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INA EIG!fwAY STUDY COMliITTEE 

Letter 9l. Transmittal 

TO THE GCVERNOR AND THE 59TH GENERAL ASSEMBLY: 

This report is the result of our 20-month study of our primary and 

secondary roads, and municipal street systems in Iowa. The resolution of the 

58th General Assembly which authorized this study directed the C~~ttee to 

make reco~~ndations to the 1961 Legislature on construction, ~~intenance, 

management, financing and safety of our entire system. Our findings and 

recommendations on these matters are included in this report. 

We earnestly hope that the results of this survey will be used by 

this and succeeding legislatures and all governmental agencies concerned for 

the bette~~nt of each road system in the state. Obviously it should not be 

expected that all the changes in the laws and administrative policies suggested 

from the survey can be adopted immediately. Experience has shown that this takes 

years. Therefore ~ urge the public, the legislature and governmental agencies 

concerned to give continuing consideration to ~ proposals. 

tf§;~ 
Senator D. C. Nolad 
Chairman 

.' ./ 
~~{.:t;~~,--;,4.P;;;:"'~"">-"'''' - .. 

oLAdfU t:£Ld 
Repr. Russell Eldred 

rIe A R eJA6=8-, 
Repr. Neal Pierce 

Respectfully submitted, . 

R~H~~ 
I:2P~ 
Miles P. Sute?a 
Iowa County Supervisors Assoc. 

ru .0 .... /1- a-{)Q .. ./ 
Charles F. Iles 
Iowa League of Municipalities 

~n</i·tt (2, {'7t~ 
Kenneth Robinson . 
Iowa League of Municipalities 

v-<r/ 
s R. Dougherty 
etary 

Iowa County Engineers Assoc. 

2k4~,Ld4d-
Harold J. Te out 
Member, Iowa Highway Cowmission 
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Introduction 

I. Authority for Road Study 

In House Joint. Resolutl.on 12. or the 58th General. Assembl,y or Iowa, in, 

session in 1959, authorized the ereat.1.on of a Road St~ ColIm1ttee or 11 members 

and instructed it. to undertake a st.udy or t.he highira.v needs aid h1ghwa.v finances 

or the state and t.o &Ike ree" 4i .endat.1.ons t.o the 59th General bsed>l,y with 

respect to legislative policies am manageamt pract.1ees to be iollowed for 

highway c.onstruction and maintenance. (J,r the distribution of state rmretWBs 

for highway purposes, and tor the development of tecbniques tor closer coordi

nation between state and local units in planning and constructing Iowa highways, 

roads, and streets. 

II. Method of Conducting the Rom Study 

Pursuant to- t.his Reso1Iltion-. the Road Study Collllli~ created thereby 

aId the Iowa. State Highwa.y COllllld$:r1on entered. into an agreement with each of two 

agencies far technical services in carrying out the-asngnment arthe -committee. 

One agreement was lllade With the Automotive Safety Foundation, .a. non-profit educa

tional and research organization of Washington, n.C., to direct the necessary 

engineering sttrlies for the detennination of the physical needs of the highways 

of the state. The other agreement was with the FIlblic AdJDinistration Service, 

a non-profit research organization of Chicago, Illinois, to corxiuct the necessary 

fiscal studies for the determination of the propriety of the division of current 

and probable future revenues for highway purposes among the various jurisdiction 

charged with administration of highways and for the determination of the sufficiency 

of these revenues for the satisfaction of the highway needs of each of the high-

way systems of the state as determined in the engineering studies. 

In the course of its work, the Automotive Safety Foundatian appointed three 

engineering advisory committees. composed of state, county. and city engineers, 

respectively, to aid in the development of road and street standards appropriate 
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to the needs of the various highway systems of the state and to a1d in planning 

methods of procedure best suited to Iowa comitions. Then, the Foundation solic

ited and obtained the assistance and cooperat1on of approximately 300 engineers, 

including city. county, and State Highway Commission Engineers for participation 

in the study. reporting facts, appraising the adequacy of roads and streets 

under their management, am estimating costs for their respective jurisdictions. 

To guide this work on a uniform am praotical basis and to keep it in 

accord with sound engineering prinoiples, the Foundation prepared manuals of pro

oedure which included standards by which all existing roads. streets, and struc

tures were measured as to adequacy and as to present and future iJr.provement needs. 

These manuals. whioh are available as separate published documents, contained 

complete instructions in detail for the entry, in an orderly manner, of all 

necessary data and computations on work sheets for each separate struoture and 

each section of road or street of the entire mileage of the roads and streets in 

the state. 

Staff engineers under Fo~ation supervision direoted and correlated oper

ations of the engineers of each jurisdiction (state, oounty. oity) required 

for the collection and assembly of the neoessary data whioh served as the basis 

for the determination of higbiay needs. These staff engineers also personally 

made appraisals in jurisdictions lacking engineering services. Staff and Fourxla

tion engineers reviewed and ohecked the data for all systems to verify adherence 

to principles and stamards adopted for the study and for validity of estirr.ation 

of costs. The data obtained were coded am entered upon 125,000 data processill€ 

punch cards am OODlputation of the long range progrllJlls was acoomplished with an 

electronic computer. These carde and all other basic records, work sheets, arx\ 

prooedures were filed with the State Highway CommiSSion for future reference and 

for assistance to the state, counties, and oi ties. 

For the fiscal studies, the Public Administration Service oo~leoted and 

analized all available recent data on revenues for highway purposes in Iowa, 

" 
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investigated various syste=s for the determination of fiscal responsibility of 

highway users and non-users for highway support, developed and applied various 

systems for the division of highway revenues alDOng highway jurisdiction, pre-

pared forecasts of highway rf!ll'enues for each year for a 20-year period, compared 

the anticipated revenues with the estimated average annual costs of the various 

improvement Progra=s developed in the needs study arxl directed attention to several 

sourCes of new revenue tc meet deficiencies of inco.,... 

III. Findings of the Road Stud;y 

The Automotive Safety Foundation determ!.ned, in the courSe of the engineering 

studies, that the current backlog of deferred and urgently needed work and future 

accruals of highway needs in Iowa during the next 20-years would require a total 

expenditure of $5,560 millions, Or an average of $278 millions per year within 

that period. Jieeds of the primary highways, in the period, would require a 

total of $2,322 Millions, or an average of $1l6.1 millions per year; those of 

the county highways, a total of $2,1,58 mUlions or an average of $107.9 millions 

per year; and those of the mWlicipal roads and streets, a total of $1,081 

millions or an average of $54.1 millions per year over the next 20_years. 

The Public Administration Service found, in the course of the fiscal studies, 

that the current and antiCipated future revenues for highway purposes OVer the 

20-year program period proposed by the Automotive Safety Foundation would be 

~. $400 million or an average of $20 million per year less than the amount required 

-

for the satisfaction of the current backlogs and future accruals of highway needs 

during that period. 

The Public Administration Service IJIQde no specifiC recommendations for pro

viding additional revenue for highway purposes but did make suggestions for 

the elimination of this deficit and for the distribution of such revenue as may 

be derived from highway user taxes. In these, this agency, proposad that 55 per cent 

of the revenue from highway user tsJCes collected by the state be allocated to 
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the state for Use on the primary highways; that JC per cent be allocated to the 

cOClnties for use on the county highways; and that 15 per cent be allocated to 

the municipalities for use on municipal roads instead of the 50, 42, and 8 

per cents allocated respectively for these several purposes from the 1960 reve_ 

nues from highway user taxes. 

IV. Principal Reco",.mandations and Proposals of ASF and PAS 

Principal reco",~endations of the Automotive Safety Foundation, as set forth 

in its final report, "Iowa Highway Needs, 1960-1980' to the Highway Study 

COl!llr.ittee are: 

1. Limitation of the prilr.ary highways to a total of 8.400 miles, 

including extensions of these highways into and through muni_ 

cipalities, 

2. Transfer of 1,902 miles of local service primary highways to the 

counties, or place them in a group apart from the other prirr.ary 

roads if retained in the primary road system, 

). Classification of the primary highways, other than the local 

service primary highways, into two systems. a freeway system of 

1.928 miles including the 711 miles in the interstate system, and 

a primary system including 6,472 miles of other primary roads, 

4. Reclassification of county highways into county trunk, county 

feeder, and local secondary roads, 

5. ClaSSification of municipal roads and streets. other than exten

sions of prilr.ary highways in municipalities, into arterial and 

access street systems, 

6. Adoption of budgetary control of revenues allocated from state 

highway user revenue for use on municipal roads and streets, 

7. Definition of responsibilities of county board of supervisors and 

county engineers with respect to county road administration, 

-

.., 
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8. Adoption of a fixed term of tenure for county engineers, and 

9. Provision for keeping highw~ needs study up to date. 

Outstarxling features of the report of the Public Administration Service to 

the Highway Stooy Committee are the proposals: 

1. To distribute 55 per cent of the revenues from highway user taxes 

to the state for use on primary roads; )0 per cent to the counties 

for use on the county roads; arxl 15 ~ cent to the municipalities 

for use on municipal roads and streets, 

2. To distribute the allocation to the counties among the counties on 

the basis of needs, and 

). To distribute the allocation to the cities among population groups 

on the basis of needs and to distribute the allocation to each 

group among the cities or towns in the group on the basis of popu

lation. 

4. To establish a single flat rate for automobile registration, and 

5. To discontinue the 10 per cent sales tax allocation to the road 

use tax i'urxl and replace it witb a 5 per cent sales tax on motor 

vehicle parts, tires, accessories and equipment. 

This agency also made specific suggestions for the distribution of each 

allocation among the highway and street systems and among units of government. 

V. Activities of the Study Committee 

Because of the importance of this survey to the people of Iowa, the High

w~ Study Committee took definite steps to acquaint as many Iowans as possible 

with the purposes of this study and to get widespread interest and understarxling 

of the highway problems of this state. 

The full cOIlllllittee met 28 times. Interested irxlividuals and groups were 

invited to appear and present information at the public meetings of the committee. 

Four regional public meetings were held in Storm Lake, Atlantic, Ottumwa arxl 



vi 

Waterloo. Legislators, officials of counties and municipalities, and other 

groups were specifically invited to attend these meetings, and, in all, about 

450 persons attended. At each lDBetlng, ASF and PAS stafr members explained 

the work they were doing to determine this state's highway needs and to explain 

the financing of our highway systems. Various persons and groups expr9Ssed 

their opinions and ideas, and asked questions, about road problems and finances 

at these meetings. Highway safety matters were discussed at each meeting, too. 

The chairman and other members of the committee appeared before interested 

groupS to explain the purposes, progress and preliminary findings of the study. 

The Safety Subcommittee met with most individuals and groups about highway safety 

matters. 

The Highway Study CollllZdttee kept in touch with the work of the Automotive 

Safety Foundation and Public Administration Service b,y working as subcommittees. 

These subc~ittees met periOdically with the staff members who conducted 

the technical studies. By doing this, the committee was able to keep posted on 

the progress of the studies and the preliminary findings. The SUbcommittees 

were: 

1. Report of ASF: Eldred, chairman. Pierce and Dougherty 

2. Report of PAS: McCurdy, chairman, Iles and Sutera 

3. Safety SubcollllZdttee: Hoffman, chairman, Hagedorn, 

Robinson and Teachout 

VI. Report to the 59th General Assembly 

The report of the Road Study C=ittee to the 59th General Assembly pre

sents the views of the Committee with respect to the various reCOmmendations and 

propo$als of the two agencies engaged to conduct tbe technical studies and offers 

for the consideration of the General Assembly the recoJllll1E!ndations of the Committee 

with respect to those of the agencies and with respect to other highway matters 

it believes to be in need of attention at this time. 

-



ICMA'S ROAD NET'IIORK 

Shown on the map on the opposite page are all of Iowa's 99,000 miles of rural roads 
and principal connections through mYnicipalities. This vast network carries JJ million 
vehicle miles of travel daily. Organizing roads and streets serving similar purposes 
into logical systems is necessary for most effective management and equitable financing. 

J I } 
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Chapter I 

Primary Highways 

I. Introduction 

The state primary road system is the backbone of the highway transportation 

service in Iowa. It collects and distributes traffic to and from a multitude of 

connections with the secondary road and muniCipal street systems of the state; it 

interconnects all county seats and main market centers of the state, and through a 

closely and uniformly spaced net of highways affords highway transporation service 

to all areas of the state and between adjacent states. 

As now constituted. the state primary road system and its extensions into and 

through municipalities includes a total of 10,498 miles. This mileage. which is 

slightly more than 9 per cent of the total mileage of rural roads and municipal 

streets in the state. carries 6) per cent of the total volume of highway traffic 

on these roads and streets. The rural primary roads. alone carry 50 per cent and 

the extensions of these roads in municipalities carry IJ per cent of the total 

traffic. More than 70 per cent of the total rural population and more than 96 per 

cent of the total population in the cities and towns of the state either are served 

directly by or are located within three miles of a primary road. More than 700 of 

the 942 cities and towns and all but a small portion of the approxirr~tely J.600 

manufacturing and processing plants in the state are situated similarly. In the 

performance of their role in the economy of Iowa. the prirr~ry roads and their 

municipal extensions deliver. on the average. 17.6 times the volume of highway 

transportation service per mile required of the other 91 per cent of the roads 

and streets of the state. 

As a consequence of their importance to highway transportation in Iowa; of their 

iJDportance to the health and growth of the economy of the state; and. of their im

portance to the general welfare of the people of the state, the primary roads and the1r 

extensions into and through municipalities merit. at all times, the closest attention 
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and the most careful and thoughtful consideration of the General Assembly and of 

the people of the state. 

h an aid in suoh oonalderat1on, the Road Study eo.dttee d1rects atteDt1011 

to the port1ona of the AutolllOtive Safety Foundat1on report, "Iowa H1ghwq' Needs," 

and to those of the Publl.c Adm n1 stration Service report, "F1nano1.ng Iowa's II1gh.. 

ways," that deal with the priJDary roads and offers, here, its <nm views and recom

mendationa with respect to variOWl features of priJaary needs and finances. 

n. Classification of Pr1marl HighVllYs 

For the purposes of the engineering analysis of the highway needs, the Auto

motive Safety Foundation classified the roads and streets of the state on the basis 

of the functions performed. In this process, roads or streete servillg similar func

tions were grouped together and interconnected into systems thoughout the areas 

they serve. Each syst8lll was assigned to a governmental agency having primary interest 

in the particular type of service which that system provides. In the engineering 

analysis itself, standards appropriate to the volume, weight, speed, and nature of 

'traffic served by each system were selected as a basis for the determination of the 

highway needs of the system. The size of a systea was. therefore, a significant 

factor in the computation of the total sum of its needs. 

