has steadily increased. For the igwa DQT alone, the number of tort ciaims filed increased frem




150 in 1980 to 363 in 1988. The cost for seftlements and judgments pad dunng this genod totaled 372 7

mulon.

iowa s one of the few states that does not have a ceding limitation on tort liabiity  Of 22 states resperc:~g
1c a survey Dy the American Association of State Highway and Transportation Officials. 17 siates ma.e 3
celing on tort tiability. These included the neighboring states of Ilinois, Indiana, Minnesata and "Aisscur
States not having ceiing limitations included Michigan and Ohio. These limitations on 10 liabday rar 32

from $100.000 to $300.000 person and $250,000 to $1.000.000 per incident.

Monies paid by the towa DOT tor tort claims come from the Primary Road Fund and thus reduce the 1 1eg
revenues avaiable for primary road improverments and maintenance. In the interest of praserving révenues
of the Primary Road Fund and minimizing tort liability costs it would be bensficial if a ceiling limit was acptied

to tort liatwity claims. The ceding should include a limit per individual and a limit per incident.

TRANSPORTATION ABANDONMENTS

The abandonment of segments of altermative transportation systems, such as rail, bus. air ang barge. places
acdditional demands on the other transportation systems, primarily highways, roads and streets. Since 1573
raiircad companies have abandoned 4.564 mies of low rgvenue producing track in iowa. Cther -ad
companies have acquired 1,544 mies of this track and rgtumed it to saervice for a net loss of 3.020 mies ¢t
track in lowa. Rad abandonments regult in the loss of freight services which are transferred at least partars

to lowa s road and straet systems.

The iowa DOT, Planning and Research, and Rail and Water Divisions, performs benefit-cost analyses on
proposed rail abandonments to assess aconomically the impacts of the abandonmant versus benafits from
a rail improvement. The major component of public benefits is highway cost savings if the ling is upgrace«
and additional trucking (increased travel and weight on public roads) is avoided. Highway cost savings .n

1he analysis are detined as the additional construction and maintenance costs that state and local agenc-es
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~ould be required ts Dear due 10 Increasad (ruck tnips and axle loadings over a given route f rad seroce
is abandoned. Cost savings are estimated gy muitiplying the quantity shipped by rail. expressec as

‘ruckioad ir'p equivalents, Ty highway construction and maintenance cost factors.

Data from rrese araiyses. including traffic and axte load assignments. should De made avaiatile !0 'h2
jurisdictions having responsibility for the impacted roads and streets whenever ral abandenmerts 203

autronzed These data should be incorporated 1Mo the road and street needs data bases 10 reflect ire

addttional tratfic and vehicle loadings. While the impact on total road needs may be minimal. the \mpact -
'solated roads in a county or municipalty couid be very significant in terms of increased maintenance arc

consiructlion Costs.

HIGHWAY RESEARCH PROGRAMS

Engineening research i8 fynded irom the Primary Road Research Fund and the Secondary Road Research
Funa. The lowa DOT, Highway Division, 1$ guided in this research by the lowa Highway Research Bcaro

an advisory group established in 1949 by :he lowa State Mighway Commission. This advisory group cons:sis
of three BQT Highway Division engineers, six county engineers. two engineers from towa mynicipaiities. asc
one enginaer each from owa Staté University and the University of lowa. The iowa Highway Researc~
Bcard rgviews proposals for highway research and deveiopment and makes recommendations for
expenditures of funds for the proposed research. Either the Primary Road Research Fund or the Secondary
Road Fund 1s ¢charged for these expendituras depending on which road systam benefits from the prcjects

Wwhen both the primary and secondary systams share in the benefits, tha costs are shared in propomion o

the respecive benefis.

The municipalities are represented on the Highway Resaearch Board but thers is no municipal funding for
research that wili benefit the municipal street systems. Although research has been conducted, and fundec
through the fowa Highway Research 8oard that has been beneficial to the municipal street system. the

municipalities have been restricted n their ability to promote and sponsoer research specifically for mumcipal

2-1




streets. Cesignated munic:pal street research funds. similar 1o the Primary and Secondary Researcn Furcs

wOUIG oravide ‘owa municipalites the opportunity 1o promote research direcled towarg mprocv g
~ainterance and reconstruction operations tor municipal streets. The influx of additional research furcs
would cenefit rot only lowa municipalities but also the entire research program of the icwa “:ghway

Research Board.

LEVELS QOF SERVICE

The neecs analys!s used rural and urban design guides to establish design elements necessary (0 Lrovice
an adequate level of service for each functional ciass of road or street. These guides were apphed unifcrmiy
without regard to jurisdiction These guides were developed cooperatively by the lowa DOT and the ‘cwa

County Engineers’ Association,

Jurisdictions need to adhere to these design guides when making road impraverments in order to mamtain
equity in levels of service. Currently, there are some deviations in the paving of rural roads with traffic =f
'gss than 200 vehicles per day. This results in unequal levels of service within the jurisdictions and can rasun
in segnificant economic loss to the State when extensive mileage of low volume roads are paved premati.reiy
'n previous years the paving of low volume roads was common practice in some jurisdictions, however
there has been a downward trend in this practice. Adherence 10 current design guides should be practicec

by all junsdictions.

Levels of maintenance service are established by the respective jurisdictions. The lowa DOT wtilizes a
maintenance management system together with performance and service level guidelines to glan.
acccmplish and monitor maintenance of the State primary system. These gudelines consider existing
pavement condmion and extent of detericration. traffic volumes, vehicle characteristics and climatc
condttions. The use of uniform maintenance guidelines resuits in more effective maintenance operatiors.

increased untormity in the level of maintenance service provided and more effective resource utilization
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Tre irgnvigual County 3oard of Supervisors ang the muricipal governing bocies define mairterance ¢y
and 'eveis of sarvice through the adoption cf annual maintenance budgets. The leveis of mainterarce
serace ~anes from jurisdiction to junsdiction due to availability of revenues ana resources. Most of (e
municipalites, even the smallest, have an orgamzation for street maintenance Thare may be meft n
ransiernng the resconsitility for streets in the smaller municipalities 10 the counties. or at least cermittng

i1 as an option.

The counties arg authonzed by tha Code of lowa 10 designate a lower lével of maintenance on area ser.ce
rcads classified for maintenance purposes as "Level B Roads.® Aslong as the Level B roads are maintainec
10 the designated lower maintenance level, the county is not liable for damages occurring due to use 3f
these roads. To date, onty a few counties have adopted this Level 8 sarvice ievel due 10 a vanety of
reasons. The potential exists to define a uniform service level for Level B Rcads and to maximize tre

benefits in maintenance expenditures.

The counties and municipalities have limited liability for damages due to snow and ice conditions f they =2«
acopted a tormal snow and ice control policy and have complied with the policy There nas been a
favorable response o this provision in the Code and several counties and cities have adopted formai potic:es
‘or snow and ice control.  This 18 sound maintenance policy and is a step in the right direction in he

promuigation of uniform levels of maintenance service.

PERCEPTIONS OF NEED

Percegtions of lowa's road and street needs vary throughout the State and by the road users and vanous
asscciations and imerest groups. To obtain input from the general public, road users, 'ocal road and street
cficials and the several interest groups. a series of six public meetings was held throughout the State
Participants had the opportunity to provide input 10 this needs study. Comments ranged ‘rom “the
importance of the road use tax (RUTF) for the counties and municipalities® to limitations of funds and use

of funas.”
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Respeorses tg a Guestionnaira on r0ad and street needs ssues showed the respondents aimost equany

Sivided ninerr viewpoints and perceptions of needs and financing for toads ang streets. Among proponents
2t the nead for Jood transportation Systems wafe the employers of industnes who depend an the roads anc

streets for thewr business operations and empioyea commuting.

These nerceptions of road and street needs provide another dimension for the assessment of road neecs

and financing 1n towa. Although these perceptions lack quanttiable input. thay are mporant o ‘re

development of a road tinancing program responsive to the needs of lowa.
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Chapter 3

ROAD NEEDS

P
-

Road needs :nc'ude the estimated collar needs required to administer and operate. Mattain, construs:

reconstryct rcads. These needs are based on the 1986 Quadrennial Needs Study which was £r 2z,

reviewed, revised and updated for use :n this study.

REVIEW OF NEEDS ESTIMATES

The road needs precess empioyed in lowa is tased on needs modeis developed by the Federal Hignsa.
Adrmumstration in the 1970's and refineg through the years. The models utilize current conditicrs a-c
simulate road behavior into the future. The modeis analyZe the best avalabie information which in ma-~,

ways takes into account the trends ana issues discussed in the preceding section. For exampie

. rail abandonments increase truck traffic and lcads on pavements; this trend is reflectec » -2

updated traffic and vehicle classification counts which are used in the model;

. liabiity issues are reflected in the histoncal administration, maintenance and construction cosis as

well as the design guides applied to improvements;

. jurisgictional responsibility is reflected in the inventory of state, county and municipal roads wh:cn

are employed ... :he modet.

. levels of service 1o the public are reflected in the traffic standards, historical maintenance costs ana

design guides; and

. growth ang shifts in travei patterns are reflected in traffic count information and projections of ra% ¢
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The methods and values employed in the needs analysis are reasonable ang were professiorally ana: 27

For tus study. the needs costs were adjusted to 1987 dallars and have been ysed for ail need's surma-es

A reasonableness check was perfarmed aon the maintenance ¢osts of the three jurisdictions by comparr;
tham with historical expenditure. 1t was found that the cost of municipal maintenanca was underestimat2
Adiustments were made 10 bring municipal maintenance costs maore in {ine with histoncal expenditure -2

:he state and county costs and these adjustments are reflected in the road costs presented in this sechcr

PRESENTATION OF ROAC NEEDS

Histoncally, thrrughout the nation the road needs process has almost atways estimated costs tar in excess
of current funding and very unrealistic in fight of future funding pessibities. Consequently, a good case ‘cr
legitimate road requirements was not made. At the national level and in many states, studies lost credit:hity
and decision makgrs did not have the types of information required to set an economically efficient course
of action for roads. The mis-perception olten exists that roads are over funded and in the ¢compett:an ‘2-

scarce government funds at the national, state and local levels road investment has been 10sing.

In this study. we have presented the needs in the traditional way and set guidelines on pricrties which 2re
impaontant to the total funding issue as waell as the distribution of funds. Figure 3-1 conains a breakacwe
of the 20-year road needs by jurisdiction. The backliog column of construction containg needs which exist
today - these are not forecasted needs. The accruing column of constryction contains forecasted neecs
Figure 3-2 contains the 20-year municipal road needs for each of six municipal population groups. Wren

funds are insufficient to meagt all neods. two policy quastions remain:

1 What needs should be met first?

2. How should backlog construction be treated?




Figure 3-1

20-YEAR NEEDS SUMMARY
Milions of 1587 Collars)

SURISDICTION CONSTRUCTION
BACKLOG  ACCRUING MAINT ATMIN TOTaAL
STATE
AURAL 2.829 2.047 1,081 401 5.'13
MUNICIPAL 49 *.093 274 r&s Ea-N
Subtotal State 3178 3.140 1355 346 A
COUNTY
FARM TC MARKET 1,593 Z2.420 1.049 84 37%
SECONDARY 1,496 929 1 885 144 <232
Subtotai County 2.089 3.349 2,904 az8 3
MUNICIPAL
ARTERIAL 187 500 agr 129 T 123
COLLECTOR 158 607 510 175 HICES]
STREET 848 843 110 308 3187
Subtotal Municipal 1.393 2.05Q t 918 60% 587G
TOTAL 7 660 8519 6177 14482 23.959
Figure 3-2
20-YEAR NEEDS SUMMARY
MUNICIPAL PCPULATION GRQUPS
(Milions of 1887 Dodars)
POPULATION GROUP CONSTRUCTION
BACKLOG ACCRUING MAINT ADMIN TOTAL
ZERQ TO 2,500 557 628 554 138 T 874
2.500 7O 5,000 109 138 166 23 140
5.000 TO 10,000 115 227 19 2 £C3
10,000 TO 25,000 76 159 163 19 447
25,000 TO 50,000 127 25% 202 53 37
£0.000 AND UP 409 642 642 244 337
TOTAL 1,393 2,051 1,918 810 5572
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A nigrarchy of rcad needs was deveioped based on a general philosophy of tirst maintain tnen Sreser. s

exeard and finaily modernize. ‘Within this scheme, priorities’ were set for tha different improvement 1, zes
Sased on expected rates of return on the gavernment’s wvestment. The purpose -s 10 estadiish sare
Dalance rerween: {1} minimum thresholds for Preservation which exist regardless of ecoromie Jeneit ang
(2} the benefits 1G tre users of rcads The PMierarchy 1s presented in six categories of rcad needs & w2

3-3 summarizes the content of improvemems in each category.
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Figure 3-3

SUMMARY OF THE HIERARCHY OF ROAD NEEDS
CATESCRY 1

Martanance
Agurisiraticn

CATEGCRY 2

Resurfacing .
Rural paved roads with traffic greater than 199 VPD'
Rural unpaved roads with traffic greater than 49 VPD
Jrban paved roads with traftic greater than 99 VPD
All urban unpaved roads

+ Brioge 1
Structurally deficient rurai bridges with traffic greater than 400 VPO
Structuraily deficient urban bridges with traffic greater than 1000 VPO

+ Railroad crossings. one half of the needs

+ Reconstruction 1 (reiated to surface conditions)
Rural roads with traffic greater than 4,999 VPD
Urban roads with tratic greater than 9.999 VPD

CATEGCRY 3

Resurfacing
Rural paved roads with traffic less than 200 VPD
Rural unpaved rcads with traffic tess than S0 VPD
JUrban paved roads with traffic less than 100 VPD

Sridge 2
Structurally deficient rural bridges with traffic less than 401 VPO
Structurally deficient urban bridges with traffic less than 1.001 VPD
Functionally obsolete rural brdgas with traffic greater than 1,000 vPD
Functionally obsolete urban brigges with traffic greater than 4,000 VPD

+ Railroad Crossings, one halt of the needs
Reconstruction 2 {related to surface conditions)

Rural roads with traffic greater than 999 and less them 5,000 VPD
~Jrban roads with traffic greater than 4.999 and less than 10,000 VPO

vPD Means Vehicles Per Day
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Figure 3.3
SUMMARY OF THE HIERARCHY OF ROAD NEEDS ‘Cont |

CATEGORY ¢

+ Capacity improvement 1 - New Location. Reconstruction (added traffic 1angs) and Major W.cearg
Rural roads wmth 1rafic greater tnan 4.999 VPD

Jroan roads with traffic greater than 9.999 VRD
+ Bridge 3

Functionally obsolete rural bridges with traffic greater than 100

and less than ¢ 001 VP2
Functionally obsolete urban bridges with trattic greater than

400 and Iess than 4.00t vFPo

* Reconstruction 3 (related to surface conditions)
Rural roads wrh traffic greater than 398 and less than 1,000 VPD
Urban roads with tratfic greater than 999 and fess than 5,000 VPD

CATEGOQRY 5

Capacity Improvement 2 - New Location, Reconstruction
Rural roads with traffic lass than 5.000 vPD
Urban roads wah traftic 1ess than 10,000 VPD

(added traffic lanes) and Major widening

- Bridge 4

Functionally obsotete rural bridges with traffic less than 101 VPD
Functionaily cbsolete ur

ban bndges with traffic less than 401 VvPD

Recanstruction 4 (retated to surface conditions)
Rural roads with traffic less than 400 VPQ
Urban roads with traffic 'ess than 1.000 VPD

CATEGORY &

* Modernization 1 - Reconstruetion and Minor Widening (related to cross seclion and geometr:cs;
Rural roads with traffic greatgr than 4,999 VPD
Urban roads with traffic greater than 9,999 vPD

*  Modemization 2
- Rural roads with traffic greater

than 999 and tesy than 5.000 veD
Urban roads with traffic greate

rthan 4,999 and lass than 10,000 VvPD
+  Modernization 3
Rural roads with traffic

greatar than 399 and less than 1.000 VPO
Urban coads with traffic

greater than 999 and less than 5.000 VPO
*  Modernization 4

Rural roads with traffic less than 400 VPO
Urkan rcads with traffic less than 1.000 VPD
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Chapter 4

ROAD FINANCE

The review and evaiuation of tinances available ‘or lowa’s highways, rcads and sireets encompassed ‘o
TaQr areas. “hese were,

' Current Methods of Funding Distribution.

2 Historical Furding;
1. Highway Revenye Projections. ang
4 Additional Funding Optigns.

Federai. state and locat financial reports and other existing financial data were used for these analyses

CURRENT METHODS OF FUNDING DISTRIBUTION

The Road Use Tax Fund (RUTF! is the primary vehicle through which state roag-relatec rece.nis 3-a

coflected and disbursed in lowa. Sources to the RUTF are:

. motor fuel taxes.

. mater vehicle registration fegs.
. motor vehicle use taxes, and

. driver license fees,

Total funds to the AUTF have increased from $300 million in FY78 to $540 million in FY8?, measurec :»

rominal dotlars.

Cisbursements from the RUTF are made in two ways. First, amounts are allotted for “oft-the-tops ™ ane
spec:al diversions - items 1o which RUTF funds are directad before the general distribution among
Jursgicticral :evels. Once the off-the-tops and spectal appropriations have been made, the remaincer .

allocated among the State's primary road fung, the counties’ secondary road and farm-to-market fungs. arc
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‘n acditicn !¢ ine foregcing, which are appropnated annually. there are additioral cne-ime 3.C23!

cceursrg :n FY89 and FY9Q. These ane-tima aliocations amount o aimaost £48 milion in FYBG Tfre
separate are-ume allccations, the two largest are Replacement of Lost Federal Funds and Acci<”a
Appropratcns, of $12 million to the State in FY89 for the Commercial and ingustral Flighway Nets oo«
i‘alling 10 $104 million n FY 90); ¢f $10 million and $8.7 milion to the counties 1N EY89 ang =3

respectively. and of $6 million and $5.2 million 10 the cities in FY89 and FYSQ, respectively

HISTORICAL FUNDING REVIEW

The historical review of receipts and expenditures among the three jurisdictional levels was concucias "o°

the 'Q year period 1978-87

tate Prim

Highway-related 7eceipts to the State totalled $37S milion in FY87. Thig i3 an increase from $240 miik:cr =

FYT8, measured in nominal dollars, as shown in Figure 4-2. Receipts from State sources lie the 3_.7%

accounted for an average of 59 percent of totai Primary highway receipts, varying from 52 percent ~ " =2

10 66 percent in 1987.

Receipts from federal sources to the pnmary highway systam have averaged 37 percent of the tctal gver i-e
period. The main tederai tunding sources for the state primary system are for the intarstate system [re
primary system, and bndge replacement. These items currently represent amost 80 percent of an fegera

tungs o the State system.

The State's highway related expenditures have :ncreased from $270 miion in 1978 to $378 miilion :n 1987
measured 1n nominal dollars, as shown in Figure 4-3. The primary expendltures are for construciicr
maintenance ang general administration and miscellanecus. Construction related expenditures have snasw.+
a gecline over the period In redativa terms, from over 68 parcen of total expendityres in 1978-79 {ie $!35

mition) to 55 percent in 1986-87 (i.e.. $209 miltion). Mainterance expenditures have averaged 1§ 1o 22
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Figure 4.3

STATE HIGHWAY EXPENDITURES (1)
(1978 - 1587)

(10§ MLLLEONS - MOmlieAL OOLLARS )

(XPEMDITURES FRON

1918 1979 1980 15814 tgaz 1983 1984

PRIMAAT ROAD FUND/ H X of $ X of $ X of $ 4 ;l $ x ofl 4 x o;--- $
Tota

OTHER OPERATIONS Total Total fotsl

Total Total

Capital Outlay 185.1  68.2% 229.7 JO.MK I73.) 62 9% 159.0 59 1% |44.4 54.J% 160

5.7 264 .3
Maintenance 96 183 4 I6.4X 55.8 203X 61.5 22.8% 614 24 0% 49X 1.0
Ganeral Administration/

5
69.5

Mlacel baneous nl 11 5% 387 11.9% 40.9 14 9% 435 162X 50.2 19.0% 52.8 18.3% 1.0
Lew Enforcemant/Safety 5.3 2.0 4] 1.3 5 1.88 5.2 1.9% &1 2.1 5.5 1.9 5.7

TOTAL.