A. Size and Composition of the Ptimary Road System 

Employing the definition of a primary road as given in Sections 306.2 and 313.2, 

Code. 1958, it,is found that the Iowa primary road system includes 9.374 miles of 

which 8,706 are state primary roads and 668 miles are interstate highways. Only 

183 miles of the latter are open to traffic but the entire mileage of the system 

in the state has been designated. Additional mileage can be considered, however, 

as part of the prilnary road system, for Section 313.21, Code, 1958 provides that 

the State Highway Commission may construct and maintain extensions of the primary 

road system within municipalities. For such purposes, these extensions may be 
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treated as primary roads. Considering the 1,081 miles in extensions of the state 

primary roads and the 4; miles in extensions of the interstate highways in munic_ 

ipalities as parts of the primary road systere, the total for the system is found 

to be 10,498 miles. 

In the engineering analysis the Automotive Safety Foundation found that the 

primary roads, as now designated, perform a variety of functions. Therefore, for 

the purposes of that analysis, this agency reclassified the various roads in the 

system, placing them in two groups, one including the roads providing predOminantly 

statewide and the other predOminantly local highway transportation service. Roads 

in the first group serve the larger volumes, heavier weights, and, higher speeds 

associated with through traffic. It is estimated that this group carries 67 per 

cent of all rural road traffic on 7 per cent of the rural road mileage, The roads 

in the second group serve predominantly local traffic and they have the character

istiCS of the more heavily traveled secondary roads. (Page 29, ASF Report) 

On the basis of these and other data indicating such a course, the Automotive 

Safety Foundation in the report, "Iowa Highway Needs", recommended: 

1. That the General Assembly direct the State Highway Commission to re

view the state primary road system and, within one year, select ex

isting and proposed routes, both rural and urban, not to exceed a 

total of 8,400 miles, that meet the criteria used in the highway 

needs study for classification as State Primary Roads, to be desig-

nated as the Official State Primary Road System, and (Page 32, ASF Report) 

2. That the General Assembly consider the disposition of existing pri~~ry 

roads failing to meet the criteria for State Primary Roads as defined 

in the highway needs study, either by returning the~ to county juris

diction with appropriate fiscal arrangell'.ants or, if continuing t~,em 

under the jurisdiction of the State Highway Commission, by desig

nating them as a group, wholly separate from other prill'~ry roads with 

a separate allocation of funds for their construction and lr.aintenance 
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and with standards of irr~rovements limited by law to those appropri_ 

ate for the Farm-to-Market Road System. 

In the opinion of the Road Study Committee, these recommendations seem to have 

merit principally from a theoretical vieWpoint but their adoption appears to be both 

inadvisable and impractical, at tb~s time, as to do so would 

1. require extensive new law and changes in existing laws for which 

more time than is now available for proper preparation and presenta

tion, 

2. result in an abrupt and extensive change either in the mileage in 

the primary road system or in the administration of a large portion 

of that system, and 

3. require more extensive and abthorative data than are at present avail

able to convince the SUbstantial number of communities and interests 

to be affected that such action is firmly based on fact, is sound, 

and is beneficial to both the communities and the state as a whole. 

It is the further opinion of the Committee that the selection of standards for 

the improvement of the varioUs pcrtions of the pri~~ry road system is a matter of 

discretion resting with the State Highway Commission rather than of legislation 

resting with the General Assembly. 

Therefore, the Road Study Committee recommends: 

1. That the primary road system be continued in its present size and form 

without limitation on the number of ~iles to be included in it other 

than those now imposed upon the State Highway Co~s8ion by the pre

visions of Section 313.2, Code, 1958 or by such other legislation as 

the General Assembly may now or hereafter adopt, and 

2. That the 1,902 miles of primary roads, classified by the Automotive 

Safety Foundation as, "Local Service Primary Roads", and referred 

to as roads failing to meet the criteria for roads to be included in 

the selected State Primary Road System, re~~in in the prirr~ry road 

... 



RECOMMENDED STATE PRIMARY SYSTEM, INCLUDING FREEWAYS 

The recommended State Primary System is shown on the map on the opposite page, Of this, about 
1.900 miles should be in~roved ultimately to full freeway standards. Proposed freeway routes are 
shown in black; other State Primary routes in red. 
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systelD under the .jurisdiction of the State Highwav Copmrl,§§igD yitbqvt 

classification or iden"tification either ',2 i §ptc1al grqup pf rpida 

or as a separate portion of the existing primary road system. 

Table No. 1 contains data for a comparison of the effects of th~ recommendations 

of the Automotive Safety Foundation and of those of the Road Study Co~ttee with 

respect to the size and composition of the primary road system. The total mileage 

for the system shOwn as the recommendation of the Road Study Committee is greater 

than either of the others due to the retention by the Co~ttee of roads which were 

considered bW the Foundation as being replaced by an interstate highway or a state 

primary freeway. 

Table No.1 

Prilnary' Road System Mileage 
As System is now Constituted and'ae 

Affected by ASF and as: ReCOGIIII8nd&t10n.e 

Mileage in Primary Road System 

Item As Now As Proposed As Recommended 
Constituted by ASF by RSC 

Regular Pril1lary 
Rural 8,706 5,513 7.547 
Urban 1,081 859 1,081 
Total 9,787 6.472 8.628 

Freeways 
Interstate 

Rural 668 668 668 
Urban 4) 43 4) 
Total 711 7U 711 

State 
Rural 1,159 1,159 
Urban 58 58 
Total 1,217 1.217 

Local Service 
Rural 1,601 
Urban 301 
Total 1.902 

Total Prilnary 
Rural 9.374 8,941 9.374 
Urban 1.124- 1,261 1.182 
Total 10,498 10,302 10,,,6 , 

------------------ ---~----
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B. Freeway Syste~ 

Included in the prireary road system are some routes whicr., by virtue of their 

location, interconnect major ~~tropolitan areas within Iowa and in adjacent states. 

Consequently these routes are destined to carry on the average. substantially larger 

vol~~s, heavier weights, and hieher speeds of traffic in predOminantly through trip 

movements tr~n will be found on the other pri~~ roads. These ~¢re ~portant routes 

include all of the inte~state highways, approxi~ate1y, 711 miles, and about 1,217 

miles ot otr.er prir.~ry roads. 

To extend to all metropolitan areas of Iowa the sa~e safety. comfort and conven-

ience of ~ovement, and p~eservation of investrr~nt as is being provided for a portion 

of them by the interstate highways, standards of improvement similar to these ceing 

provided in the development of the interstate highways fer comparable volumes of 

traffic are indicated. 

To that end, the Automotive Safety Foundation reco~~nded: 

1. That the General Assembly enact legislation requiring the State 

Highway Co~~ission to designate and plan ce~tain state pr~~ road 

routes, both rural and urban, as a freeway system to be included in 

the selected State Prirr4ry Road System as recornrr~nded by the Founca-

tion. (Reco~endatior. 2, Page 33, ASF Report) 

The Roads StudY Co~ittee concurs in the views of the Auto~otive Safety Founda-

tions fer the necessity of speCial consideration for certain routes in the pri~ary 

road system. 

Therefore, the Road StudY Co~ittee recommends: 

1. That the State Highway Commission as a matte~ of oolicy designate and 

plan certain state primary road routes, both rural and urban, as a 

freeway system to be included in the state primary road system. as 

funds becorr~ available ~or such purposes. 

· -"' 
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C. Jurisdiction of Prin:ary Road Extensions in Cities and Towns 

To provide comparable and consistent state highway service into and through 

cities and towns served directly by the primary road system. the Auto~otive Safety 

Foundation indicated a need for the inclusion of 859 miles of extensions of pri~~ry 

roads in municipalities as a part of the State Primary Highway System as selected 

in the needs study. It was considered illogical .and unreasonable that the respon

sibilities of the state for this service should disappear at the corporation line 

of a city Or town. It was also noted that current highway laws provide. that the 

State Highway Commission may construct and maintain these extensions of the primary 

road system but gi'~ it little control of traffic regulation or of use of the streets 

involved. There are also soma legal restrictions as to the type o~ ~mprove~~nts thRt 

can be made by the state Highway Commission on these extensions in so~.e cases. 

To provide for comparable and consistent state highway service on the extensions 

of the pri~~ry road system into and through municipalities. the Automotive Safety 

Foundation reco~~nded: 

1, That the State Highway Commission be given full administrative and 

fiscal responsibility for the proposed pri~~ry roads into and through 

all incorporated places served by the selected State Primary Road 

·System similar to the responsibilities the commission now has for 

primary roads in rural areas. (Recommendation 6, Page 33. ASF Re~ort) 

Recognizing the merit of this proposal, the Road Study Committee recommends 

more specifically: 

1, That the General Assembly enact legislation providing that the exten

sions of priwary roads into and through cities and to.~s served by 

the primary road system be made a part of that road system, 

2. That the General Assembly enact legislation giving the State High~ay 

Commission full administrative and fiscal responsibility for the con

struction and maintenance of improvements on extensions of primary 

roads in cities and towns; for the regulation of traffic; and for the 
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erection and maintenance of traffic control devices. such as signals, 

signs. or pavement w4rkings on such extensions; all from !tinds pro

vided for the primary road system, and 

J. That the General Assembly enact legislation clearly defining the ex

tent of the jurisdiction of the State Highway Commission with respect 

to extensions of primary roads in cities and towns. 

D. Transfer of HighwayS Out of the Primary Highway Systems 

Existing laws provide for the addition of roads to the primary road system at 

the discretion of the State Highway Commission under conditions set forth in Sec

tion 313.2, Code, 1958, and for the transfer of roads from that system to county 

jurisdiction in accord with provisions of Chapter 212, Acts of the 58th General 

Assembly. It is the opinion of the Automotive Safety Foundation as given in the 

report, "Iowa HighwayNeeds", that the restriction of Chapter 212 limiting such 

transfer to roads carrying less than 400 vehicles per day either discourages new 

facilities or requires the state to maintain increasing Wile ages of state priw4ry 

roads if such facilities are built. 

Consequently, the Automotive Safety Foundation recommended: 

1. That the State Highway Commission be given full authority to transfer 

to county or city jurisdiction any road or street whose primary 

function has been taken over by construction or improvement of other 

facilities, such as a parallel route or any other location which 

diverts appreCiable traffiC from the old route. (Page )), ASF Re~ort) 

It is the opinion of the Road Study Committee that some legal control of the 

transfer of roads into or out of the primary road system is advisable but that 

the prOvisions of Chapter 212, Act of the 58th General Assembly with respect to 

traffio may be unduly restrictive. ' 

Therefore, the Road Study Committee recommends: 

1. That the General Assembly amend Chapter 212, Acts of the 58th Oeneral 

Assembly to prOvide that. when the Sta~ Highway Commission constructs 

-, 

-
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or relocates a highway near and roug~~y parallel to an existing 

primary highway, it may transfer the old highway to the junsc.iction 

of the county, if? for one year following tte construction or re

location of the new highway, said old highway has an average daily 

traffic o! less than 600 vehicles oer day and if said old r.ighway 

is either in or placed in a good state of repair. and 

2. That the General Assembly enact legislation oroviding for the loca-

tion and relocation of extencions of primary roads in cities and cowns 

to be at the discretion of the State Higr..;ay Cotr.mission and for the 

transfer of its responsibility for ~onstructions maintenance and traff~c 

control on extension of primary roads in cities and towns to the cities 

and towns to be without restrictions. 
_ .... 

Ill. Primary Highway Needs 

For primary highways, the key feat""e of the Automotive Safety Foundation 

Report, "Iowa Highway Needs", is a swr.mary of highway needs expressed in tenT.s of 

the average annual costs for each of tr~ee 2C yea:- in:provereent programs, eacf: invol v-

ing a different length of time or, "cat-ch-up", period for tr.e elittination of the 

backlog of deferred or urgently needed work, tb~t is. improvements needed now. 

A. Annual Costs of Proposed Stat.e PrilDary Road System 

Average annual costs of the prograr.~ for the 8.~OO mile State Prir.ary Road 

System proposed by the Automotive Safety Foundation. incluchng those for both tr.e 

rural and urban portions of the syster:: are shown in Table No.2. 

From these data it is obvious that the ~verage annual costs as .ell as tr.e 

total costs of the three progra",s are approximately the s~e. The dif~erer.ce in 

the programs is in the variation in the annual costs during and following tr.e 

catch-up periods t such costs being substant.ially greater tr.an t'ne avera~~e dur:"ng 

that period and substantially smaller . follOWing it. 
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Table No. 2 

Average Annual Costs for Each of Three 20-year Programs 

First ten years 

$147, c70, 000 

First fifteen years 

$127,:352,000 

First twenty years 

$111,066,000 

For 10_year catch_up period 

Second ten years 

$72,404,000 

For 15-year catch_up period 

Last five years 

$62,024,000 

For 20-year catch-up period 

(Page :38, !SF Report) 

Average for 20 years 

$110,2:37,OOC 

Average for 20 years 

$111,020,000 

Average for 20 years 

$111,066,000 

B. Annual Costs of Local Service PriJ&UA: Roac:i8 
I 

Average annual costs for the 1,902 mile portion of the existing primary road system 

including those roads classified by the Automotive Safety Foundation as Local 

Service Primary Roads were co~uted only for one 2C_year program. Such costs over 

that period fo~ this portion of the existing primary road system and its extensions 

in cities and towns are shown in the report to be $5,0}8,l50 per year.(Page 45, ASF 
Report) 

C. Annual Costs of Existing Primary Bead Syste~ 

These combined with those for the proposed State Primary Road System give 

the total average annual costs for tr.e existing primary road syste~ for a 20_year 

backlog catch-up period as $116,104,150. See Table No. :3. 