(’rlur, Fund/Qther Onrgllm;) C4084 20988 doESE 448 WhEES SESEA  bewsm  AGNEE  beass ssmea dease assss seass

FOOTNOIE .

| Figures for 1978-198) are tor the catendar years. Figures for 1982-87 are for
fiscel years (July )-June 30). Thus, expenditures for July |. 1981 througn
Dec 31, 1981 are counted in both the 1981 and 1982 totals, slthough each set
of figures represents a L?-wonth period

SOURCE Federsl Forms 532, a3 completed and submitied by the 001 (1974 87)

X of

Total

1985

3

.5% 268.5
18.1% 11}

8.3y 192

1.5x%

L

100.0% 432 0

sasns

X of

Totsl

1986

62.2% 238 4

) .ax

18 3%
LI

N2

61.%5
L




cer-er Zverine Derca  The general aaminisiralicn and misceilaneous line tem has shownan ~¢rzase 1.3
re ten.ear oencg ‘rom 11 5 percent of total axpenditures (or $31 millicn) :n 1578 10 23 gercert r Iz

87 Tre remainder s compriseg of law enforcement ang safery. appreximataiy oo certsst o

iy

Moo o0t

the total anruaily

Courty Segongary System

Zourties gerve road related revenues from THO major sources - the RUTF fungs anc orooen, 'z
assessments. The counnes’ available road purpose revenues for the secondary funds have increasec "2 —
3170 millign :n 1978 0 $242 miltion in 1987 Of this total, the proportion from State sources nas cec-
approximately half in each of the ten years, $85 million in 1978 riging to $126 miilion in 1987. RUTF reverL2s
constitute more than 90 pergent of afl State-derived revenues. The other major source of reverye for count,
r0ads s the property tax. representing Detween 38 percent and 45 percent of total county ravences
Property iax receipts altnbutable to roads have increased from 38 percent of total revenues {or 363 millgn
‘1 1378 1o 44 percent of (ctal revenyes (or $106 million) in 1987,

Federaf revenues !0 the secondary road tunds have declined from five percent of total revenues (39 ™. .3~
n 1978 10 2.5 percent {or $& milion) in 1987, primarily dye to the decreased contnibution of rever

shanng. Receipts to the County Secondary Funds are shown in Figure 44,

Expencitures ‘rom the coynties' secendary road funds have increased from $180 million in 1978 ¢ 3228

million n 1987 Cf this total, construction has decreased as a proportion of the total -- from $43 miilicr
(24 percent of the total) in 1978 to $28 milion (12 percent of the total) in 1987; while mainterarce
excenditures have increased from $122 million (68 percent of the totai) in 1978 to $178 million (79 cercent
of the otan) in 1987, Administration represents about three percent of the total, while engineering expenses
represent a ‘unfer tive percent of the totai. Expenditures from the County Secondary Funds are shcwn »

Figure 4-5.
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State Sources.

Subtotal [State):
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Bridge Replacement
fevenue Sharing
Other federal Aid
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Figure 4-4

COUNTY SECONDARY ROAD FUND RECEIPTS (1)

The 1985 86 figures cover
The 1987 figures are on & fiscal year
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‘n adgt:on 'O the secondary road furds the counties nave tarm-to-market tunds avadabie 1o e~

‘arr.1s-market 'und s admimistered by the State OCT. Farm-to-market funds are Sy ang large restrc's

cansiruchion work on the farm-to-market system Receipts to the farm-tc-market fund increasec 72~ i<

TF reer g3

milron :n FY T8 tc $59 million in FY8?. The key revenue tems to the farm-to-market funag are RU

‘approwimately 70 percent of the total or $42 million. in 1987) and federal funds (24 percent of 're 12

~a

$14 milion in 1987). Misceilanecus revenues make up the remainder. This is depicted in Figure 3.3
vast majonty of expendaitures from the farm-to-market fund 1s construction expenditures on county ‘3.~ *7
market roads (approximately 98 percent of the total). The fevel of such expenditures nas increased -~
$37 mition in 1978 1o $69 milion in 1987 Additional expenditures are general admumstratio~ i~z
miscedanegus costs ($1.6 million in 1987) and expendityres on municipal streets, which are accy! | 32

percem of total farm-to-market tund expenditures. This information is shown in Figure 4-7

Mynict tr m

-~

Total funds available for municipal street activities have increasad from $177 million in 1978 19 S28€ ~ =
.n 1987, as shown n Figure 4-8. Of this total. State sources have graduaily grown in mporancs "7~
approximately 25 percent of the total (345 rmiilion) in 1978 to 31 percent (889 mulion) in 1987 Face:
revenue SOUrCes account for approximately 10 percent of municipal revenues {or $28 mion n * 387

Revenue sharing, a source of tederal funding which accounted for between $2.0 million ang 336 musr

annually {or municipalities between 15978 ang 1986 has now been discontinued.

The remainder of municipal funding is accounted for by local sources which declined slightly frem =2
percent of the {otal ($114 million) in 1978 to 59 percent of the total ($169 miltion) in 1887 Of all the 'cca
sources. the most impontant are propefty taxes and special assessments, and new borrowing. Progen.
taxes and special assessments have averaged about 37 percent of total road-related revenues (or 528
mittion in 1G87), while new borrowing, which has declined slightty over the years, stili (in 1987) represe~'s

15 percamt of total revenues (or $43 miltion in that year).
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Figure 4.7

FARM-TO-MARKET FUND EXRENDITURES
{1978 . 1987) -

(I8 mrie10ns  mominag DO LARS )

$ X of % % of $ X of H} X of 3 X of H X of | X of H X of 3 X of $ % of

Total? Totel lTotal Tutal Total Tored Total Total Total Tots)
Gen & Admin /Mrscet Yoancous 01 Dex o035 09x 09 16 0% 0.6 06 11X o4@ L v 2 1 L3 o 36 )5 e
Expenditures on Lounty Raads N4 9 o2 9B 5% 551 97 2 5 4 988X S56 98 6x s S 926X 62.2 91X B0l  9rex sl 990X €94 9 2x
fxpenditures an Hunicipal Streels 06 tex 03 06X 0 1.2% 03 05x o~ 04 o0 10X 0.4 o6x o 09X 013 G4 04 0 6x
GRAND 10TAI . 30.) 10008 537 100 0X 46 7 100.0x 66 2 100 0% 6.4 100 ox 85 100 0% 646 touOX At.9 100 0X 823 1000 24 100 O
>
1O0TN01 ¢

Vo bigures for 1978 8% are for the culendar yeors. togures for 1987 8! are for fiscal years
Wby v - June 30, Yhos expenditures for July |, 98] through Dec 1), 1981 are counted
18 0oLh 1he 19BL and 1982 votabs, M ihough each sel of Vigures represents a 12-month period

SOURCE  federa) Forms 532, as prepared and submitied by the 001 {1978-47)

.
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“unicipal street expenditures. shown in Figure 4-9. have increased from $158 million :n 1978 tg 528C - -

n 537 measured n norminai dollars. Cf the total, construction expenditures have averaged 32 percen! o'
tctal experciturgs ‘reaching $88 milion i 1987}, maintenance expenditures represent aparoximatery 1
percent of (clal expenaitures ($76 million in 1387). engineering and administration a further eight perze~:
teralling about 523 million in 1987) and other miscellaneous items (e.g., lighting, sidewatks, rees) a ‘urt-er

11-12 percent. The baiance is accounted for by debt sarvice costs which in¢reased from $28 million n *372

.

:0r 18 percent of the total) to $62 millicn in 1987 {(or 22 percent of the total). Qver the last four years, Zec:

osts have been steady at about 22 o 23 percent of total municipal road related expenditures.

REVENUE PROJECTIONS

Ravanue projections were made for the ~ericd 3-2008 based on current road revenue sources arc
distnbution formulas. Thease rrgiectinne L 3o, following:

. Projections of AUTF Sources and Uses

. Federal Highway Revenue Projections

, State Primary Revenue Projections

. County Secondary Road Fund Projections

. County Farm !o Market Fund Projections

. Municipal Street Fund Projections

. Twenty Year Highway Revenues in Real Dallars

Projectiong of R r
iowa DOT. Cffice of Economic Analysis, projections for the pefiod 1589-94 were used as the basis for the
‘wenty year period made for this study. These projections inciuded motor fuel tax, vehicie registrations, use

tax and driver licenses. QOff-the-top allocations were made for currently authorized programs.
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Atter deductng the cff-the-teps ‘rom the gross RUTF receipts. the net amount 18 Cisinoutes 2

Lrsaictional levels aceording to the current cistnbution formula (ie. the State recewves 45 percent ©
‘egeic(s 1ne ICunty seccndary fungs recernve 28 percent. the farm to market fung recaves rine percen? ¢

tre muruc:icaltes receve '8 percent)

3ross recepts to the RUTF are projected (10 increase from approxirnately $800 milion :n 1389 12 S° 1%
milhen in 2008, measured in nominal dollars. Total off-the-tops are projected to increase from apprex:—3ata .
S10C mdlion @ 1989 to $180 miftion in 2008. The net amount for ganeral distribution increases brom a3

3500 millicn in 1989 to over $900 million in 2008.

Fegeral Hhghway Revenye Frojections

The ctions of federal revenues (o all three jurisdiclional levels in lowa gver the 1989-2008 pencd are
-45- .7 lowa’s currant higivway trust fund appropriations adjusted 10 reflect expenence with actual recer!
of revenues. The current appropriations. as outlined in the 1987 U.S. Surface Transportation Act a2 -2
treoretical annual federal highway revenues allocated to Iowa through the and of FY 1991 These re.a~_=:
are n wo pants - formula and gdiscretignary.  Typically, only a portion of the State's ful ‘or—.2

apprepniation for any one year can be spent. This amount is the “obligation”

It is hkely trat the program for funding highways will change with the enactment of a new Surlace
Transportation Act in 1981, [t is difficult 10 project federal revenues without a large degree of speculalcr
Alter 1991, therelore, we can only make informed judgments as to what will happen. Over the 1992.2008

period. federal revenues are astimated 1o be the same amount in each year.
Based on these guidetines. formula funding 1o lowa from the tederal highway trust fund is assumec 10 ‘a.

from $141 mdiion ser year in $FYB9 to $13.5 million per year after FY91. Discretionary funding fails ‘rom

approximately $50 million per year today to $9.3 million per year after FY91,

4-16




"~e alocatior of projected federal revenies 1o ine ;urisgiclicns follcws current excerience. The 3iaT:

*ma

ailocanon of fedearal funds falls from $130 muiign per year today o $110 million rer year ater 199 2
courties share ‘alls from $24 6 million per year '0 $24 4 million per year. whie the municipaiies srae

declines 'rem $16.8 million per year to $9.4 milion per year after 1991,

State Primary Proiectiong

"otal "eceots {or state highway purposes are projected ta increase from $438 million in 1989 10 561¢ ™

.~

A 2008

County Secondary Road Fund Projectiong
Recepts to the county secondary tund ara projected 1o increase from $263 miltion in 1989 1o $487 mi.cr

in 2008 for the county secondary road funds.

County Farm g Market Fund Proections

Farm to market fund revenues are projected 10 increase from $71 million in 1989 10 $113 milice r 2

nased on the assumptions made herein.

“Municipal Street Revenye Projacti

Revenues for munic:pal streets are projected 10 increass from $256 miilion in 1988 to $434 million in 2003

Twenty Y High Rav in nt ]

The projections of 20-year highway revenues at all three jurisdictional ievels are outlineg in terms of nomire
ior currenty doilars. In order o ¢compare those revenues to the needs estimates. the figures are stated -
constant 1587 doltars. In order t0 convert nominai dollars into constant 1987 doflars, an estimate of future
:nflation -5 made The inflation estimates used here o maka the conversion are 4 0 percent in '988. 3
percent In 1989 and 1990, 5.2 parcent in 1991 and 5.0 percent per year thereafter. The figures for 193S-

31 are Data Resources Inc. (DRI estimates of the change in the nationwide consumer pnce index




vsing these inflation estimates, highway revenues available to {he state highway system fail from $400 ~ it o~
N 1989 10 3223 mdiion 0 2008. measurag n constant 1987 dollars. County secondary fung revenues ‘3
" real terms 'rom $246 million to $176 miilion over the same period. while farm to market fung receipts ‘ail

rem $65 million to $4: million, Munictpal street receipts fall from $224 million in 1989 10 5157 miigr -

20c8

ADDITIONAL FUNDING OPTIONS

The highway needs to revenyes companson shows that there is a shortfali at ail threg junsdictional 'ewe 5

The State of Iowa may, thus, wish ta consider some additional ways of generaling revenues to apply agairs;
the shorfall. Severai potential tunding options for generating additional revenr  vere as- -:sed ‘or i
study These included:

1, ExpZnsion ot currgntly existing major revenue sources at all three junsdic 8 leven

-y,

2. Implemantation of statewide tinancing sources successtully ysed for highway purposes .n =i-s:

states, and impiementation of pubtic financing mechanisms which are inNQvative. or Non-trad:ticra

‘N nature: and

3 Implementation of public-private financing mechanisms (l.e.. private developer related mechanisms) .

- @ class of revenues also consdared inngvative in nature.

Expansion of Exi R /{

The primary existing revenue sources (excluding feceral revenues) at the three jurisdictional tevels were
assessed. Thay includa-

. State: RUTF {gas tax. vehicle registration fees. drivers license fegs. and the vehicle use tax):

. Counties: RUTF. Aroperty taxes; and

. Cities: RUTF. property taxes, borrowing,

4-18



A many 2ases ‘Owa aiready has rgad related taxes that are quite high relative to other states. Alsg =2 1.
APSSICICAS Ororefly taxes are :n many cases reaching authorized limas. There may. thus, te reiatvery

pRenturty for sutstantially expanding these gxisting taxes and fees, There may be some ccconi-:

[

though. for expanaing the use of cebt financing for read purposes. The State of lowa currently nas 3

a-

'evel of gebt reiative 1o Other states. Virtually no debt is used for road purposaes at the State or courty -

NY)

Zebt mas been. however. an important source of financing for streets at the municipat tevel

Other Pukh ctor Ravern nd Financing Appreacgh

A vanety ot other revenue ang financing approaches are used in other states for road purposes. Thess [2-
broadly be awvided into two categories - those that generate significant revenues on a statewide 2asis 2 3
weight distance taxes. locat option gas taxes) and those that generate significant revenues for a singie 'ac:i,
e.g . tolts). or a number of facilities within an area (8.9., municipal road wility). The revenue items .n -2

categery of oublic sector measures are as follows:

. Wewght distance fees
. Tolis
* Lecal option meter fuel taxes

. Municipat road utilities

. Locai option transportation excise taxes
. The state lotery

+ Alcohol taxes

. Bllboard advertizing fees

A promising funding mechanism in this group may be the local option sales tax, which has Zea-

implementad Ly several local jurisdictions in lowa.

413




P-vate Cevelopment Related Mechanisms

‘nnovatve and non-traditicnal hinancing strategies that involve the private sector .n tunaing ngrea,
‘MErcwements generaity provide ‘unding for a specific road project. of ‘or projesls within a ! tec
geograpric area. Thesg mechanisms have gained in popularity in recent years due to the increasec
divergence between nTgnway need and funds available for highway expenditures. Many of the items n i~ s
category are primarnly applicable to urban areas, and several (e.g.. traltic phasing ordinances ang *ra% ¢

perfermance standards) are similar in nature.

Some of the most common private development relatec mechanisms arg the lollowing:
. Benefit assessment distnets

. Metro districts

. Tax increir.ent finanging

. Airgspace utilizatior,

. Traffic phasing ordinances

. Traffic performance standards
. Fair snare contributions

. Land banking

. Proffer zoning

. Subdivision approval

. ~0ase purchase agreements

. Private support for highway beautification
The applicapiity of these mechanisms should be judged on a case by case basis. In particuiar. tax

ncrement financing has been Successhully applied in a number of instances in lowa (e.g., in the constructicn
of an interchange in Oavenpont). The expanded use of this funding method could be investigated.
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Chapter 5

A GUIDE TO DECISION MAKING

In :h:5 chagter the kgy issues related to lowa $ roads are summanzed and recemmengalions are gtz
Real sclutors arc goliical consensus on the 'ssues will likely Involve tirancial. as wed as. nsbILLLfa
corsideraticns related 1o [urisdictional responsibidties. Whatever caurse of acuon .s agogtec Sy cecsim
makers, we helieve it should be tounded in the economic efficiency of lowa's existing rcag ransgtrat o7
ZHiciency of the existing system s vital 1o economic growtn as well as the financial and ecgncmic ‘eas.T

of new rcag Cevelopment. However it would be mistaken 10 believe that only the redistnibut:on 2! ~232

iunds will lead 1o more eMicient road transportation in lowa. Levels of funaing are as critical

LEVELS OF FUNDING

Since the 1960s, the nation has been assessing its road needs and since that ime the price tag placeg =~
road's has continued (g startle decision-makars. Consequently, the assessments were deemed unrea:sic
the studies lost credibility, and many states. incluging lowa. began to cut back an standards anc 's.e3

serice

‘n1nis stydy. we have attemptad to critically assess road needs in light of both economics anad the minimum
physical thrasholds required to preserve a road -- 3 no frils appreach. A general prigrity sequence was se!
forth 1o first mamntain, then preserve, expand and finally modemize, Within this sequence. priornes were
breadly estabiished based on expected rates of return for types of road improvement. Cn this philosceh-

w~@ tullt Up the needs in categories (See Chapter 3).
The tunging projections for thig study were developed to reasonably reflect historical road funding poncy

atthe state and 'ocal 'evels. ConseqQuently, increased road funding and rates of funding have been incluced

angd kept i line with histoncal increases.

541
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Scectic assumplions regarding rate increases included in the projections are listed telow
1 A Zeveloping funading projections. it :S assurmed that the gasaline tax increases by 2 cents every '~ .-

Jears (1994 1998, 2002 and 2006) and that gasohol and giesel 1ax rates rise acccraingly MY

consistent with actual experignce gver the last 25 years.

2. It i3 assumed that truck registration fees increase 20 percent in 1996,
3 It is assumed that the use tax rate ingreases from four to five percant in 1996,
4. County and municipal property taxes were assumed 1o increase by 0.4 percent per year nerwvesr

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

The county property tax used for roads was assumad t0 be 25.3 percent of the county property tax ctal

The municipal property tax used for streets was assumed to be 22.8 percant of the municipal proger, "a«

1otal.

Tre abcve assumptions are in line with historical tax ratg growth and distribution trends ang were mace 'C
have projections realistically refiect historical tax policy lfor comparison 1o needs. They do not represent

recommended future lax policy.

it was anticipated considering the nature of the improvements in the hierarchy that economical leveis 3¢
funding were somewhaete between categories 4 and 5 of the needs. A comparison of the road needs 0
projected funding was made to see what needed improvements wese possible. The resuits are containeg
in Figure 5-1 'n summary, the resuits indicate the following:

1 Funds are :nsutficient to preserve ail roads and bridges.

2. Trade-ofts will have 1o be made between needed reconstruction, bndge replacement anc ~ign

rate-of-return capacity improvements.