-, 
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Item 

Rural 

Construction 
Maintenance 
Administration 
Tot.al 

Municipal 

Construction 
Maintenance 
Administration 
Tot.al 

Total 

Construction 
Maintenance 
Administration 
Total 

Table No, 3 

Primary Road System 
Average Annual Costs 

of 20-Year Program 

ASF Proposed 
Primary Road 

System 

$ 65,283,000 
9,385,000 
4,448,000 

$ 80,116,000 

$ 26,627.000 
2,716, 000 
l,607,COO 

$ 30,950,000 

$ 92,910,000 
12,101,000 
6,055,000 

$111,066,000 

Local Service 
PrilJ'.ary Roads 

$ 2,389.450 
833,750 
161,100 

$ 3.384,300 

$ 1,216,750 
358,050 
79,050 

$ 1,653,850 

•. A :iI 
," ~; 

\ ,'1r J 

'v' J $ 3,606,200 
1,191,800 

240,150 
$ 5,038,150 

11 

Total Existing 
Pril1'.ary Road 

System 

$ 68,672,450 
10,218,75C 
4,609,100 

$ 83,500,300 

$ 27,843,750 
3,074,050 
1,686,050 

$ 32,603,850 

, I 

$ 96.516,200 
13.292.800 
6,295,150 

$116,104,150 

D. Total Costs for Existing Primary Road System 

Total costs for a 20_year program with 20-year backlog catch_up period for 

the existing primary road system and its extensions in cities and towns are as 

follows: 

For 8.400 miles State Primary Road System Proposed by ASF 

Regular Primary (6,472, mil 
Interstate and Freeways (1,628 mi.) !I 

Total 

For 1.902 mile Local Service Primary Roads 

Tot.al exixting Prirr.ary Road System 

$1,134.700,000 
1,086,600,000 

$2,221.300,000 

$ 100,760,000 

$2,322,060,000 

11 approximately 310 miles of proposed freeway system to be improved 
after 1980. 

E. Rural-Urban DiVision of Total Costs of Primary Roads 

Classification of the total costs of 20-year program with catch_up of backlog 

spread over the entire program are given in Table No.4. 
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Table }:c. 4 

Primary Road System 
Total Cos~s of 20-Year Program 

ASF Pri:r.ary Road System Amount 

Rur-al 
Municioal 
Total . 

$1, 6C2, )2C, 000 
6~9,000,000 

$2,221,;2C,000 

Local Service Prireary Roads Mount 

Rural 
l':unicipal 
Total 

$ 67,686,000 
33,077,000 

$ 1CO,763,OOO 

Total Existing Pri:r.ary Road System AIr.ount 

Rural 
Municipal 
Total 

$1,670,c06.000 
652,077,000 

$2.322.0'33.000 

F, Caoital Invest~ent Costs 

Capital invest:rlent costs of t~e 20-year program are 
shown in Table No.5, 

Table No. 5 

Primary Road S;;stem 
Capital Investment costs fo!" Const.ruction 

Right of \-lay Roads Bridges Total 

Proposed S~ate Primary Road System 

Rural 
Urban 
Total 

Proposed 

Rural 
Urban 
Total 

$119.227,000 
150.755,000 
269.982.000 

Local Service 

Total Existing Primary 

Rural $119,227.000 
tTrhan 150,755,000 
Total 269,982.CCO 

$ 975.211.000 
248.0)5,000 

1,223.246,000 

PrilT'.ary Roads 

$ 35,684,000 
19.769,000 
55,45).000 

Road System 

$1.010.595,000 
267.804,000 

1.278,699,000 

$231,200,OCC 
1)),734 ,000 
364~9J4.COC 

$:0,'127,000 
2,439.000 

1),266,000 

$Z42.027.0CO 
136,173,OCO 
;73.2(C,CCO 

$1,325.638.000 

$ 

5)2.524.000 
::','358,162,000 

~5.511,000 
22 .208, 000 
6°,719,000 

$1, ;m.149, 000 
554.732.COO 

1,926,'1'31,000 

12 



BACKLOG NEEDS-ST ATE PRIMARY ROADS 

About 2.500 miles of Rural Primary Roads. shown on the map on the opposite page in red and black, 
fail in a suhstantial way to meet the minimums considered tolerable for today's traffic. On these 
road sections there is a backlog of deferred construction. the estimated cost of which totals $373 
million. Locations of the most urgently needed "top priority" work are shown in black. They constitute 
about on_third of the total backlog needs. 
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G. Backlogs of Prima~y Road Needs 

Further analysis of these data reveals tr.at the costs of the backlog of deferred 

and urgently needed work on the existing prirr~ry road syste~ are as shown in Table &0. 

6. 

""'fftble )j B s 6--
Backlog of !;eeds on Prirr~ry Road Systerr. 

Item 

Rural 
Municipal 
Total backlog 

iur.ount of 
Needs 

Proposed State Primary Road System 

$373,000, 000 
144 ,000,000 

$517,000,000 

Proposed Local Service Prim4ry Roads 

Rural 
Municipal 
Total backlog 

$ 28,629,000 
1),24'3,000 

$ ~ ,999,eoo 
fl., 177,060 

Total i_' .. tlllt~ P i R d S t g r mary oa ys ems 
Fo~ Pf',.A..J S·I;IN- A~J J... ~,:# S c~,,; .... 

Rural $ 401,629,000 
Municipal 157,248,000 
Total $ ~1,5f~,OOO 

Ssg/en 000 

'f, of Total 
Construction Costs 

28 
27 
28 

6; 
60 
61 

29 
28 
29 

These data reveal that the backlog of deferred and urgently needed work on 

the rural portion of the existing p~iv~ry road system is about 29 per cent of its 

total basic construction needs for the next 20 years and that the backlog on the 

extensions in cities and towns is about 28 per cent of the basic construction needs 

of that portion of the system for that period, all as determined in the engineer-

ing analysis of the prill"~ry road systel1'. and its extensions by the Automotive Safety 

Foundation. 

H. Addition of Costs of Local Service Roads 

The Foundation treated its proposed State Primary Road System and those roads 

which it classified as Local Service Prim4rJ' Roads separately throughout the report, 

"Iowa Highway Needs", 

The Road Study Committee prefers that the data be combined to show the sit-

uation with respect to the needs of the existing prill".ary road system and reccOII'.r.lsnds; 
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1. That the various costs pertair~ng to the 1,902 miles of local service 

primary roads be added to those for the State Primary Road System 

proposed by the Automotive Safety Foundation which action produces 

as the total cost of improving the existing primary road system, the 

sum of $2,221.3 rrQllion and $100.8 million or $2,322.1 million. 

IV. Priltary Highway Finance 

The Public Administration Service, in its report, "Financing Iowa's Highways", 

showed that, with the present rr~thod of dividing revenues for highway purposes, the 

estLT~ted arr~unts available for the primary road system would average $110,4CO,OCO 

annua~ly over the next 20 years. During that period, this amount would be, on the 

average. $666,000 per year or a total of $1;,;20,000 less than the amount ($2,221.; 

rr.illion) required to meet the needs of the State Primary Road System proposed by 

the Automotive Safety Foundation and $5,704,150 per year or a total of $114,08;,000 

less than the amount ($2,322.1 million) required to roeet the needs of that system 

plus those of the local service primary roads. 

A. Primary Road Share Road Use Tax Fund 

Under the present ",.ethod of dividing revenues for highway purposes, the primary 

road system receives approxirr~tely 50 per cent of the revenue received from motor 

vehicle and motor vehicle fuel taxes. The ?utlic Administration Service suggests, 

on the basiS of its findings in an earnings credit analysis, that the primary road 

system receive 55 per cent of the revenue derived froll\ such taxes. This allocation 

of 55 per cent of highway user taxes combined with the ecpected Federal-Aid for 

prirrAry roads would be slightly more than the arrDunt required for the 20.year prc&ram 

as determined from the needs study. The Public Administration Service, therefore, 

further suggests that the small surplus, amounting to about one per cent, be used 

either to partly &lleviate debt service requirements, if resort is had to bond 

issues for accelerating the elimination of the backlog of needs, or if the need 

arises for other contingencies. It also directs attention to the dependency of 

the prirr~ry road system on Federal-Aid and notes that about one third of the expected 
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average annual revenue ($35 million of $110.4 ~illion) .~ll be Federal-Aid. (Pages 

42,57, and 58. PAS report) 

B. Adoption of 20-Year Program 

Duly considering the situation w~th respect to expected funds for primary 

roads, tc.e uncertainity of future costs of construction. the probable effects of 

other factors, and the advantages of a uniform rate of expenditure, the Road 

Study Committee recommends: 

That the General Assembly enact legislation adopting the 20-year program 

for the satisfaction of the needs of the primary road system with the 

elimination of the backlog spread over the entire period of the prcgram 

and leaving the probability of accomplishing the goal set in the proposed 

program in that period or a lesser ti~e dependent upon the amount of 

money made available by the legiSlature, upon costs of construction, 

and upon other factors which are indeterminate or unknown at tr.is time, 

2, That the General Assembly enact legislation providing that subsequent 

General Assemblies re-examine. periodically, the progress bein~ made 

under this 20-year program. 

C. Bond Issue for Primary Interstate Highways 

The Public Administration Service Report, "Financing Iowa' s Highways". states 

that it is both equitable and economically sound to use bonds to finance a speed-up 

in constr'~ction sucr. as that proposed by the needs study alternatives (Presul1'.ably 

those employing 10 year and 15-year backlog elimination periods) to spread the 20-

year cost of the program over the entire period, (Page 46, PAS Report) 

Noting tr.is suggestion, the Road Study Committee reco~D.ends: 

1. That the General Assembly enact legislation enabling and authorizing 

the State Highway Commission to issue bonds in such form and amount 

and at such tiree as the commission dee~s necessary for early comoletion 
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or the interstate and otner prirr~ry high~ays, these bonds to be redeerr_ 

ed and serviced wholly out of allocations of road else tax funds and 

frorr. Federal-Aid allotments, subject to the aoproval of the Executive 

Councilor the BUdget and Financial Control Corrmittee. 

D. Removal of Lirrit on Use of Primary Road F~ds on Municioal Extensior~ 

The engineering analysis of highways needs indicates that approximately 29 per 

cent of t::e total estimated costs for basic constI"'J.ction on the primary road s~·ster.: 

are for extensions of these roads in cities and towns. Therefore, it is obvious, 

that in the execution of the proposed 20-year program a greater or lesser portion of 

prirr~ry road construction funds rrAY be required for the work undertaken on these 

extensions in any given year of the program. Present law lirrits the expendit~e 

for such ~ork to 25 per cent of the funds available for construction in anyone 

year. This lim1tation would interfere with proper execution of the 20-year prograr.:. 

The Automotive Safety Foundation suggests that it be rescinded and that the arr.olmt 

to be expended in any one year should be left to the discretion of the State 

P.igh\;ay CorrlT'.ission. (Page 49, ASF Report) 

The Road Study Comrrittee concurs in these suggestions and reco~lT'2nds: 

1. That the General Assembly enact legislation eli~~natlng the prOvisions 

of Section 313.21 which restrict the exoenditure of priu~ry road funds 

on extensions of prirr.ary roads in cities and tOwTlS in anyone year to 

a maximum of 25 per cent of the prirr.ary road construction fund. 

V. Primary Highway I'Wlagelll8nt 

The Automotive Safety Foundation states that one difficulty prevalent among 

cOIl1!T.ission forms (of highway management) is a tendency for a commission to make 

operating decisions that should be the responsibility of an executive officer and, 

fu~ther, that the law in Iowa, apparently sterr~ing from early days when, "The 

Corr~ssion". was practically the entire depart~~nt, still fails to define properly 

the policy making functions of the State Highway Commission as distinct frorr. ad

ministrative responsibilities. The Foundation further noted that, in the absence 
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of any reasonably clear_cut distinction between policy and ad~~nistratior.. there 

is much room for sincere differences of opinion as to respective responsibilities 

and ttat the system works as well as it does in Iowa reflects credit on both 

comrr~ssion members and employees, but rests too much on individuals and .' . .... nelr 

philosophies and characteristics. (Page 68, ASF Report) 

A. State Highway Over_all Management 

Consequently the Automotive Safety Foundation reco~~,ended, that legisla~1on 

be enacted to define the proper role of the Iowa State Highway Commission as a 

policy-w~king body and to constitute an Iowa State Highway Department, whose chief 

executive offices should be the Chief Engineer, responsible to the Commission for 

carr)~ng out its approved policies, for operating the Department, and for reco~end-

ing revised policy - all within the framework of a statement of legislative puroose 

defining the general powers and duties of the department. (Page 69. ASF Report) 

The Road Study ColI!IIIittee concurs in the views of the Automotive Safety 

Found.tion w~th respect to Iowa laws pertaining to the duties of the State Highway 

Co~~ission and recommends: 

1. That the General Asse~bly enact legisl,tion conforw~ng to the recom-

mendation of the Automotive Safety Foundation for a definition of the 

resoonsibilities of the State P~ghway Cow~ission, for the constitution 

of a state highway department under the jurisdiction of the co~~issicn, 

for a definition of the duties of said state highway departmer.t, and 

for a distinction in law between the policy-~~king functions of tr.e 

State Highway Commission and the administrative resconsibilities and 

duties of the state highway department. 

further with respect to primarJ highway manage~~nt. the Road Study Committee 

reco!llIl'~nds: 

1. That the State Highway COlllIl'ission as a matter of coliey include in 

the state highway department a business administration division cead-

ed by a qualified administrator as distinguished from the engineering 

.... 

-
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and construction divisions in the commission. 

B. Internal Management of the State Highway Department 

The Automotive Safety Foundation noted that the State Highway Commission was 

in p!'ocess of examination and reorganization of the state highway department and 

offered its opinion that the difficulties always encountered in such reorganization 

can be smoothed out through more continuous and formal study of the mechanics of 

ove!'-laoping functions and more orecise spelling out of li~its of responsibility 

and the joint operations that have to be carried out. The Foundation further 

suggested that the commission should cons1der further decentralization (of opera

tions) including design funct10ns and should clarify responsibilities along staff 

and line principles. 