AVERAGE YEARLY NEEDS AND FUNDING
{Millions of 1987 Dcillars)

Needs thrcugh Category 6 (Total)
Needs through Category 5
Needs threugh Category 4
Needs through Category 3

Needs :hrough Category 2

Projected Funding

Figyure 5-1

1989-93 1994-98
$1.558 $1.287
1.464 1.193
1.130 859
950 720
721 491

$ 874 $ 780

53

199903
51.059
967

681
584

473

$ 707

2004-C8
S 389

819

522

$ 626
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£i1 wunsgictions will be ‘aced with the preservation problem The state and mumicipalities, particitar, =
siate  adl he required 0 shoose between high-rate-of-return capital replacement and greser.a! -
morSvements and mign-rate-of raturn capacity improvements. Not beng able t0 imptement hign raig- i

return imerovernents seems intolerable, yet thesa are the hard choices the state will be facing

Lower rate-of-return road and bridge needs and all modernization were counted tg determire 3o
ecancrmically optimum level of government invesiment without regard 10 minimyrn preservaion thres=cics
for roads. This was done only to estimate purely economicai levels of road funding and recognize <2acs
needs that could easily compete with other government funding. The lower rate-of-return needs amoLntsx
ta $281 mufion annually :n capital replacernent and preservation improvements in Categories 3, 4 and § anc
an additional $94 million annuaily in modernization in Category 6. Reducing total needs by these amaunis

produced the foilowing results,

M NS QF 1987 DCLLAR

PERSPECTIVE
S-Year 12-Year
Estmated Yearly Economical Levels of Road Need $1.183 $1.247
Average Yearly Funding §74 827
Annyal Shortfall 309 220
Percent Shortfail 35% 27%

Conservatively stated. lowa's total road funding is beiow the economically optimum lavet by at least 277
and in the short term even more. The shortfail is sybstantially greater, if one also realistically considers the
chysical requirements. How should the Road Use Tax Fund (RUTF) be distributed among the three

iuniscictions in light of such constrained funding levels?
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CISTRIBUTION OF RUTF AMONG THE JURISDICTIONS

-

Trig section lreats ‘he gisinbution of the RUTF among 'he threg ;unsdictiors. Theé percertage so.t &

avalacie RLTF ameng the state, county and municipal gevernments depends ¢n the !oligwirg ‘aciors
The pnicrity assigned to improvement types.

2 The costs of the impravements.

3 The timing of the needs and avalable revenues,

4 The amcunt of RUTF funds availlable.

5 The funds available for roads outside of available RUTF {primarily diversions made to the State detc’?

the spht of RUTF and local funding)

Wwe used a stepwise method to distribute the funds. First. we met the needs in Category 2. then categcr.
3 and so on untl all available funds were used. Where funds werg not sufficient to meet the next categery

of neeq. they were distributed according to each jurisgictions percaentage need within the category.

TwQ cases warg studied:

Case 1 Using the Hierarchy of Road Needs as presented in Chapter 3.

Case 2: Modifying the Hierarchy of Road Needs presanted in Chapter 3 to give more priority to cagaci,

IMprovements.

Ouring tne siudy. the substantive argument was made that capacity improvements {which exhibit very ~ig=
rates cf return) were not being given proper priority in the Hierarchy of Road Needs. particularly considenrg
i*) 're scarcty of tunds and (2) these roads would probably require reconstruction or resurfacing in acciien
to the wncreased capacity. For Case 2, the capacity improvements in Category 4 were moved 10 categery

J and those n Category 5 werg moved to Category 4.
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Adgitionally, a sensitivity analysis was performed 0 assess the impacts of increased fungirg ¢~ "7

distnbynon npercentages.

'n making the assessment. ermphasis is placed on the first five year period for the following reasons
’ If :he needs were assessed frve years frem today, the first five-year perod probably would crarTs

very litie considenng progress made in backiogged improvemaents under current funding cSrsi-ar's

2 Improvements in the first five-year period are less a function of projections and thare 15 less uncena~'.

associated with thé numbers.

A frve-year perspective of the resuits of this analysis 1s contained in Figure 5-2. A tén-year perspecine 3

contained in Figure 5-3.

From our point of view. Casa 2 represents the most reasonabie set of needs priorities for the equitas e
distribution of RUTF  One could argue that capactty improvements should be given even higher pricrt, -~
the basis of economics, however, we feel this solution best balances both economics and the mimirym

greservation rgquirements among the thrae iurisdictions.

Averaging the Case 2 five- and ten-year resuits for current funding, produces the following distribut.cn

among the jurisgictions.

STATE CQUNTY MUNICIPAL
52% 29% 19%

The financial impacts on the jurisdictions of impiementing the above distribution are contained in Figure S-4
The resulting percentages would reprasant a shift of $35 miliion annually in avaiable RUTF from the countes

1o the state and munic:palities.
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Figure 5-2

DISTRIBUTION QF AVAILABLE RUTF
A Five-Year Perspective. 1989-139)

CASE

ANNUALRUTF PERCENTAGE DISTRIBUTION
FCHR DISTRIBUTICN
iziilions of 1987 Collars) STATE COUNTY  MUNICRAL

Sdaq- 500 298
54838 52.1 298
$629 553 267
5886 53.3 27 8

CASE 2

ANNUALR Y T = PERCENTAGE OISTRIBUTICN
FORCISTRIBUTION
{M:hicns of 1987 Dcllars) STATE COUNTY  MUNICIFAL

S344° 53.1 26.8
5488 $6.3 259
$629 57 4 24 4
5686 57.7 23.5

* Forcasted funding baseq on hrstorical precedent




Figure 5-3

DISTRIBUTION OF AVAILABLE RUTF
A Ten-Year Perspective. 1589-1968

ANNUALR U.TF
FOR DISTRIBUTION
iMilions of 1987 Qotiars)

$436"
5479
€12
S667

ANNUALRUTEF
SCR DISTRIBUTICN
iMiikons of 1987 Dollars)

5436°
5479
5612
SE67

CASE 1

PERCENTAGE OISTRIBUTION

STATE

7.2
50.8
43 3
4G 7

CQUNTY

354
331
324
338

CASE 2

MUNICIRPAL

4

16 3
18 ¢
19 ¢

PERCENTAGE DISTRIBUTION

STATE

8C8
54 Q
£q 7

523

CCUNTY

2318
30.8
273
28.4

" Forcasted tunding based on mstoncal precedgent
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Figure 5-4

FINANCIAL IMPACTS OF CHANGING RUTF DISTRIBUTION FORMULA
Mdhions of 1387 Dollars)

S-YEAR PERSPELCTIVE
{Average $444 miltion avalable annuaily)

State
Carrent iaw
Study Resuits

Oifferarce

10-YEAR PERSPECTIVE
(Average $436 million availabie annually)

Statg County

Current Law 196

Study Results 227 128

Ciference .35




it would De mistaken to :nterpret the redistntunon of available RUTF as the tynding solution ‘cr r2ass

1owa. Even with 3 change in distribution. the impacts on roads at hisioncally projecied tuning 'eveis arc

under current :nstituticnal relaticnships will te significant.

State {mpacts
Cver the next five years the state would have $333 million (1987 doliars) annually 10 invest .» the ormar.

system. if it received 52 percent of available RUTF and current overail lunding peticy continued. This amc.n:
would stil teave the State short of meeting its Category 3 needs. Consequently, the State would siw =@
faced with trading off high rate-ot-return road and bridge preservation and capnal replacement mprovemen ts
~ith high rate-of-return capacity improvements. Stated in a more specific way. the State would ~ava

approximately $200 million per year 10 choose among a backlog of need compnsed of.

. $132 million peér year of pressing capacity improvernents involving a total of 452 miles of road:
. $118 miltion per year of high priQrity bridge improvements invoiving a total of 300 bridges. anc

. $127 million per year of higher volume road reConstruction invalving 2,160 mies in 1otai.
Each of the abave categores of improvement would be expected to yield high rates of retyrn.

‘When the general improvement of the primary network is not possible due to funding constraims the
largeting of fungs becomes essential. This concept of targeting funds was set forth in a Commercal
Network for lowa and has been usaed in other states under various names such as “priorty primary routes

The Commaercial Network of priority primary routes cOnCepts represent prudent approaches considering the

need for efficiency in the netwark and the current extreme funding constraints,

S-10



The need ‘or develcpment highways was raised at several publc meetings, Aithough stucies of seiec: =
ceveicpment PiIghways may shcw econamic feasikiity. paying for such highways coes not appear proce-:
or feasibie as part of current constrained financing. Special firancial packages linked 1o deveiopment w2

srobably reed 10 Be f2rmulated to iustify developmental highways.

County Impacts

Counties have responsibility for the mest extensive road networks in iowa -- 89.558 miles. 3C nercent <f =2
total state mieage. The courties’ mileage is primariy iow volume gravel roads. Cver the next ‘ive ,ca‘s

e zounties would kave 3261 million (1987 dollars) annually 1o invest in the Farm-to-Market ang Secorcs-.

systems. if they receiveg 29 percent of avaiatie RUTF This would represent a considerabla snift :n funz.rg

away from the current disiribution If 3 change wara adopted. 1 would need 1o be implemented gra: .aiiy
1o mmimize the impact on the counties. A philosophy of no actual decreases shouid be adocted. Far
example, if funding were frozen at current levels unul the year tha newly adopted disinbution ~as

reached.the county would experience no actual decreases.

L.ke the state. the counties will be faced with difficult choices - reiated to general levels of service cn 're
secondary and farm-to-market road systems. Although the tradeoffs will not invoive migh rate of return
capacty improvements, like the state, the counties wil aiso not be abie to fully meet needs ihroughk

Category 3. The following statements characterize the counties' sduation.

Cver the next 20 years, the counties will be able to improve about 4,000 backlogged deticient trdges
while an additional 4.500 currently backiogged deficient bridges and 1,500 which will become ceficer

~ill not be repaired due to the lack of funds.




. Cver the next 20 years. the counties wiil te unaole to reconstruct approximately 20.000 aehic-ent ™ 23

sf rcacs due 10 lack of funds. More than 1 200 of these miles would have greater than 4CC ser.c23
cer 2ay anG woUd exnhibit feasibie rates of return (more than 20 percent), if funds were avaiacie 12

nvest

it 5 gifficuit 1o estimate how long deficient bridges can be rmaintained through stop gap measures e

courty road systems are an rlustration of minimum physical thrasholds which must be met. 't you ~ar: 2

road.

Over the next five years the municipalities of !owa would have approximatety $220 million (1987 deilars:
annually to invest in their arterial. cotfector and ather street systems, f they recerved 13 pefcent of avanlagie
RUTF  Llke the state and counties, this amount would fall short of meeting municipal needs through

Category 3. Although municipal backiog needs for expanded capacity are not as extensive as 'he siaie s

b

(66 mides for the municipalities versus 452 miles for the state) future or accruing capacity progiems 2+
expected 10 increase significantly. Approximately. 600 miles of capacity deficient roads will deveice over
the next 20 years. Ouring this time period, the municipalities will be faced with trading off neegec
creservalion improvements o meet capacty requirements. Tha following statemaents briefly describe other

impacts on mymcipalities.

. Municipaiities will be abie to improve 340 bridges over the next 20 years, while another 27! bridges.

st wrich more than half are currently deficient. will go unrepaired due 10 lack of funding.

. Muricipalities would be able to reconstruct approximatelty 68 mies of anerial streets while

approx:mataly 458 miles of collectors and 4,500 mies of iower traffic volume deficient streets wili not

he :mproved dua to the lack of funds.
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Even in light of a prospective redistrbuticn of avalable RUTF the 'mpacts and burden an ail i=r3¢
unscictions will be significant. Any registiipution of financ:al resources 15 likely 1o be a volatide ocnnca. ss.=
Such a velatile issue could easdy detract or overshadew a recegniticn cf the general 'acx of reac ‘uras -

'owa and tre corresponding unsatisfied road needs.

DISTRIBUTION OF RUTF AMONG MUNICIPALITIES

A1 analysis similar 1o that performed for the three |unsdictions was pertormed for the munic:pal Sogw.al o=
groups. The results are contained in Figure S-5 and demonstrate the financial ditficulties facing 'n=z
municipaiities under 2.500 population. The analysis was also run assuming equal tax burden per perscr
among the population groups. The results. shown in Figure $-6. confirm the financ:al aufficulties facing uroan

areas under 2,500 population under current distnbution schemes.

Several other conclusions can be inferred from these resuits.

1 The ecoromic and financial viability of very small municipalities and their abdity 1o supocn 22z
infrastructure could be in question, particulany considering population losses that may he -eccrdac

in the *990 ¢census.

2. There are cities in lowa with populations greater than 2,500 and fess than 50,000 population that frgm
the view point of roads, have relatively solid tax bases. less relative need and do not appear 10 suffer
as much ‘rom capacity problems. These cities may have the potential to be promoted as growtr

centers, £ other infrastructural conditions are examined and show results similar to roads.

3 Clearty the farge municipalities have the greatest inherent resources 1o meet their road needs.

The ‘ollowing analyses examing other potential factors for the distribution of available RUTF amcrg

mynicioalities,
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Figure 5.5

QISTRIBUTION OF RUTF AMONG MUNICIPAL POPULATION GROUPS

Ropuiatien Group

Qver 30.000
25.200 o 50.000
10.Q00 to 25,000
5.000 to 10,000
2.500 ta 5.000
210 2.500

DISTRIBUTION OF RUTF AMONG MUNICIPA
(Assuming Equal Local Tax Burd

Fapulation Group

Qver 50.000
25.000 to 50,000
10.000 to 25.000
5.000 10 10,000
2.500 10 5,000
Q0 2,500

Percent of

1980 Popuiation 1989.93

338
13.4
87
12.6
9.4
229

Parcent of

1390 Popylation

339
13.4
8.7
12.8
9.4
220

PERCENTAGE DISTRIBUTION
Average

26.3
80
6.0
71
6.8

45.8

Figure 56

1989.98

294
9.2
6.4
6.8
5.9

422

en Per Person)

278
86
6.2
7.0
6.4

44 0

L POPULATION GROUPS

PERCENTAGE DISTRIBUTION

1989-93

387
6.5
6.2
57
8.3

346
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1989-98

40.7
7.3
6.4
S.6
78

322

Average

397
6.9
63
57
81

3.4
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Turrently. AUTF reveryes are allocated 19 the muricipatiies on the basis ¢f pepulation. Figure 5-7 2 5
the alocaton of ‘unds resulting from the use ¢f a var:ety cf.gifferent critena .- allgcaticn Cy area iare — 25

1clal miles. vehiCle mies traveled (VMT) and neecs.

As can be seen allocaung revenues on the 5asis of miles or lane mile causes the 'arger cities share of “.r2s
o be sigmbcantly reduced while the smaller cities’ share is increased. Allocating on the basis of VMT ~as
the exact ogposite affect. Allocating based on area causes both the largest and smallest cities 1C 252
revenues. whilg the midsize cilies gain RUTF revenues. Allocating based on needs causes the smatlest 23
:Q - 2.500 population) to gain revenyas (from 23 percent of total revenues available to 31 percent of tre 1213

while the amount available in each of the ¢ther groups is shaved slightly.

DISTRIBUTION OF RUTF AMONG COUNTIES

The distnibution of RUTF among counties involves two funds -- the County Farm-to-Market and Secorcary
road funds. The current proportion of these funds 15 shown helow:
County Farm-to-Market 24.32%

Ceunty Secondary 75.68%

The percentages obtained from an analysis of priorities indicates the following for a 5- and 10-year

perspective.

1989:93 1989-98
COUNTY FARM TQO MARKET 436 40.9
COUNTY SECONDARY 56.4 59.1

This ingicales a shrft in prionty 1o the Farm 10 Market system. The percentages when total neecs are

comgared without regard 10 priorities are shown below for the same time periods.
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1989-93 1289-
COUNTY FARM TO MARKET 453 43 7
COUNTY SECONDARY 359 55.3

Toiat needs also point to a shift in prionty 10 the Farm 1o Market system.

“re counties currently have the flexibility to utlize Secondary road funds on Farm tc Market -cacs -~
secommendayon to change the cutrent ratio of the two systems would only further constrain the count es
‘ndiviguadl programming prerogatves,  in tignt of the current tunding limitations. public demancs 3n¢
mimmum preservatien requirements, the current flexibiity may be warranted. The following giscussicn

addresses the distribution among the counties.

RUTF funds are currently aliocated among the counties based on two criterfa -- needs and area. Sily
percent of the availabie funds are distributed an the basis of needs. whiie 40 percent of the funds are
distributed based on area. In assessing potential revised allocation methods, we again looked at 'ne
allocation of revenues under a variety of cifferant criteria, inciuding:

. total county popuiation

. rural population

. area alone

. needs alone

. vehicle miles cf travel (VMT)

. total miles

. lane miles

As for the cities, several of these criteria tead to allocations that are significantty different from the current
allocations. as shown in Fiqure 5-8. For example, allocating revenues on the basis of totat county populat.on
¢r rural population would lead some counties’ revenues to increase by 100 percent or more while other
counties’ revenues would be raguced by more than 60 percent. The swings are also significant (though nct

Guite as large) when the allocation 1s by mites, lane miles, area. or VMT -- many counties having their
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Figure 5.8 Page 2 of b

DISTRIBUTION OF RUTF REVENUES AMONG INDIVIDUAL COUNTIES

HE INOD 1 ME THOD 2 NETHOD 3
Current Allocation X Allocation X%
County Allocatton By Pop Difference By Un Pop Ditferenc
lowa 1. 15X 0.55x -0.62% 1.26X 0.12%
Jackson 1.25% 0.77x 0.48X% 1.3% 0.07%
dasper 1.51% 1.2%% -0.26% 1.7 0.22%
Jetterson 0.79x 0.56% -0.23% 0.56% -0.23%
Johnson 1.3 2.00% 1.65% V.41 0.05%
Jones a.98% 0.70% -0, 28X 0.97x -0.01%
Keokuk 0.95% 0.¢4% -0.93X 1.06X% 0.08%
Kossulh 1.56% 0.75% -0.81% 1.26% -0.29%
iee 1.10% 1.48% 0.38% 1.31% 0.22%
Linn 1.77% 5.83% 4L.06X% 2.60X 0.84%
Louiss 0.78% 0.41% -0.36% 0.9WX 0.21%
Lucas 0.80% 0.35% -0,44% 0.44% -0.36%
Lyon 0.82% 0.44% -0.38% 0.84X 0.02%
Nadison 1.04% 0.43% 0.81% 0.70% -0.34%
Hahaska 0.98% 0.78% -0.19% 0.98% 0.00%
Warion V.06% 1.02% 0,082 1.08x 0.02%
o Mershal | 1.13% .43% 0.29% 1.20% 0.07x
o Nitls 0.87% 0.48% 063X 0.67% -0.21%
Witchell 0.71X% 0.42% -0.28% 0.X 0.00%
Rondne 1.17% 0.40X -0.76% 0.49% -0.48%
Nonroe 0.84X 0.32% -0.52% 0.41X -0.43X%
Nontgomery 0.78% 0.46% -0.32% 0.54% -0.24%
suscat ine 0.78% 1.39% 0.61X 1.46% 0.68%
O'Brien 0.82x 0.50% -0.24% 0.98x 0.16%
Osceols 0.561% 0.29% -0.32% 0.44X -0.17%
Page 1.08% 0.65% +0.43% 0.50X -0.40%
Palo Alto 0.73x 0. 48X -0.30% 0.66% -0.07%
P Lymouth 1.56% 0.85% 0.7 1.30% -0.25%%
Pocahontas 0.82% 0.39% 0.43% 0.93X 0.)1%
Folk 1.55% 10.40% 8.85% 2.50% 0.94%
Fottavattamie 1.99% 2.97x 0.98% 2.18% 0.18%
Pousshiek 1.04X% 0.866% -0 38% 0.85% -0.19%
Ringgold 0.96X G.21x 0.75% 0.50% -0, 46%
et a.97x 0.48% 0.49% 0. -0.06%
Scott 0.80% 5 .&9% 4 61% 1.90% 1.02%
Shetlby 1.33x 0.52% -0.81% Q.79% 0.54%
$ 10ux 1.22% 1.06% -0 18% 0 92X 0. )0%
Story 1.13% 2.68% 1 5% 1.48% 0.5
[ ams 1,532 0.67% 0 66% Vo1sX (N W s
Taylot 0.91X 0 29% U 42% 0.58% 0.22%
Union 0.78% 0 «8% [ERRVI)'A 0.4l 0. 3%
van Buion 0.8¥% o o30% I ¥4 0.71% [+ I A 8
wapte L 0 Yo% 1 345, 0oL, 1 (4% 0o,
Mk e Von 1 M 0ouLy, 1. 90% [P T
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METHOD }