As a step in that direction, the Automotive Safety Foundation recommended: 

1. That the State Highway Commission appoint One urban engineer as an 

assistant to each of the commissions district engineers. (Page 70, 

ASF Report) 

Concurring in these views. the Road Study Committee recommends: 

1. That the State Highway Commission, as a matter of policy, appoint one 

urban engineer as an assistant district engineer in each of the district 

offices of the commission for the further decentralization of the work 

of the commission in connection Vith urban problems which will demand 

increasing attention Vith the expansion and execution of the highway 

improvement programs of the state. 

VI. Miscellaneous Matters Relating to Primary Righways 

The Road Study Committee considered a number of miscellaneous unrelated ite~~ 

pertaining to primary highways that fail to lend the~elves readily to arbitrary 

classification. These are presented here. 

A. Intergovernmental Relations 

Development and maintenance of highway transportation facilities require a high 

degree of coordination among all agencies of government. Each has its pri~ary 
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obli~ation for the road or street systems under its jurisdiction, but each ~st 

recognize its relation to the others and must have always in mind that they are each 

eng"~ed in the solution of a sector of a mutual probleM, the provision of highway 

transportation service to the public. 

The State Highway Commission and the counties of Iowa have a long history 

of harmonious and effective cooperation in attelllpts at solution of this proble",. 

For cities and to~~s there is little similar state interest in city or town proble~~ 

indicated either in the law or in practice. However, the magnitude of street needs 

in municipalities. the iIIlportance of sound development of adequate street transpor

tation for all Iowa people. and the responsibilities of state government to all cit

izen call for specific state action. 

Consequently, the Automotive Safety Foundation recommended improvements in 

the intergovernmental activities of the State Highway Co~ission in relation to 

the general management problems of municipalities and counties and particularly 

with the municipalities with whom contacts have been relatively meager as compared 

to teose >lith the counties. (Page 71. ASF Report) 

The Road Study Committee recommends: 

1. That the State Highway Commission as a matter of policy expand and 

improve its relations with the municipalities and counties of the 

state for cooperation in the solution of the mutual problem of proVLC

ing adequate highway tran~rtation service to all of the people of 

Iowa 

B. Diagonal State Highways 

There are a number of traffic movements in Iowa that may be, ~~thin the near 

future, sufficient in volume and illlportance to justify the construction of a high

way in close prOximity to the desired line of travel for maximum efficiency of 

these movements. A number of these desired lines of travel connect major metropol

itan areas so located as to require an alignment diagonally across the rectangular 

network of existing highways in Iowa. Current law prevents the construction of a 
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highway on such alig~nt to cities over 100,000 population. This is a handicap 

to long range planning for the efficient movement of traffic between major metro

politan areas of this size or greater. 

Consequently, the Automotive Safety Foundation recommended: 

1. That the General Assembly enact legislation repealing the law pro

hibiting diagonal roads to cities over 100,000 population. (Recom

mendation 3. Page 33, ASF Report) 

The Road Study Committee concurs in the substance of this recommendation and 

more specifically recommends: 

1. That the General Assembly enact legislation repealing that portion 

of Section 313.8 which provides that the State Highway Commission 

shall not purchase right-of-way and construct a new system of diag

onal highways radiating from any city with a population over one 

hundred thousand. 

C. Acquisition of Right-of-Way 

From the engineering analysis of highway needs of the primary road syste~, it 

was determined by the Automotive Safety Foundation that, at 1959 prices, the right 

of way for the proposed rural and urban state primary road system would require an 

expenditure of about $270,OCO,OOO over the next 20 years. Acquisition of righ~ of 

way is at best. a tedious and time consuming operation and, in Iowa. has a number of 

features which interfere with efficient and expeditious administration of a con

struction program. 

Noting these deficiencies and considering the magnitude of the expenditures 

for right of way and the importance of better procedures to highway administration, 

and to efficient execution of highway improvement programs the Automotive Safety 

Foundation recommended: 

1. That the General Assembly enact legislation authorizing advance 

purchase of right of way by the State Highway Commission. any city. 

or any town some years ahead of actual construction and establishing 
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a revolving fund within the cOmmis5ion, city, or town to finance 

such purchases, 

2. That the General Assembly enact legislation er4bling and authorizing 

the State Highway Commission .0 exchange property for right of way 

purposes. 

). That the General Assembly enact legislation extending the author

ization for immediate possession pending final settlement, now 

provided for certain public purposes, to include highways as one 

of such purposes to permit immediate possession of right of way to 

aviod possible long delays in construction. (Page 71, ASF Report) 

The Road Study Committee concurs in these reco~~endations of the Foundation 

pertaining to the acquisition of right of way for highways and recommends: 

1. That the General Assembly enact legislation incorporating the recom

mendation of the Automotive Safetv Foundation with respect to acquisi

tion of right of way for highways as presented on page 71 of the 

report. "Iowa Highway Needs." 



Chapter II 

Secondary Highways 

I. Introduction 

21 

The secondary highways of Iowa provide direct access to every square mile 

of the area and to all of the basic resources of the state, particularly its 

rich lanes, the most important of these resources. 

Access to a public highway is essential to farm operations and to a standard 

of living on farms comparable to that enjoyed by workers in other industries in 

the state. Farm operators depend exclusively upon highway transportation for 

initial movement of farm crops, livestock, and livestock products to ~~rket. 

They depend upon highway transportation for services of many kinds· and for 

access to schools, churches, and to community centers. 

Farming 1s the leading industrj in Iowa. In units operated, in employment 

and exploitation of natural resources, in number of workers employed, in total 

personal income received, and in contributions to the economy of the state and 

nation, it surpasses any other single industry 1n the state. 

On account of their importance to farm operations, the secondary roads are 

an essential feature of the economy of Iowa. The extent and condition of these 

roads has a direct influence upon the health and growth of the economy of t~e 

state. 

There are apprOximately 91,000 miles of these roads in the state. They 

constitute approxi~Ately 83 per cent of the total mileage of roads and streets 

ar.d they carry approximately 18 per cent of the total volume of traffic on the 

roads and streets in the state. Their contribution to the health and gro"~h of 

the economy and to the general welfare of the people, although lacking objective 

units of measurement, can be safely assumed to be enormously greater than is 

indicated by the proportion of the total highway usage which they serve. 
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II. CL9.ss:ii'ication of Secondary High>lays 

In a Idleage of high>la~ as extensive as that foum for the secondary high

ways of Iowa, it is to be expected that the group, as whole, a£fords a wide 

variety of.' high>lay transportation services and requires a variety of standards 

or improveJnent for the provision of these services. Public funds for high>la~ 

may be employed most ef.'f1c1ently by grouping the roads into ~tems, each 

ident:ii'ied with particular function, am establishing standards of improvements 

for each system appr~r1ate to the services demamed of.' it. 

A. Present Secondary Highway Class:ii'ications 

The necessity for class:ii'ication of h1gh>lays for administrative purpose was 

recognized in Iowa a half' century ago and various systems of class:ii'1cation 

roughly based on the functions served by the roads have been in effect continuously 

since that time. 

Those in ef.'fect at this time group the seeon:iary highwa~ in two intercon

nected systems, the Farm-tO-Market Road System, which includes approxin:ately 

34,000 miles, and the Local Secondary Road System which includes approximately 

56,700 miles. The Fann-tO-Market Road System includes the more important secon:iary 

roads having generally the larger vol1lmes of traffic and serving as collectors 

and distributors of traffic between the local roads and main market centers which 

may be either on the Fal"lll-to-!'.arket or on the state primary road system. The 

Local Secondary Road System provides direct access to rural homesteads and 

supplements and e~tems the services of the Farm-tO-Market am the Primary Road 

Systems. 

B. Re-Class:ii'ication of Secondary Highways 

In the engineering analysis f.'or the determination of the highway needs or 

Iowa, the Automotive Safety Foumation concluded that tile Farm-to...Market Road 

System, as now constituted, served two distinctly different functions. Con

sequently, for the purposes of the needs study, the roads in this system were 

reclassified into two groups. County Trunk Roads and County Feeder Roads on the 
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basis of the functions served by the roads. 

The County Trunk Road Systaa thus sel.ected incl.uded those roads which inter_ 

connect S1nIlller towns, shipping points, ani market centers within each county and 

adjoining counties. It a1.5o provided connecti""" with other County Trunk Roads 

and State Primary R0Ad3 to form an interconnected and integrated network of main 

rural roads with an average spacing between routes of five to six miles. Routes 

on this systeJ\ were found to carry generally the heaviest volumes of tra1'fic 

found on the secondary roads within the coonty. Tltese route" included approxi

mately 12,000 lIiles or s8Coniary roads or approldJnateJ.y II per cent of the total 

mileage or roads and streeta in the state and served approximately 10 per cent 

or the total traffic. 

TIte County Feeder Road Systel!l included those roads delivering traffic either 

to the County Trunk System or to the State Primary Road System. Average spacing 

between routes, including the County Trunk and State Pr1.JDary Roads, was found to 

be frO!n two to three miles. This system included approldJnately 20,000 Dliles of 

secondary roads or appraximately 18 per cent of the total mil.eage of roads and 

streets in the state and was found to serve approxilDately 4 per cent of the total 

tra1'fic. 

The remaining secondary roads cnitted frem either the County Trunk or County 

Feeder Road Syst8IIIB were classified as Local Sec oMary Roads. Included in this 

classification, as well as reade fonnerly Local Secondary Roads, were 2,300 Dliles 

of the exi5ting Farm-to-Jolarket Rcad System which are not Federal Aid Secondary 

Roads and 500 Miles of Federa~id Secondary Roads Which are not Fann-to-Market 

Roads. As finally constituted the proposed Local Secondary Rcad System included 

58,500 miles, that 1>1, appraltimately 53 per cent or the total mil.eage of roads 

and streets in the state and it was foum to serve appraxiJnately 4 per cent of 

the total traffic. (Pages 14, 30, and 32, ASF Report) 

Concluding that the reclassification of secondary roads adopted for the 

purposes of the needs study would also be of benefit in the administration of 
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the proposed improvement programs, the Automotive Safety Foundation recommended: 

1. That the General Assembly enact legislation requiring that all roads 

included in the Farm-to-lolarket Road System as selected in the needs 

study be also included in the Federal-Aid Secondary Road System and 

requiring that any road included in the Federal-Aid Secondary Road 

System reasonably meet the criteria for the Farm-to-Market Road System 

as defined in that study, in order that these two systems may be 

coincident, and 

2. That the General Assembly enact legislation requiring the subdivision 

of the revised Farm-to-Market Road System into a County Trunk and a 

County Feeder Road System on the Basis of criteria to be developed 

jOintly by the State Highway Commission and representatives of the 

Iowa County Engineers Association with final approval by the State 

Highway Canmission; requiring the preparation and subn1ssion of a map 

by each county shOWing the roads selected for initial inclusion in the 

County Trunk, County Feeder, and Local Secondary Road Systems; and 

providing for approval of said map by the board of supervisors and 

for review and final approval by the State Highway COIID!d.ssion upon 

which it would becane the official map of these several systems in the 

county until such time as changing conditions wi thin the county may 

requ ire revisions of the sys terns. (Rec ommenda tions 9 and 10, Page J4. 

ASF Report) 

The Road Study Conmd ttee recanmen:!s I 

1. That the General Assembly enact legislation providing for the BUb

division of the present Fenn_to-Market road ~ystem into a county trunk 

and county feeder road system on the basis of criteria to be developed 

by the State Rahway Commission and the Iowa County Engineers Association; 

providing for the designation of all other secondary roads as local 

secondarY roads; prOViding for the preparation and submission of a map 

... 
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of each cOllnty showing the roads selected for initial itx:lusion in the 

cOIlnty trunk, county feeder, and local secondary road systems of the 

county and providing f:or the approval of said map by the board of 

supervisors and tor the review and final approval by the State Highway 

COIIIIIission upon whicb said map beeanes the official map of these several 

systems in the cOIlnty until such time as changing conditions wi thin the 

county lI\9.y require revisions of the systems. 

Table No.1 

Reclassification of Secondary Highways 

Mileage as now 
Classified 

Mileage as 
Reclassified 

by !SF 

Mileage as 
ReclaSsified 

byRSC 

Farm-tO-Market Roads 

County Trunk Roads 
COIluty Feeder Roads 
Total 33,973 

12,087 
20;100 
32,187 

13,000 
20.973 
33.973 

Local Secondary Roads 

Total All Roads 

.56.714 

90.687 

.58 • .500 .56,714 

90,687 90,687 

D. Standards far Secorxiary Highways 

The Autanotive Sa.!'ety Foundation chose, as a basis f:or the determination of 

needs and the computations of costa of improveJllents, standards designed for the 

volumes. weights, speeds, and types of service identified with each highway 

system classification. 

Considering these the min:imum for use in the execution of the proposed 

improvement programS. the FOIlndation recOll1Mlnded. 

1. lbat the General. Assembly enact legislation requiring the establ1shment 

of lJ\inilmm design stand&ros by cOIlnties and Cities, subject to the 

approval of the State Highway Commission. for the improvelJ\ent of: the 

roads and streets in each classification, other than Local Secondary 

Roads or Access Streets and requiring the use of such standards or 

higher standards in the construction of improvements financed in whole 



or in part with funds allocated to the county or city from road use 

tax funds or other state funds. (Reco~~endation 11. Page 34. ASF 

Report) 

The Road Study Co~ittee recommends: 
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1. That the General Assembly enact legislation reauiring the use of the 

appropriate current standard svecifications of the State Highway Com

mission for design and construction of improvements on the proposed 

county trunk. county feeder, and local secondary road systems as the 

minimu~ reqUirements. and, in the case of those roads which are eligible 

for Federal-Aid Secondary Road Fund particioation, requiring as the 

minimum standards those which comply with standards of the U.S. Bureau 

of Public Roads and quali~j these ~oads for such participation. 

III. Secondary Highway Needs 

The key feature of the portion of the Automotive Safety Foundation report. 