Current
Allocation

0.54%

Figure 5 8 Page 6 ot 6

DISTRIBUTION OF RUTF REVENUES AMONG INDIVIDUAL COUNTIES

KETHOD & METHOO 5 MEFMOD & HETHOD 7 Method 8

Allocation X Allocation % Allocation X Allocetion X Ablocation
Dy Ares Differece By Ln Miles Didference By Miles Difference Difterence 4y Weeds

0.74%

100.00%
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Difterence




alocation Ncreased by IC-30 percent over current ievels. it should be noted that the courties tmat Se7¢!

Lrdec ore caricular attocation method ¢ net necessarty do so under all methods (e g.. Pork Courty #Gu <
~ave e BUTF rgvarces increased by 60 percent if the critena used were rural popuiation. whie it ~c. ¢

nave 15 BUTFE -evenues reduced by 40 percent i lane miles were the gntena,

Lsing needs as the pnimary criteria has the benefit of ensuring that the new amounts allocated 19 tourt as
are retalively close to therr oid levels. While this method does. indeed increase the share 10 sCcme COL™t 83
and decrease others. it 1s simpie to apply and will be frequently updated through the Quadrenniai “igac
Study. Also. the needs estimates mplicilly incorporate the other potential crtena (e.g. YMT. 'are Tues:
and relate directly 10 the ingividual counties' road refated requirements. Using needs as the critera ‘<-
funding allocation most countigs gain or lose less than ten percent from their cyrrent funding levels *re
greatest beneficiaries are Dubuque (RUTF funding levels up 15 percent), Johnsen (up 16 percent). Lar oo
31 percent), Polk (up 33 percent}. and Sheiby (Up 18 percant). Thasa counties which would iose most ‘rom
‘he reallocauon include Buena Vista (RUTF funding levels down 16 percent), Cathoun (down '3 gercart

Lyon {down 15 percent). O'Brien {down 13 percent). Paio Alto (down 17 percent}. Pocahantas down "=

nercent), and Wright (¢own 13 percent).

Howaver. the ability of cenain counties to generata local revenues for road purposes has traditionalty been
an important consideration in the allocation of AUTF revenues among the counties. This is the reasonr ‘arg
area is included in the current allocation formula.  An analysis was pefformed to assess the tax burden on
ndividual counties.  The findings indicate that, as expected, génerally countles having less rural or Ctal
pcpuiation have the highest per capita tax burden. This is ifustrated in Figures 5-3 and 5-10. In Figyre 3-

countigs are ranked Dy ryral poguiation and the par capita rural property lax is calculated. In Figure

(9]]

10 counties are ranked by total population and the per capita total county propenty tax is caiculated ™-s
burden on low pcpulation counties should be considered in asseasing the impacts of distributing RUTF

revenues among the countias.
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COUNTY PROPERTY TAX BURDEN ON RURAL POPULATION'
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Figure 5-10

COUNTY PROPERTY TAX BURDEN ON TOTAL POPULATION
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RECOMMENDATIONS

This secticn containg recommendations related 1o the road issues described in Chapters 2. 3. 4 ang :n "¢
tfaregoing sections of this Chapter. We have deveioped a rational process for the distripution of availtabte
RUTF revenues. We believe the crteria apphed within this process 10 set prnontes for road needs amerg
the urisdictions are eGuitable and balanced in fight of both economics ang MirMum preservation threshcics
for roads. The outcome of applying independently established crtena within the process centainly will ~ot
be satisfactory 1o all the entities invoived. Nevertheless, a rational process exists and ¢riteria are not cas!
instone, Itis stressed that the jurisgictions continue to seek consensus on ¢riteria ang preserve the process
that has begun. The underying road needs of lowa can only be satisfied through intergovernmental

cooperation,

Cynding Laveis

We would be remiss. if we didn’t point Out the economic necessity and viability of road investment in iowa.
Road and other government invastment should be considered relative 10 their anticipated economic Serett
in the overall competition for state and local government funds. As previously stated in this chaptar ang o
the section on Road Ecanomics in Chapter 2. the concept of minimizing government's expenditure in 70acs
can be detrimental to the economics of the state. The financiaily conservative and economically criticai
review of the needs indicates that road funding is at a critically iow level in lowa. Consequently, RUTF funds

arg not sufficient to justify their diversion to non-road purposes.

Consequently, 2 key item of this stucy was to review and evaluate the off-the-top allocations from the RUTF
Approximately one third of the ongoing off-the-tops do not get “on the road” (i.e.. in the form of constructicn
maintenance and related administration and angineering activities on the state, county and municipal rcag

systems).

5-29




The general recommendatons regarding tnese cff-the-tops are that they be closely reviewed v Q@ 2

iowa § grave ~eed tor road-related funds. and that altérnative ways of funding those items {e.g.. througn ~e

general fung) shauld be senously considered. items that fall nto this category are.

The Highway Patrol

Public Transit Assistance

Trails

wind Erosion

Trea Planting

Nouce and Personal delivery of Sarvice

The Oepaniment of Inspection and Appeals Appropriation

In a lew cases, therg is a clearer relationship tetween the off-the-top’'s objective and road-redated activities -

- in particular, the License Flate Fund allocation, and the odometer law enforcement aitccation. These

should, Nowever, still be reviewed to deterrmine if alternative methods of funding ¢an be foundg.

'n the cases whera the off-the-1ops are tor road purposaes, aithough not as critical to road finances as ire

oreceding tems, some simplification may be beneficial and the recommendations arg as foilows:

landing Approprigtion ¢ Pri Road Fund of $7 1 milion per year. Consideration should e

gven o giscontinuing this off-the-top and allocating the money to the RUTF {or distribution.  as

outlined in Chagptar 4, this off-the~top is not earmarked for any specific purposes.

The Tryck W All to the Primary Road Fund ot $4.4 milion par year and to the farm.:c.
market of $1.5 million per year should be considerad for discontinuation. The affects of truck weignt

are mcarparated i the needs estimates used in this study.



. Parks and Institytional Roads recenve 0 65 percent of RUTF receipts annually Whileiris sa wcmm o

and necessary function, it absorbs funds which would otherwise be available for use cn the junscc 27

mghway systems. Consideration should e Given to tunding this function through sther chanrss

. Local Svstemns (Secondary gnd Urban) is an allocation of $500.000 per year to the Primary Rcac = _~<

Local systems provides an important liaison function in the State OQT ang any streamiining for *unc = -
purposes is not intended to detract from the importance of this function in faciitating :ntergovernma--:

cooperation.

. The RISE Program in pancipie serves a useful purpose and should be maintained in its preser: ‘sr~

The concept of justifying road expenditures in the context ol development and benefits make serss:

. 2QT Qperatigng ~ An annual allocation, totalling $19.5 million in FY89, for admimistration purposes -

shoutd be considered for discontinuation.

+ Qrade Crossing Repgir and Satety Fyng aliocations are items which serve spec:al requirements 3-2

recerve $1 million per of RUTF monies. Consideration should be given to discentinuing these 23

separate off-the-tops.

+  Traftic Safety improvement Proiacts receive 0.5 percent of RUTF monies or $3 million in FY89 G -.e~

the importance of traffic safety to the people of lowa, it is recommended that this off-the-tcc

9]
(9]

retained.

The above recommendations wouid simplify the distribution of RUTE.
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£ a3i me off-ire-1c0s recammendad for discantinuation here were in fact no ignhger directly apteicnarec

amaLnr ot ‘unds Cn FYSQ) avadable for adaition to the general pool tor RUTF distnbuticr wou'e
approx:mately 367 million. Under the current allocation formula {i.e.. 45-37-18) this would yield S3C mat 22
‘of the state. $25 muhon for the counties and $12 miltion for the cities. The DOT would lose apprexmate,
€2 0 million ‘rem ther present (gvel of off-the-tops recommended for discontinuation. while the courtes
w~ouid gain $23 5 million {i.e.. up from the $1.5 milion they receive as a truck weight aliccaton). arc e
ctes would gain $12 million. Under a revised allocation (i.e.. 52-29-19) the DOT would gan $2 7 m..0n
the counties would gain $17 8 million and the cites would gain $12.7 million over and above the *urcs 2.
currently recenve rom the off-the-tops recommended for Giscontinuation. These distributions are shown -

F:qure 3-1¢

T stebyton of RUTF Among the Jurisgiclions

The current formula for the distnbution of RUTF would appiy. if more than twice the existing AUTF amgun!

were avalabie for distnbution. However, in reaiity funds are extremely constrained, Qur analysis ncicalss
Jnaer a varnety of conditions, that the state’s percentage of RUTF be significantly increased. !f current e c.
on overail funding and diversions remains reiatively gonstant, it is recommaended that the State recere 32
percent, the counties receive 29 percent and the municipalities 19 percant of availatie RUTF and that ‘&

counties receive no reductions in their funding share set at the time the new formula is enacted.

To minmize the .mpact On the counties the change would need to be gradually impiemented. This couls
be accomplished by holding county RUTF revenuyes constant until these revenues equaled 29 percent 2!
available RUTF. The transition would take approximately seven years considering the funding projecticrs

Jeveicped for (his study.
e believe this recistnibution wil promote better efficiency in iowa's overall road transportation. However

‘night ¢f the current timitations on road funds, it would be mistaken t0 conclude that the redistnbutce -

RUTF afone wilt satisty ‘owa's future road needs. This redistribution amounts only to an average increase
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Figure §-11

DISTRIBUTION OF ADOITIONAL FUNDS DUE TO DISCONTINUATION OF SOME OFF-TME.TOPS

CURRENT OFF-THE-TOPS RECOMMENDED FOR
DISCONTINUATION AS SPECIAL ALLOCATIONS:
($ MILLION)

State DOT

Siang:ng Appropratign
37 ¢

Trick Weght Aporopnation:
S4 4

COT Operauons:
$19.5

Grace Cressings
510

Counties

Truck Warght Appropnation,
$15

Municipalities

-0-

Not Cirectly |
Related to Fmaas|

Parks/Instituional Rcass -
$353

Hghway Patroi;
$200

Puble Transit’
553

Trans.

Wing gresion.

322
Trae Plantrg

§C

Notica/Parsonal Deuvery 2°
Servica:
$0 !

Depanment of inspecicns,
Appeals.
$0.a

Licanse Plates
27

Odometer Law Enforcament
$0 2

$33.2

TOTAL: $66.7 MILLION

" Parks and !nstitutional Roads are not part of the state pnmary system.




Figure S-11 2 e

DISTRIBUTION OF ADDITIONAL FUNDS DUE TO DISCONTINUATION OF SOME OFF.THE-TOPS

DISTRIBUTION OF ADDITIONALLY RELEASED
FUNDS BASED ON CURRENT
DISTRIBUTION FORMULA:

($ million)

Current Revisad Net Gain/

Allocation Allacation {Loss)

State (45%) $32.0 $30.0 $(2.0)
Counties (37%) 315 $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)

Currant Revised Net Gainv

Allocation Allocation {Loss)

State (52%) $32.0 $34.7 $2.7
Counties {29%) $1.5 $19.3 $17.8
Municipalities (19%) $0.0 $12.7 $12.7
TCTAL $33.5 $66.7
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of $31 million per year to the State ang $4 million per year to the municipalities. A review of the :mpac:s °
he wrisdictions disgussed in preceding sections of this chapter puts the redistribution of RUTFE in -2

derspective of total tunding limitations,

<istribytion ot RUTF Among th nti

The current distribution of RUTF among the counties doesn't adequately reflect relative road requirerments

A distribution by need hHast represents relative road requirements. The reasoning behind ingluging lang ar=3
‘n the current formula was o lessen the financial burden for roads on countigs with 1ess productive "2«
Cases. We beliava the gistnibution of RUTF should be morg in ling with need. 1t is recommended that "2
distribution be ¢hanged to better reflact need. One way 1o mitigate the short-term financial impacts 5 -
annuatly increase the percentage negd represents in the formula ~ for example from 60% need/40% area
10 70% need,/30% area and so on. Limits on the percenage that needs reprasent in the formula, may be
required in light of the counties tax burden. Furthermore, no county's share should be decreased 'n

transtioning to a new funding policy for distrbution.

Cigtribytion of RUTF Among the Mynicigglitieg

Each ot the analyses pertormed on thig issue indicates that the current distribution by population satistes

the relative need of all municipal pepulation groups except municipalities less than 2,500 population The
percentage needs of only this municipal popuiation group (less than 2,500) exceed their percentage of the

:otal municipal poputation

The arguments against increasing the share to this municipal group reiate to the utilization efficiency of RUTF
resources divided up between 832 very small govemment entities. This argument does have merit and has
the potential for solution through more efficient consolidated road maintenance government organizancn

HMowaever, the prercgatives and autonomy of these entities must be respected.
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Funthermore. ! ihe counnes assume the maintenance respons.bility for county extensicns through "esz

stmall municipal areas a porion of their need wouid be satistied.

Al of the abcve cons.cered. a compromise solution would be 10 ncrease the share 21 these sma-

runicipadiites Dy a percentage above their populanon percentage and decrease the gther population Jrouns

propomonally.  This would place this group somewhere between population and need with regarg 2

gistr:bytion. The concept is ilfustrated below:

MUNICIPAL

POPULATICN PERCENT COMPROMISE
GRQUP PQPULATION A TMENT DISTRIBUTICON
0 -2500 228 +*3.0 258
2,500 - 5.000 9.4 0.4 90
5.000 - 10.000 124 0.5 1.9
10.000 - 25.000 86 Q.3 83
25.000 - 50,000 13.1 4.5 126
OVER 50.000 334 -1.3 321

't s recommended that the distribution among the municipalities take place as follows:
. First. a distributicn be made among the municipal groups according to pefcentages estaslisned
through 2 compromise aistribution similar to that prosented above. This would adequately consicer

the needs of the municipaiities less than 2.500 population;
. Second. the distribution within each group be made on the basis of population.
Once an appropriate resource distnbution i3 reached, then the institutionat responsibilities can be worked

cut. Similar to the preceding recommendations for counties, no municipality should receive a decrease in

funding in the transition to a new funding distnbution policy.
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Road Rg;mn;lgiﬁ;igg gt Small Munigigatties

Oiscussions held at the public meetings and the comparnsans of neads to finances wndicate that mary
Iowa's smaill municipalities lack the institutional capacity to efficiently perdform maintenance due tg ther Mz
size. Conversely, the counties have: (1) the maintenance organizations (2) decentralized locations. "3t
afficiency of maintenance routings. and (4) the know-how to economically perform this mamntenance ! s
recommaended that the counties be given the maintenance responsibiity tor county extansions (hrougn

municipalities with less than 2,500 population. in previous studies some munic:palities indicated a Jes ¢

to retain responsibitities for such extensions. Thay should be given thig prerogative.

-

1 is also recommended that a mechanism be established to promote and enable municipalities urnder ! 230
population 1o utillze the county for maintenance of their entire street systems. Similarty, the prarogatives 2!

the smati municipalities as incorporated antities wouid need to be considared.

Actions 10 consolidate the maintenance resources of very small municCipaiities at the county level make se-sa

from the vigw point of effigiency and more optimum use of governments road resources.

LoV f Sgrvi

Some of lowa’s citizens perceive that design standards for road construction are 100 high. This percepticn
T MOst Cases dCes not correfate with the facts. 1t is true, for example, that some replacement bridge spars
are longer. byt the savings in the substructure costs often reduca tha total cost of the bridge. The reduction
of design standards generally does not produce significant savings in road construction. An arbitrary
reduction in standards and levels of service aiso carmy the risk of liabiity. The road research programs
carried out by iowa's state and local governments and organizations such as the American Association of
State Highwey and Transportation Officials (AASHTO) are continually conducting research and vaie

engineering studies 10 improve the cost effectiveness of highway design practice.
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Corversely. the application of stancards. particulafly the paving of roads having less than 2C0 vehicles ce-
d3y zan save scme mcney. Progress is being mace. over the last ten years the number of newly pavec
rgads 'n the tategofy has steadily decreased. it s recommended that ail junsgictions yntormty achere 'g

the design guides regard:ng the paving of low-volume roads.

The state defines levels of maintenance service according to the activities 10 be performed and piarning
guidelines for service in a Mainterance management system {or 48 primary network. The larger urban areas
and ccunties, if not already implementad, shoutd implement sifnilar systems for their maintenance programs
Such systems can provide the basis for concrete estimates concerning the ¢onsolidation of small
muricipality road maintenance al the county level and other intergovernmental maintenance issues ang
negotiations, as well 3s objective assesaments regarding uniform economical maintenance practices on more

than 70.000 miles of gravel and eanh roads.

It is recommended that clans be developed by the countias designating Level B secondary rcacs.
mamntenance levels on other roads. as well as roads that have the potential for abandonment. In total (nese
may not be perceved to produce significant savings, but ¢an resylt in some savings and public expectauons

and maintenance acccuntability will be better established.

Liability
lowa is one of the few states that does not have a ceding on tort liabdity. The liabiity settiements for lcwa

are high with respect to other states. 't is recommended that lowa enact a limitation on tort liability

Highway Research Program
In light of the discussion contained in Chapter 2, it is recommended to enact legisiation for the transier of

cne-half of one percent from the municipalities RUTF allocation into a municipal street research fung for

conducling municipal street research through the lowa Highway Research Board. Municipal representation
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on the Highway Research Board shouid be increased by at least two municipal engineers to provice g#er

representation geagraghically ang among the popuiation groups.

Segision Makirg

Road policy, 5 vital 1o efficient road transportation. However, it cannot De impiemented without re
intergevernmental cooperation of the state, counties and municipalities. The quadrennial need study 5rscess
provides an excellent tocal point for objectively assessing road policy and a forum in which reiafec
wrisdictional read issues can be addressed. it is recommended that the process be formally estatishaa
ang involve the participation of the state, counties and cities. Furthermora, read policy should be reassesssd
in Yight of: (1) the results of the 1990 census and (2) the new Fedaral surface transportation policy siated

for 1991

Coynty Ryrai Artgriglg

Currertly, there are several miles of county artenal roads that are “by defaull” on the county secsrcary
system 111§ recommended that these roads be reclassified as trunk or trunk ¢ollector and be inciuceg ov

gefintion as farm-to-market roads.
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