"Iowa ~ighway Needs". pertaining to secondary highways is the summary of needs 

expressed in ter~~ of annual or total costs of the programs proposed for the 

irprovements of these highways. 

Within the next 20 years. about two thirds of the 91.0CO miles of county 

roads w~ll require so~~ form of iw.provement, ranging from simple gravel or stone 

resurfacing, to construction of new heavy duty roadway surfaces. Also it is 

esti~ated by the Automotive Safety Foundation ~hat 53 per cent of the 28.000 

bridges on the secondary roads will have to be replaced or rebuilt in that 

period. (Page 58, ASF Revort) 

A. Average Annual Costs for Secondary Highways 

From examination of the data showing average annual costs for each of the 

three 20-year improvement progra~s for secondary highways developed in the 

needs study, it is found that there is little difference in them over the period 

as a whole, the difference being in tc.e early years of those prograll'.8 in which 

~. 



<-

-

-
-

27 

consideration is given to the ellmination Or ·catch_up· oJ: the backlog or deferred 

or urgently needed work within a period or less than 20_years. Distr1bntion oJ: 

this work over the entire 2O_year period provides tor a constant average annaal 

cost. 
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Table No. 2 

All County Roads and Structures 
Average Annual Costs of Alternative Programs 

·lO-Year ·15-Year ·20-Year 
Catcl":-Ut> Period Catch-UE Period Catch-UE Period 

First Next First Next 
10 Years lC Years 15 Years 5 Years 

County Trunks 

Construction $45.535.000 $4.955.000 $.31.594.000 $ 4.229.000 $24.406.000 
!-:aintenance 6.137.000 6,463.000 6.171.000 6.500.000 6.178.000 
Administration 2.701.000 607.COO 1.988.000 550.000 1.608.000 

Total $54.373.000 $12.025.COO $.39.753.000 $11.279,000 $32.192.000 

County Feeders 

Construction $32.543.000 $14,595.000 $27,100.000 $11.461.000 $23,157.000 
Maintenance 10,169.000 10.630.000 10,201,000 10,773.000 10,213.000 
Administra tion 1.713.000 1.008,OOC 1.502.000 910.000 1.3:35.000 

Total $44.425.000 $26.23.3.000 $.38.80.3.000 $23.144.000 $.34.705.000 

Local Roads 

Construction $21,412.000 $21.412.000 $21,412.000 $21,412.000 $21.412.000 
l'.aintenance 18,344.000 18 • .344 ,000 18.344,000 18.344,000 18.344.0CO 
Administration 1.194.000 1.194,000 1,194.000 1.194.000 1.194 ,000 

Total $40,950.000 $40.950,000 $4O.950,OCO $40,9.50.000 $40 ,9.50. COO 

All Oounty Roads 

Construction $99.490.000 $40.962,000 $80.106,000 $37,1C2,COO $68,975.000 
r-'!.air.tenance 34.650.000 35.437.000 34.716.000 3.5 ,617.000 34,735,000 
AdMinistration 5,608,OCO 2,809.000 4.684.000 2.654,000 4,137.000 

Total $139,748.000 $79,208,000 $1l9.5C6.coo $75.373,000 $107.847.000 

<Each alternative program for County Trunks and County Feeders includes the same 
a"..ount for basic improvements necessary to rel1!edy existing intolerable conditions. 
For that amount, termed the "backlog," cost to retr.edy in 10 years is twice the 
annual cost required if the work ~ere spread over 20 years. Other costs in each 
program are for new needs. not now existing, that will arise in the respective 
periods, and for tr.aintenance and a~~inistration. See text for discussion of Local 
Roads. 

(Page 58, ASF Report) 

...., 
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B. Total Costs for Secondary Highways 

Since there is lit tIe difference in average amual costs, there is lit t1.e 

diUerence in total costs of the proposed progrllmS. Data for the 20_year program 

using a 20-year catch_up period are sham in Table No. 3 for a canparison of the 

total costs tor the di!'ferent systems. 

Table No.3 

Total Costs for Seeotdary HighWays 

2O-Year Progr&lll 

Systell 

County Trunk Roads 
County Feeder Roads 
Local 5eeoniary Roads 

Total 

Total Costs 

$ 643.84 million 
694.10 Drl.llion 
819.00 minion 

$ 2,156.94 Drl.llion 

C. Capital Investment Cost for Construction 

The total capital investment cost for basic construction and for construction 

on roads bailt early in the 20-year period are given in Table No.4 

Table No. I} 

Capital Investment Cost for Construction 

5yst"'" 

County Trunlc 
County Feeder 
Local Secondary Road 

Total 

(Page 59, ASF Report) 

Investment 

$ lI88 ,120 ,000 
463,140 ,000 
428,240 ,000 

$1,379,500,000 

CQllParison of data in Table No. J and Table No.4 reveals that capital 

invest.nent cost for construction is approxillately 64 per cent ot the total costs 

- over the 20-year progr&lll pericxi. This is a relatively large proportion of the 

total costs and reflects the inadequacy ot the 1Jnprovements on the County Trunk - and County Feeder Road Systems for the services nOi demanded of them. 
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D. Backlog of Work C!l Secondary Highways 

Improvements needed now constitute the backlog of work needed on the 

secondary highways. For the County Trunk Road System, the backlog is responsible 

for' approximately $)40 mllion or 70 per C8Jlt of the total capital investMnt: c06t 

for construction and for the County Feeder Road System the backlog is responsible 

for' approximately $l39 million or )0 per cent of such cost. Detenninat10n of the 

backlog for the Local Secondary Road System was omitted as there is less urgency 

involved in projects for' this sytem which bas for the most part. its IIIIlJar needs 

filled to at least minimum requirements. The problem for this system is rebuUding, 

sane part to higher but for the most part to standards of existing facilities. 

E. Distribution at Needs Among Counties 

Examination of the data for individual counties reveals unifOX"Dti ty in the 

future needs among the counties. Past progress in sQIIle counties bas been SlCM 

and in others rapid. Counties which have done a good job in the past will require 

more reconstruction. shouldering, and resurfacing in the !'I1ture. Othen 1Ii11 

require more grading and new and higher types of surfacing which they nave yet 

to construct, for the first time but less rebuilding and resurfacing. These 

differences tend to equalize over any long peroiod of yean. such as that used 

for the programs developed in this study. 

On the basis of the indication of uniformity of the future needs of the 

secondary roads among the counties of the state, the Road Study COlIIIIli ttee finds 

continuation of the equalization fund to be without justification and, ther'e

fore, on its own motion r8COII1JIIendsi 

1. That the General Assembly enact legislation amending Section 312.5. 

Code, 1958, to eliminate the equalization f'Imi. 

IV. Secondary Highway Finanee 

A. Present Method of Division of Highway fund .. 

Continuation of the present methods for division a.r funds for highway 
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purp06es over the next 20 years wOllld provide too secondary roads with an annual 

average income of' $105,000,000 or an average of $2,8'l-7,000 less than average 

annual costs of' the 20-year program developed in the needs study. 

Present source" of revenne for secondary roads are property taxes, road 

user taxes, federal-aid, am. miscellaneous contributions and assesments. If 

continued in the present form over the next 20_years, Property taxes would 

contribute yearly am. average of $35,750,000, or )4 per cent at a totsl annual 

income at $105,000,000; road user taxes, $61,260,000 or 58 per cent; federal

aid $6,930,000 or 7 per cent, and miscellaneous sources, $1,060,000 or 1 per 

cent or that average annual income for secondary highways. 

B. ProPOSed Method of Division of HilWay Funds 

Under the present method of' dividing funds for highway pruposes. the secon:iary 

- roads reveive 50 per cent of the Road U"e Tax Fund available far allocation under 

the formula provided in Sections 312.3 and Jl.2.5, Code, 1958. The Public Adminis

tration Service in the highway fiscal study proposed that this allocation be 

-

-

reduced to 30 per cent of the Road Use TalC Fum.. The effect or this reduction 

over the next 20 year:!, with the situation with respect to other source" of 

secondary road funds continuing in the present fOI'll\, woulD. be to reduce the average 

annual 1ncane tor secondary roadl! to $88,300,000 or $19,147,000 less than the 

amount required to meet the average annual costs of the 20-Y"ar improvement 

prClgral1t developed in the needs study for these roads. The Public Administration 

service suggests that the deficit be covered by approportions fran the state 

general !'und. (Page" 30, 51, 57, and 61, PAS Report) 

The Road Study Ca.mi.ttee considers such an extensive change in the method 

of division of !'unds for highway purposes to be both impractical and inadvisable 

a t this tiJne am offers its own recanmenda tion on this subject in a subsequent 

chapter of this report. 

C. Distribution of Road Use Tax Fund A.llocations Aplong Counties 

It is preSUJlled that an allocation of the Road Use Tax Fum. will continue to 
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be made for secondary roads. 

Therefore, the Road Study Committee reco~ends; 

1. That the General Assembly enact legislation providing that whate\19r 

portions of the road use tax fund II'-"y be e1 ther nCIIoI fixed or hereafter 

provided for use on secondary roads be divided into two parts, one part 

consisting of 60 per cent of said portion for distribution among the 

counties on the basis of need as determined by the Automotive Safety 

Foundation in the highway needs study aOO, one part, consisting of 

40 per cent of said portion, for distribution among the counties on the 

basis of area as now provided in Section 312.3, Code, 1958, for the 

distribution of such funds among the counties for secondary roads. 

D. Fann-to-Market Road Fund 

The Road Study C=i ttee proposes to continue the specific assignment to 

the Farm_to-~.arket road system of a portion of the allocation to counties for 

secondary roads, primarily to match federal-aid for such roads and, therefore, 

rae """,ends I 

1. That the General Assembly enact legislation provid1ng that 25 per 

cent or $12,000,000, whichever 1s the larger of whatever allocation of 

the road use tax fund ",ay be now fixed or hereafter provided for 

secondary roads, be placed in the Fann-tO-Market road fuOO to match 

federal_aid for secoooary roads before any distribution of said al-

location a.."ong counties is made aOO that both tile amount so set aside 

in the Fann-t~.arket road fund and the remainder of the allocation for 

secondary roads be each divided into two parts, one part 

a. Consisting of 60 per cent of the &I1lount, in each case, for 

distribution among the counties on the basis of needs as 

determ1ned by the Automotive Safety Foundation in the report, 

"Iowa Highway Needs", and, one part, 

b. Consisting of 40 per cent of the amount, in each case, for 

distribution a~ong the counties on the basis of area. 
-, 
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E. Bonds for Secomary HighWays 

Permanent construction on heavlly traveled secondary roads has been found 

to be more eeonanica1 in both operation and maintenance than other less durable 

types of construction ~t the execution of' such projects require" greater ex.. 

penditures than are available on an annual basis. 

To take early advantages of' the econades of' permanent construction and to 

accelerate secondary road improvement prograllls. the Road Study Committee recommends: 

1. That the General AssElllbly enact legislation providing for the issuance 

of' general obligation or revenue bonds b,y the counties, subject to 

favorable vote of' the people of' the county in each case, for the con

struction of' permanent types of' roadway surfacing on secondary roads, 

said bonds to be rede ... ed and serviced frQII anticipated county allot

mente of' road use tax funds for secondary roads. 

V. Management of Secondary Highways 

The scope and size of the secondary highway improvement programs developed 

in the needs study require good highway administrative procedures to insure 

maximum benef'its of' these programs to the people who pay the bill. On the whole, 

secondary road wainess in Icua apPears to be well managed, as a result of' f'orward 

look1ng legislation, in the past, and of' the efforts of generally canpetent 

personnel. There are, however, sub5tantia1 d1!'f'ereooes B.mcmg the counties in 

the role played by boards of' supervisors in the conduct of' county road affairs. 

This is due, 1n part, to lack of clarity in highway laws pertaining to responsi

bilities of' county boards in such matters. (Pages 74, 7.5, and 76, ASF Report) 

A. De!'inition of Responsibility of County Board of Supervisors and 

County Engineers 

Noting the situation with respect to the responsibilities of' boards of 

supervisors in the administration of secondary roads, the Autanotive Safety 

Founda tion %'8CQ!UII8ndedl 



34 

1. That the General Assembly enact legislation clarifying the intent of 

the legislature with regard to the policy-making role of boards of 

supervisors in county road affairs and with regard to the direct 

executive authority of the county engineers. (Page 75. ASF Report) 

The Road Study CO!lII!!i ttee concurs in the substance of the recommendation of 

the Automotive Safety Foundation regarding the responsibilities of boards of 

supervisors and the duties of the county engineer and, therefore, recommends: 

1. That the General Assembly enact legislation rewriting the pertinent 

laws to define and establish the board of supervisors as a policy_ 

making body; to prevent the board of supervisors from personally 

assuming duties as a superintendent or a foreman or other participant 

in actual construction Or maintenar>:oe operations on secondary roads: 

and to designate the county engineer as the executive officer, responsible 

for the acbal execu tion of all construction and maintenance of secondary 

roads wi thl.n the county and for the approval of all bills for secondary 

road work to the extent that no expenditures may be made from secondary 

road funds without the signed approval of the county engineer and. 

2. That the General Assembly enact legislation providing that all memebers 

of all County Boards of Supervisors be paid an annual salary instead of 

per diem fees. 

B. Advertisement and Letting for Construction 

Attention of the Road Study COT~ittee has been directed to the need for 

clarification of Sections )09.40, )09.41, and )09.42, Code, 1958. FollOWing a 

review of these sections, the C=ittee recommends: 

1. That the General Assembly enact legislation repealing Sections )09.40, 

309.41. and )09.42. Code, 1958, and replacing them with a single new 

section as follows: "All construction projects, including all culverts. 

bridges, grading, and surfacing materials, of Which the eng1neers's 

estimate of total cost exceeds $5,000 in the aggregate, shall be 
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advertised and l.et at a public l.etting. All construction projects, 

including all culverts, bridges, grading, and surfacing materials, or 

which the engineer's estimate or total. cost in l.ess than $5,000 in the 

aggregate, may be advertised and let at a publ.1c letting, or 111&1 be 

negotiated privately, or may be bunt by day labor, but in no case shall 

projects be broken into small units to qualif'y for day labor work, and 

final cost or all negotiated or day labor work MUst not exceed the 

engineers est1mate at the cost or the work. All contracts Which exceed 

$5,000 ehall be first approved by the State Highway Canm1ssion before 

they shall be effective as a contract. 

C. Advert1s!l!nent and Letting tor l'.a1ntenance Eaui!?!ll!!nt and MateriAs 

At present, purchases of equipnent and materials used for maintenance work 

on secondary roads, are without safeguards on the expenditures at funds for these 

purposes. These expenditures are necessarily large and certainl.y Should be 

hsndl.ed as caretUl.l.y ani wisel.y as those for construction worle. Min1mum specUi

cations should be required and bids taken on all single items at equipment on 

which the estiJllated cost will exceed $3,000, or exceed $.5,000 on multiple items of 

the same type. Original cost and trade in allowance shoald be required on the 

bids in computing the net cost to the county. Boards of Supervisors should not 

be required to accept the lowest bid, but to exercise good judgement in their 

sel.ection. In case the low bid is not accepted. reasons tor the action of the 

board should be stated 1n the motion authorizing the purchase at the equipment. 

The Road Study Canmi ttee considers it essential that all public funds ex

pended for highways be handled eare!Ul.l.y and wisely and that the obligations 

to do so be consistent among the several agencies handling such funds. Therefore, 

the Committee I'eCO!IUIIends: 

1. That the General Assembly enact legislation requiring the use of de

f1nite spec11'icatlona for the purchase of materials for maintenance 

work on secondary roads! requiring advertisement and a public letting 



for individual items or matenal.a costing $3,000 or more, and requiring 

purchase at the l.ow bid provided the materials Offered at that bid 

meet tbe definite specifications for the material. to be purchased. 

D. Tile Across Highway 

Section 465.2;, Code, 1958, requires that the expense J:or materials and 

labor used in installing tile drains across highways and all subeequent repairs 

thereor shall be paid from funds available for the higbways affected. 

This section has required large expenditures fran the secondary road fund 

for private drAinage, which cannot be classed as construction or maintenance. 

The amendJnent of 1942 to Art1cl.e VII oJ: the Constitution of the State of lewa 

restricts the use of the road use tax fund elCclusivel.y to the construction. 

maintenance, and supervision of highways. The part of Section 465.23 pertaining 

to the payment for a tile across the highway is questionable with respect to 

its legal1 ty. 

The Road Study COIIlII11ttee r&COIII1Iends, 

1. That the General Assembly enact l.egislation revising Section 465.23, 

Code, 1958, to eliminate payment from road funds for private tile lines 

aCrOSS a highway which have not been affected by the construction or 

grading of the highways imolved. 

E. Eural SubdiVisions and Their Roads 

Dur:!.ng recent years and at the present time. developer~ and builders have been and 

are establishing rural subdiv1sions outside or incorporated pl.aces at a high rate. 

The streets in these subdivisions are frequently improperl.y laid out and con-

structed as to width, grade, drainage, or type of roadway surfacing. Under existing 

l.aws, such streets become a part of the secondary road system and an obligation 

of the county for construction and maintenance_ 

The Road Study Commit tee r&COIIlII1ends! 

1. That the General Assembl.y enact legislation providing for the regulation 

and ccntrol or the establishment of rural subdiVision outside of inc or-

~. 
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porated places and providing for a certificate of approval by the Board 

of Supervisors and by the County Engineer of the deSign, layout, widtM, 

drainage, proYisions, and conrtruetion 8p8Cificatials for the roads and 

streets in such subdivision as a prerequisite for eligibility of these 

roads. am street to becalle a part of the secondary road systewl. 

2. That tile General Assembly enact legislation authorizing the Board of 

Supervisors to prepare and adopt resolutions of necessity and to levy 

asseSSlIIents for the ilnprOV8lllent of roads and streets in existing roral 

subdivisions outside of incorporated places. 

J. That the O .... e .... l Assembly enaet legislation authorizing and enabling 

joint action by the Board of Supervisors and any city or town council 

in the regulation ani ccmtrol of the establishment of rural subdivisions 

adjacent to a city or town regardless of the size or population of the 

city or town. 



Chapter III 

Ci ty and Town Roads aoo Streets 

I. Introduction 
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There are 942 incorporated ci ties and towns in Iowa, varying in popula t10n 

frem 32 for the sm&lleet to 208,982 for the largest. They include a total pap

ulation of 1,901,301, approxiJllately 69 per cent of the popuJ.ation of the state, 

following a century oJ: growth at a nearly constant rate oJ: abollt 18,510 per year, 

Or 185,100 per decade. 

The development oJ: adequate street facUities for this growing population 

contilll1es to be, as it has heen for many years. one of the lIlost urgent and caoplex 

problelllS confronting the lIlunicipalities or the state. It is noy evident from a 

study of trends or the various segments of the population, that future increases 

in the population of the state will be due to increases in the popul.&tion or the 

cities and towns. and particularly to increases in the larger cities. 

The econanic health of the central business districts, especially those of 

the larger cities. depeoos largely on the ability of the people within those 

cities and within their surrounding trade territories to reach those districts, 

usually located near the center or the city. conveniently, canfortably, and safely. 

The eJCP&nding urban areas require new roads and streets for local use and extension 

and 1mprovement or arterial streets between the new areas an:! the principal 

centers of traffic interest in and near the urban areas. 

FUture increase in population in Iowa is largely dependent upon the growth 

in manu£acturing and processing industries in the state. Ioya produces and ed_ 

ucates more people. particularly in the rural areas, then it can employ. This 

creates an ever present supply or functionally literate and emotionallY sound and 

steble labor eagerly sought by industry. Industrial growth may be expected to 

continue at the current or even an accelerated rate during the next 20 years. 

Whatever the rate. location or new plants will most likely continue to be, as it 

has been in the case or the 3,600 manufacturing and processing plants now located 

-
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in Iowa, either in or near a city Or a town. 

Ci ties and towns, large and SJll!lll, thus, have ever before them, the challenge 

of prO'1iding good access to central business districts, industrial plants, and 

numerous other cente1'5 of' traf'f':I.c interest for the health and gl'QWth of' local 

eeonClllies as well as the econany of' the state as a whole of which each is an 

increasingly important part. 

The residents of the cities and towns generate about 80 per cent of the 

travel on municipal streets bnt they also have an interest in highwa,.. in rural 

areas where they generate 64 per cent of the total travel by residents of' Iowa 

on the rural roads of the state. Residents of cities and towns produce two thirds 

of the travel on the rural primary roads, one third of that on the FaI'lll_to-Market 

road system, and one fourth of that on the local secondary road system. For 

consistency in quaUty or highway transportation service wherever they may need 

to travel to transact business, to go to work, to go to school, to shop, or to 

receive lIIedical attention or other personal services, residents COlllPOSing 69 

per cent or the population in Iowa and living in cities and towns need street 

1l1Iprovements as adeq'Qllte for the various t'unctions perf'onaed as are the rural 

highways which they alllo use and support. 

There are 10,767 1II11es of city and town streets, other than extensions of 

primary roads. This ill approx1Jnately 10 per cent of' the totsl road and street 

mileage and it carries approx1Jnate~ 19 per cent of the total travel in the state. 

The extensions of the primary roads (1,081 miles of' streets) are approxiJDately 

one per cent or the total mileage of roads and streets and carry 13 per cent 

of the total travel in the state. Consequently 32 per cent of' all travel in 

the state is on city and town streete • 

II. Classification of Streets 

Although requiring classification of' highways for administrative purposes 

for half a century, Iowa law is cOlllPletaly silent with respect to classification 

of city and town streets into systems for lIuch purposes. Recognizing a need 
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for some sort of classii'ication of streets, at least for certain purposes, and 

operating under l.aws which give them jurisdiction over streets within their 

corporate 11lllits, city and town councils have adopted local ordinanees and reso

lutions for the designation of arterial street systems primarily for the regulation 

of traffic. other l.aWs provide for the selection and designation of certain streets 

by the State Highway Canmission as extensions of the pr1lll9.ry roads. other than 

these few provisions, ICMa law, either state or -loea.l.. aPP6&1"S to consider all 

streets of equal importance to the CQIIIIIUni ty. 

For the purposes of the needs study, the AutQr\otive Sa1'ety Foundation 

classii'ied city and town "treats other than pr1lll9.ry road extensions on the basi" 

of the predominant functions perfonned. In this operation, the Foundation defined 

Arterial Street" as being those which provide through connections between focal 

points of traffic intere"t either wi thin a city or town or between these and other 

focal points of traffic interest in outlying areas adjacent to a city or town 

and defined Access Streets as being those which serve directly the homes of the 

1.9 million living in ineorporated areas. innumerable stores, offices, industrial 

plants, school, clrurches and community centers distributed through OI1t the res i_ 

ential and industrial areas of the cities and towns. 

The Arterial Streets, although affording local service, carry predominantly 

intercity and intracity traffic. These streets are accordingly of cl ty wide 

interest and accOllUnodate the major traffic movements between foeal points of 

trafric interest within and near the city or town. The Foundation determ1ned 

need for 2,027 m1188 of streets, other than extensions of primary roads, in 

this category, 

Access streets provide direct access to ahlltting property and are, therefore, 

primarily or interest to those owning or occupying property along the street either 

in residential or industrial areas of the city or town. The principal function 

of th88e streets is to provide access to the abutting properties in either area. 

Consequently. traffic on these streets is predominantly of local nature. The 

, 
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access street ~telll includes, all city and town streets, other than those clas

si!'ied as Arterial Streets or designated as Primary Road extensions, or a total 

or apprrudmatllly 8,740 miles. 

The Automotive Safety Foundation concluded that class1!ication of city and 

tam streets is needed to identify the most essential street needs, to provide II 

frame tor more etteetiye programs or street 1Jnprovement and to form a foundation 

for better street management and therefore, recol1u,\.mdedt 

1. That the General Assembly enact legislation requiring cities over 

5,000 popnlation to establish Arterial Street Systems and Access 

Street Systems, in addition and complementary to extensions of state 

routes Within muniCipalities, in accordance with criteria to be deve

loped jol.ntly by representatives or cities and tams and the State 

Highway Camllission and providing that until designations of such 

systems shall be accomplished by the cities ani towns, the Arterial 

Street Systems as determined in the needs study shall be constituted 

as the offl.eial systems. (ReeOllllllends.tion 8, Page 34. ASF Report) 

The Road Study C<JI\III1 ttee taUs to concur in the views or the Automotive 

Safety Foundation with respect to the need for classification of streets in cities 

ani tQrne but recanmends, 

1. That the General Assembly enact legislation pennitting the classifi

cation of streets into Arterial Street Systems and Access Street Systems 

as proposed by the Autemothe Safety Faandation in its recommendation 

No.9 on page J4 of the report. "Iowa Highway Needs", by any city or 

town that may desire to sO classify its streets. 

III. City and Town Street Needs 

A. General Needs 

ApproximatelY 32 per cent of the 2,0Z1 .,iles of Arterial Streets as defined 

in the needs stuciy were found to be intolerably inadequate for current traf1"1c. 

Such streets can often be overloaded to stagnation by a relativelY small in::rease 
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in number of vehicles during peak hours of traffic. Oportunities for relief 

through provision of new facilities are severly limited by restricted right of way 

or high costs of right of wayan which to make improvement. 

Approximately 50 per cent of the 8,740 miles of Access Streets were found to 

be in poor condition and in need of repaving or of paving for the first time. In 

addition, it was estimated by the Foundation that SOO miles of new streets will be 

required within the next 20 years. (Page 50, ASF Report) 

B. Average Annual Costs of Improvement Programs 

The needs of the city and town streets over the next ZO years are given in 

terms of average annual costs in Table No.1. This tabulation shows average 

annual costs for each of three 20-year programs developed by the Automotive Safety 

Fo~~dation. each having a different length of time for elimination or "catch-up' 

of the backlog of deferred or urgently needed work on the Arterial Street System. 

C. Total Costs of Improvement Programs 

The total costs of the three 20_year programs are appro~tely the same. 

Those for the program with the ZO-year catch-up period are given in Table 2. 

--
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System 

Arterial 

Construction 
Maintenance 
Administration 

Total 

Table No. 1 

A.verage Annual Costs of Alternative PrograJIIB 
For IMprovement of Municipal Streets 
other Than Primary Road Extensions 

10-year 15-year 

43 

lO.year 

Catch-up Period Catch-up Period Catch-up Period 
First Next First Next First 

10-years 10.years 15-years 5-years lO-years 

$25,188,000 $6,960,000 $18,883,000 $7,346,000 $16,008,OCO 
4,380,000 5,033,000 4,386,000 5,076,000 4,407,000 
1,601,000 629,000 1,252,000 659,000 1,097,000 

$31,169,000 $12,622,000 $24,521,000 $13,081,000 $21,512,000 

Local Access Streets 

Construction $23,239,000 $23,239.000 $23,239,000 $23,239,000 $23.239,000 
Maintenance 8,356,000 8.356,000 8,356,000 8,356,000 8,356,000 
Administration 948,000 948,000 948,000 948.000 948.00~_ 

Total $32,543,000 $32,543,000 $32,543,000 $32,543,000 $32,543.000 

Both SystelllS 

Construction $48,427,000 $30,199,000 $42,122,000 $30,585,000 $39,247.000 
Maintenance 12,736,000 13,389,000 12,742.000 13,432,000 12,763.000 
Administration 2,549,000 1,577,000 2,200,000 1,607,000 2,045.000 

Total $63,712,000 $45,165 ,000 $57.064,000 $45,624,000 $54 ,055.000 

(Page 50, !SF Report) 

Table No. 2 

Total Costs of Improvement Program 

Item Arterial Streets Access Streets Total 

Construction $320,160,000 $464,780,000 $784,940,000 
Maintenance 88,140,000 167,120,000 255,260,000 
Administration 21,940,000 18,960,000 40,900,000 

Total $430,240,000 $650.860,000 $1.081.100,000 

(Page 50. !SF Report) 



D. Capital InvesOnent Cost for Constructiq>. 

The capital investment costs for construction of the 2O-year program with 

20-year catch-up period are shown in Table No.3. 

Table No.3 

Capi tal Investment Cost for Construction 

Item Arterial Streets Access Streets Total 

Right of Way $ 32,137,000 $ 32,137,000 
Streets 237,720 ,000 $455.360,000 69) ,080,000 
Structures 50,)03,000 9,420,000 59,723,000 

Total $320 ,160 ,000 $464,780 ,000 $~,940,OOO 

(Page 51, ASF Report) 

E. Backlcg of Work Needed liS!! 

The backlogs of deferred and urgently needed 1Joprov8lllents, tba tis. work 

needed now on both systeJ11S, are sham in Table No.4. It 18 of interest to note 

that the backlog Of work indicated on the arterial streets constitutes 39 per 

cent of the total basic construction costs for these streets, and that the back_ 

log of work on the access streets COJlsti tutes 54 per cent of the total basic 

construction costs for these streets. 

Table No.4 

Backlog of Work Needed Now 

System 

Arterial Streets 
Local Access Streets 
Both Systems 

Costs 

$126,303,000 
$249.692,000 
$)75,995,000 

Per cent of 
Total Basic 

Construction Costs 

39 
54 
48 

F. Distribution of Needs AmOng Cities and Tw!)S 
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The average annual program costs are divided among the cities and the various 

population groups as shown in Table No.5. The last colmnn shows the percentage 

of the total average annual costa of the programs for all cities and population 

groups for each of the larger cities and of the various population gronps. 

-
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City or 
Population 

Group 

Des Moines 
Sioux City 
Davenport 
Cedar Rapids 
Waterloo 
Dubuque 
Council Bluffs 
20.000..40 .000 
10.000-20 ,000 
5,000-10,000 
2,500-5,000 
1,000-2,500 
Under 1.000 

Total 

Table No.5 

Average Annual Programs Costs 

For 20_Year Catch-up Period 

Average Annual 
Costs for 2O-year 

Catch-up Period 

Arterial Streets 

$ 6.101.000 
1.146.000 
1.052.000 
1.662,000 
1.268.000 

554.000 
482.000 

2.059,000 
1,310,000 
2,415.000 

947.000 
675.000 

1.841.000 

$21,512.000 

Access Streets 

$ 3.458.000 
1.739.000 
1.)67.000 
1,631.000 
1.411.000 

670.000 
871.000 

3.258,000 
1,932,000 
3.421.000 
3.109.000 
4.322.000 
5,294.000 

$32.543.000 

(Page 79. ASF Report) 

IV. City and Town Street Finance 

A. Current Street Revenue 

Total 

$ 9.559.000 
2.885.000 
2.419.000 
3,293.000 
2,739.000 
1,224.000 
1.353.000 
5.317,000 
3,242,000 
5,836.000 
4,056.000 
4.997.000 
7.135.000 

$54.055.000 

Percent of 
Total Aver
age Annual 

Costs 

17.68 
5.34-
4.47 
6.09 
5.08 
2.26 
2.50 
9.84 
6.00 

10.80 
7.50 
9.24 

13.20 

100.00 

In 1959, the cities and towns of Iowa had a total of $39,500,000 in revenues 

fran various sources for expenditures on roads and 3treets in I1\Unicipalities. 

This is approximately 16 per cent of the total funds available for road and 

street purposes in Iowa in that year. However $10,000,000 of this is fr= new 

borrowings and not properly classified as incane. The needs are so urgent that 

recourse rr.ust be had to this source of revenue as a means of satisfying them. 

The total $39,500,000, is therefore an indication of the ,,",ount required for 

that purpose. Continued dependence on this source for 25 per cent of the needs 

for improvements is both unsound and impractical. 



Table No.6 

Municipal Street Revenues 

Source 

Road Use Tax Fund 
Property Tax 11 
New Borrowings ?J 
Miscellaneous 11 

Total 

Amount 

$ 7,700,000 
18,000,000 
10,000,000 

3,800,000 

$39,500,000 

11 Includes special assessments. 

Percentage of 
Total 

100.0 

?J Not truly incane, as it must later be repaid from future 
1neone. 

11 ApprOXimately one half from parking meter funds and 
remainder from utility funds, liquor tax refunds and 
transfers from other funds. 

(Page 24, PAS Report) 

B. Estimated Street Revenues 

Anticipated street revenues over the next 20 years on the basis or continuation 

of the current apportionment or road user revenues and current forms of taxation 

for municipal streets indicate an average annual inecme of approximately $42.750,000. 

(Table B-8, PAS Report) 

C. Comparison of Needs an:! Anticipated Re'l8nues 

Execution of the proposed city and town street 20-year improvement program 

is estimated to require an average annual expenditure of $54,055,000. This is 

approximately $11,)05,000 more than is anticipated to become available through 

continuation or current apportionment of rood user taxes and current forms of 

taxation for city and town street purposes. Over a 20-year period, this deficit 

would amount to $226.100,000 which when added to the current in:!ebtedness would 

bring the total deficit over the period to $266.180,000. See Table No.7, 
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Table No.7 

Ant1eipated Revenues 

Systc 
Needs 

Arterial Streets 
Access Streets 

Sub-Total 

Debt Service 

Total. Needs 

Revenues 11 
De!icieue,. 
JJ ~a.t an AV'er&ge Annual 

Revenue 

AD\ount 

$4)0.2#0,000 
650.860,000 

$1,081,100,000 

42,080,000 

$1,12) .180 ,000 

855,000,000 
$266,180,000 

$42,750,000 

(Page 4), PAS Report) 

The Publ1e Administration Service proposes to cover the deficiene,. by in-

creasing the apportiotaent of road user revenues to cities am towns frQII the 

present appro:tlmately 7 per cent to 1.5 per cent and leaving the situation with 

respect to other sources of street revemes unchanged. (pages .50, and 57, 

PAS Report) 

The Road Study Committee reccmaendation with respect to this proposal is 

presented in Chapter V of this report Which pertains to the Road Use Tax I'\uxl. 

D. Distribution Among Citi..,. and Towns 

The distribution of whatever allocation of the Road Use Tax Fund that My 

be made to cities and towns, ae a whole, 8lIIong the individual cities am towns 

is a cOlllplex probl. .... 

The Public Alhin1atration Service proposed to distribute it first to the 

arterial and access street systems, second to allocate shares of both systems 

47 

to popnl.ation grOllPs on a needs basis and finally to dietr1bute the group shares 

within the groups on a population basis. In detaU, this requires four steps 

as follows: 

1. Allocate II per cent of the road use tax tund to the 

arterial street ","stem. 
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2. Allocate 4 per cent of the road use tax fund to the aCcess 

street system. 

3. Allocate shares of both systems to population groups on the 

basis of needs, and 

4. Distribute group shares for each system within groups on a 

population basis. 

The relative protions of the 15 per cent allocation provided by this system 

of division among the cities and towns would be as shown in Table No. 8 

Table No. 8 

D1stribution of 15 per cent Allocation 

as Proposed by Public Administration Service 

Population 
Group 

Over 100.000 
80,000-100,000 
40,000-80,000 
20,000_40,000 
10,000-20,000 
5,000-10,000 
2.5000-5,000 
Under 2,500 

Total 

Percentage of 
15 per cent 
Allocation 

23.6 
16.9 
10.4 
9.3 
6.0 

10.7 
6.3 

16.8 

100.0 

(Pages 65. 66, 67, and 68, PAS Report) 

With respect tc the distribution of an allocation from road use tax funds 

to cities and tcwns among the cities and towns, the Road Study Committee recomf.ends: 

1. That the General Assembly enact legislation providing that whatever 

allocation of the road use tax fund maybe ~~de tc cities and towns 

it be distributed among cities and towns as follows! 

a. Sixty per cent of the allocation tc be distributed among the 

population groups on tr.e basis of needs as dete~ined by the 

Automotive Safety Foundation in the report. "Iowa Highway Needs" 

and the groups shares. thus, obtained, distributed within the 

groups on the basis o~ population, (See Table No. 5 above) and, 

-
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b. Forty per cent of the allocaUon to be distributed among the 

cities and towns on the basis or populatioa. 

V. Managalnent or City aId Town Streets 

A. General Managel!lent or Str",ta 

In the opinion of the AutClalotive Sarety l"CIIllldation, the large llUIlber of 

\l!Unieipelities erea~s sueh diverse management problems that adequa~ 1IIIprov .... ent 

wUl remain difficult alS long as cQllple~ local auton""IY is maintained. In 

total, street needs in _ller places are substantial but those of many are so 

_11 that the city or town eannot afford to hire adequa~ engineering and 

fiscal supervision to admin1s~r to them. Larger plBees with grea~r needs are 

in bet~r position in this respect and can elRploy the personnel required for 

these purposes. '!'he difference between the SIIIalJ.er pl.&ees aD:! the larger in 

relation to the abUity to employ required technical personnel is the basis for 

the d1!ferenees in recaomendations by the Autaootive Satety Fotmdation with 

respect to management or the propoeed improvement programs. 

B. Relationships between sta~ 

Highway C2!!!!!!i §Sian and Cities and Tqoms 

The Autaootive Safety FoundaUon sugges~ eloser relati=h1ps between the 

sta~ and the amn1cipalities in highway affairs, particular~ in eonnection with 

state alloca~ funds for street purposes and, with this objeetive in view, 

rae QIIIIIended. 

1. That the General ASIIElDbly enact legislation upaIdillg the aeUvities 

or the Sta~ Highway Ccnm1ssion by providing for cooperative relations 

with all amn1eipalities on street affairs, s1m1lar to thOSe new estab

lished or proposed for the counties but excluding direct eontrol or 

funds. and letting or contracts except on primary road extensions. 

(Page 73. ASF Report) 

The Road Study CClIIUIIittee eoncurs in the substance or the r8COIIIIIeMation of 

- the Aut<Jllotive Safety lI'ourdation with respect to relationships between the 

-



50 

State Highway Commission and municipalities and recommendsl 

1. That the General Assembly enact legislation embod;ying the substance of 

the recommendation or the Automotive Safety Foundation with respect to 

cooperative relati=hips between the State Highway Commission and the 

municipalities on street a.!'fairs as expressed on page 73 of the report, 

"Iewa Highway Needs-. 

c. Street Planning 

Allotlnents from the road use tax fund to cities and towns for streets are 

whoUy without restriction as to purpose Or place or ~nditure except that 

they be spent on streets. This is an oversight and a neglect or the responsi

bility of the state for the proper expenditure or these funds in the best interest 

of all of the people of the state from whom they were derived. 

The Automotive Safety FOIlndation considering this situation recommendedl 

1. That the General Assembly enact legislation requiring 

a. The establishment of an arterial street fund in all munici

palities, to receive such state aid as may be deemed appro_ 

priate, plus all other funds appropriated by local governments 

for the purpose of illIprovement, maintenance and administration 

Of arterial streets. 

b. The larger ci ties to prepare five-year and smaller cities 

to prepare ons-year advance construction programs, with 

provisions fOr annual review and revision, 

c. The suanission of ammal budgets and project-by-project 

programs to the State Highway Commission for approval at 

least three months in advance of the beginning or the fiscal 

year, 

d. All municipalities to account annually for all arterial 

streets funds and for any other funds involving allotments 

of road use tax funds for streets, in a report to the State 

-
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Highway CQnlllission on forms prescribed by the CCllUld.ssion 

for the purpose. 

e. All lIlUIlicipalities furnish to the State Highway Commission 

lIAturactory evidence of adequate engineering services and 

f. each Municipality to designate one responsibl.e official. 

who can represent the city "'hen dealing with state or 

county OfficialB on street matters. 

(Page 7J. ASF Report) 
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The Road Study CQIUIlittee concurs in the substance of all. of the recommendations 

of the Automotive Sarety Foundation pertaining to the:arterial street fund, excepting 

that referring to the establishment of an an arterialst~tfund,that referring to 

adequate engineering and that to a 1.5 per cent- aUocaUonfor reseau:h for ",hich 

the CQnmittee has made prOVision elsewhere, am recanmendsl 

1. That the General Assembly enact legislation 

a. ReqUiring cities over 5,000 population to prepare rive-year am 

cities and towns under 5,000 population to prepare one-year advance 

construction programs subject to annual. revie>l and revision as 

changes in Circumstances may indicate; 

b. PrOViding for the suhm1ssion of annual budgets, plans, and programs 

to the State Highway CQnmission for examination and review by 

December l. prior to the beginning of each fiscal. year; 

c. Requiring all muniCipalities to account anrmaJ.ly ror all street 

funds and for any other funds invol.ving allotments or road use 

tax funcls for streets, in a report to the State Higbway Ccrnmission 

on fonna prescribed by the COIMd15s1on for that purpose; and, 

d. Requiring each nnmicipal.ity to designate one responsible official 

>/ho can represent the city or to>In when dealing with state or 

county officialB on street matters, 
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D. 'l'raff1e Engineering for r:ity and Town Stmg 

Iowa law requires adoption of a unif'o~ system of traffic control devices, 

signs, an:! markings on any public road or street. In general, the rural high

ways conf~ with this requirement, at least, to the extent that installations 

are made. The situation on priml.ry road extensions is, however, in need of 

considerable improvement. The number oJ: non-conf'OI'III1ng installations on the"e 

extensions in mun1c1palities is greater by far than on the rural primary rOllds. 

The problem on these extensions can be corrected most rapidly by giving the State 

HighWay Call1llission full responsibility for t.haft as reeOl!llll&nied elsewhere in this 

report. 

To achieve conformity on other city streets and to provide the great majority 

of the cit1eG and tCIWM with sorely needed advice ani assistance with respect to 

traffic engineering problems, the AutQ!\otive Safety Foundation recanmendedl 

1. That the General AsB8lllbly enact legislation authorizillg and directing 

the State Higl1llay Canmission to provide technical advice on traff1e 

engineering and related problems to municipal1ties under 50,000 

population, at their request and at cost. (Page 73. ASF Report) 

The Road Study Committee concurs in this recOllllllBndation alli, in turn, recom.

mendSl 

1. That the General AsseI!lbly enact legislation incorporating the substance 

of the recommendation of the Automotive Safety Foundation with respect 

to traffic engineering for municipal1ties as given here and on page ?J 

of the report, "Iowa Highway Needs". 

E. Contracts between Cities an:! Towns or Counties 

The Automotive Safety Foundation study reveals that only about ten per cent 

of the 89lll!Unicipal1ties unier 5,000 popul.atton regularly 8lIIploys engineers or 

consultants for street worle. Most towns are too small for effieient constructiC2l 

Or maintenance activity. Certainly some practical means should be found to im

prove "treet planning and administration in these canmunit1es. 

-



The Automotive safety Foundation proposes that the counties assume rull 

responsibility for the extensions of all secondary ro&ds inside III11nicip&l1ties 
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of less than 5.000 people. This fails to provide anything on behalf of the re

Mining local streets. Considering the many problems involved in street management 

in the slllllll.er c1 ties and towns. the Antanotive Safety P'oundation recommended: 

1. That the General Assembly enact legislation authorizing III11nicipalities 

of less than 5.000 people to contract with larger adjoining cities 

ar with counties in which they are locaUtd to provide street con

struction or .... intenance. or both. at cost to be paid by the smaller 

mun1eipality. (Page 74. ASP' Report) 

The Road Study Canmittee con::urs in the substance ot the recCllllllendat10n of 

the Autaootive Safety Foundation with respect to contracts between municipalities 

and other mUnicipalities or counties far street construction and maintenaree and 

recQ1Ullends more specifically: 

1. That the General Assembly enact legislation authorizing municipalities 

of less than 5.000 population to contract. when. as, and if! it be 

mutually agreeable, with adjoining larger cities or with counties in 

which they are located to provide street construction or maintenaree. 

or both. at c08t to be paid by the municipal1ties for which the work 

is done. 

F. Bonds for Acceleration of Street Prograllll5 

The backlog of deferred am urgently needed improvements on city and town 

streets is so great that some means of accelerating its elimination l1I&y be 

advisable if adeq1lllte revenue for servicing the indebtedness is provided. 

To permi t cities an:! tams to take advantage of bond financing for the 

el:!l!l1nation of this backlog in the event additional funds are provided from any 

basic source of revenUe for city ard town streets, the Road Study Ccmm1ttee 

proposes that the cities and towns be given the same opportunities to do so 

as it recommended for state Highiolay COllD1\ission and the counties for accelerating 



improvements on the primary and secondary roads respectively and, therefore 

recol1llr.ends: 
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1, That the General Assembly enact legislation oroviding for the issuance 

revenue bonds by the cities and towns, for the acceleration of street 

~rovement urograms, said bonds to be redeemed and serviced from 

anticipated allotments of road Use tax funds for city and town streets. 

G. Increase in Levy on Prowrty in Cities and Towns 

To provide additional revenue to counties for secondary roads, the Road 

Study Committee deems it advisable to increase the optional 5/8 mill road levy 

on property in cities and towns and, therefore recommends: 

1. That the General Assembly enact legislation increasing the optional 

five eighths mill road levy on uroperty in cities and towns to one and 

one half mills. 

-

-
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Chapt4r IV 

State Park and Institutional Roads 

I. Introdact1on 

In an;y attempt to classity the roads or a large area such as the state 
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at Iowa on the basis of functions performed, or semces rendered, of neceasi ty 

for certain types at adainiatrative attention, or or any other logical or 

reasonable assuaption there al.ways remains II _11 lllUeage or widely distributed 

seglllents or road that fail to t'it properly in any or the classit'ications chMen 

because or the Sp8Cal nature either or the uses or these roads or or the purposes 

for which they are established. In Iowa, this re .... inder inclndell a total of 274 

miles or roads and streets at state parks and at state institutions. 

A. Definitions ot State Park and Institutional Roads 

Section )06.2, (2) Code, l.9.58 "tates that the tera ·institutional. roads" 

shall. inclUde those highways. eitber inside or outside or cit1es and towns, 

upon or adjacent to l.at¥i belcmging to the "tate at any state institution. 

Section 306.2, (6) Cede, 1958 states that the term 'state park roads' shall 

include all those highways and roads, either inside or outside or cit1es and 

towns. ~ land belonging to the "tata at any state park. 

B. Jurisdiction or state P"rIe an:! Institutional Roads 

Sectl.on )06.3, Code, 19.58, provides, among other things, that jurisdiction 

and control ewer the highways at the state are vested in and imposed on (1)-----; 

(2) -----; (3) the board or cOllllld.ssion in control or any state park or institution 

as to roads at such state park or institution. 

Th1.s section turther provides for COlX'urrent jurisdiction by the State 

Highway C~lIsion and the State Conservation CQIUId"sion and by tbe BOIlrdll of 

Supervisors and the Conservation Commission with respect to state park roads but 

QIlits any provision for cOIlOurrent jurisdiction by cities and towns and any Board 

or Commission with respect to either state parle or institutional. roads. 

Chapter 207, Acts at the 58th General Assembly provides tor the coostruction 
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and mainteDance of ill state park and institutional roads, as defined in Section 

306.2, Code 1958. by the State Highway Commission. 

Fran a review of these several statutory pro'>'1sions it is obvious that they 

create conflict in jurisdiction over roads or streets which are adjacent to a 

state institution. In fact, such roads inside cities or towns appear to be under 

overlapping rather than concurrent jurisdictions of three agereies, the Board in 

Control of the institution, the city or town in which the 1nStitution is located 

and, for construction and maintenance. the State Highway Canmission. Such roads 

outside cities or towns involve, similarly, at least two agencies, e1 ther the 

Board in Control thereof and the State Highway Commission or the Board in Control 

thereof and a Board of Supervisors. 

The ambiguity of the above provisions raises a llIIIIIber of questions, for example 

1. Does a city have any jurisdiction over a street within its corporate 

limits and adjacent to a state institution under the control of a 

state borad or commiSSion? 

2. Does a city or town have authority to expend any of its fums for 

either the improvement or maintenance of a street within its Cor

pot'ate limits and adjacent to a state institution' 

3. Does a county have authority to expend any of its funds for either 

the construction or maintenance of a road adjacent to a state 

institution? 

4. Does the State Highway Commission have authority to expend any of 

its funds for either construction or maintenance for a road or street 

inside a city or town and adjacent to a state institution or on a 

road outside of a city or town and adjacent to IJ1lch institution? 

El1mination of the words, "or adjacent to", frOlll Section 306.2 (2) Code, 

1958thereby restoring jurisdiction of the roads or streets adjacent to a state 

institution to the local authority which has jurisdiction over that portion of 

the road or street which 'is not adjacent to a state institution rut connects with 

-
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sUCh road or street, would Clarli'y the statute and render unnecessary attempts 

to find answers for the many questions raised b.r the presence of these words in 

the statute. 

Noting the confusion in the current statutes pertaining to state park and 

institutional roads, the AutQnotive Safety Foundation recommended: 

1. That the General Assembly enact legislation clarU'ying the responsi

bility for state park and institutional roads. (Recamtendation 7, 

Pages 33 and 34, ASF Report) 

'!he Road Study COIIIIli ttee, recol!1mends I 

1. That the General Assembly enact legislation deleting the words "fir. 

adjacent to· fran Section ;06.2 (2) Code, 1958 thereby restoring 

jurisdiction of roads or streets adjacent to a state institution to 

their respective local authorities. 

ll. State Park and Institutional Roads Finance 

Chapter 207, Acts or the 58th General Assembly provides for the payment by 

the State Highway CCI1IIII1l1sion from primary road funds of costa for construction, 

improvement, and maintenance of all state institutional roads as now defined in 

Section ;06.2 (2) Code, 1958 and all roads in state parks as defined in Section 

306.2 (6) Code, 1958. 

State Park and Institutional Roads were ani tted fran the needs programs. It 

was estima ted however that the average annual costs tor thelle roads over the next 

20 years would be about $710,000 for the 274 miles of roads and streets involved. 

(Page 81, PAS Report) 

The Road Study COoI!I1ttee considers the state park and institutional roads 

to be the f"inancial responsibility or the people or the state as a whole rather 

than that or particular agency and theref"ore recommendsl 

1. That the General Assembly enact legislation providing for an appropria

tion frCIII the road use tax fund f"or state park and institutional roads 

. before there be any division thereof". 



CHAPTER V 

Road Use Tax F'uOO 

Approximately one half of all revenue for highway purposes in Iowa is de

rived from taxation of some feature of motor vehiCle ownership or operation. 

The major portion of the revenue from these sources passes through the road use 

tax fund. 

I. Composition of Road Use Tax Fund 

The Road Use Tax Fund, as defined in Section 312.1, Code, 1958, as aroended 

and revised in Chapter 250, Acts of the 58th General AsseJllbly, is composed of 

all the net proceeds of the registration of motor vehicles; all of the net 

proceeds of the motor vehicle ruel taxes or license fees; all revenue derived 

from the use tax On motor vehicles, trailers, and motor vehicle accessories and 

equipment; ten per cent of the net revenues from the sales tax; and any other 

funds which may be law credited to the road use tax fund. The motor vehicle 

fuel taxes or license fees referred to here are the four and five cent per 

gallon taxes or fees levied through provisions of Chapter 324, Code, 1958. 

II. Basis of I;istribution of Road Use Tax F'uOO 

Allocations from the road use tax fund as prescribed in Section )12.2 

and 312.3 Code, 1958, as amended and revised by Chapters 60 and 61, Acts of 
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the 58th General Assembly and in Section 312.5, Code, 1958 are of two kinds, one 

kind prOViding for the allotment of a specified percentage or amount for parti

cular purposes prior to apportionment on any other basis and the other kirxi 

providing for the allocation of the remainder after the application of the pre

Visions of the first. 

The first kind includes an allotment of two per cent of the total road 

use tax fund to the cities arxi towns street funds prior to any other allocations 

and an allotment of $10,000 per month to the highway grade crossing safety fund. 

The seconq kind incllXles allocation of the remainder of the road moe tax funds to 

..... 

-

..... 



r r r { ( ( ( f ( 

IOWA ROAD AND STREET FUNDS AND THEIR 
USE-1959 

NOTE: 
fiGURE:; 

REVENUES r------,. i 
TAX 

STATE CONTROLLED FUNDS 

E X PIE 
CONSTRU CTION 

STATE PRIMARY SYSTEM 
~I09.fl 

REGISTRAT10N 
S46.& 

S4l~'& 

ROAD USE 1)l.X FUND 
596.& 

~~ 

SECONDARY ROAD F\JNl) 

$&5.& 

COUNTY CONTRJLLEO 
FUNDS 

TIU RES 
I I 

MAINT. I OTHER 

f..JJ<-I'.L SECONDARY SYSTEM 
$62.6 

$2~7.1 

.. 

f 

SOURCE: IOWA STATE HIGHWAY COMMISSION & U.S. BUREAU OF' PUBLIC ROADS NOTE: LOCAL MUNICIPAL RECEIPT'Jo & MUNICIPAL EXPENDITURES 
ARE ESTIMATED. P.A.S,-19&O 



-
-

the primary road fund, to the farm-to-market road fund, to the secondary road 

fund and to the cities and towns street construction funds on a percentage 
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basis fiJced by law. This is the final step in the allocation to the ~mary 

road fund. The portion allocated to the secondary road fund and a part of the 

portion allocated to the farm-.to-market road fund are distributed among the 

counties in the ratio that the area of each county bears to the total area of 

the whole state and the remainder of the portion allocated to the farm-to-market 

road fund is distributed ~ng the counties on the basis of need. The two 

portions (one for each kind of distribution) allocated to citiee and towns 

street funds are both distributed alDOng the cities and towns in the ratio 

that the population of each ci~ or town bears to the total population of ...u 

such ci ties and towns. 

nr. Apportionment. of Road Use Tax Fund 

Under the present method of distribution the allocations are as follows: 

A. Fixed percentage of total road use tax fund 

1. Two per cent to cities and towns street fund 

B. Fixed amount of total road use tax fund less 2% 

1. $10,000 per month to the highw~ grade crossing safety fund. 

e. Percentage allocations of remailrler of road use tax fund after 

deductions of two ~r cent and of ~lO.OOO R!:!r lIlOnth 

1. Primary Road Fund 42 per cent 

2. Secondary Road Fund 35 " " 
3. Farm-to-r.arket Road Fund 15 " • 
4. Cities and town street fund 8 n h 

5. Total 100 Per Cent 

1;. J;iv1sion 8JIIOng counties 

1. Secondary Road Fund allotment distributed on area baSis. 

2. Farm-to-Market Road Fund. 

a. SiXty per cent of allotment distributed on area basis 
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b. Forty per cent of allotment distributed on needs basis. 

E. Division among cities and towns 

1. Two per cent of total road use tax fund. 

a. Cities and towns street funds allotment distributed on 

population basis. 

IV. Special Motor Vehicle Fuel Taxes 

In addition to the allocation from the road use tax fund. the primary road 

fund receives the net proceeds of two special ~otor vehicle fuel taxes of one cent 

per gallon as provided in Chapter 44. Acts of the 57th General Assembly. 

The proceeds of ona of these are for use in widening and improving primary 

roads now provided with a narrow paved roadway. The proceeds of the other are 

for use in providing paved roadways on prirr~~y roads having a gravel or crushed 

stone roadway surfacing. These are te~ora.~ taxes which expire July 1, 1961 

unless either continued or rr~de permanent by Act of the General Asse~ly. 

V. Recommendations 

It is obvious from the study of highway needs and of highway finances. that 

any serious attempt toward realization of the highway improvement programs de

veloped in the needs study will require. at the least. the amount of funds now 

available and th~ough natural increases for highway purposes. 

A. Two cent Temoorary Motor Vehicle Fuel Taxes 

As a first step toward provision of the necessary funds for the proposed 

highway p~ogram$. the Road Study Co~ittee reco~~nds: 

1. That the General Assembly enact legislation making permAnent 

the motor vehicle fuel taxes levied in Chaoter 44. Acts of 

the 57th General Assembly. in total amount of two cents per 

gallon. beginning July 1. 1961; continuing the use of the 

revenue from this two cent motor vehicle fuel tax until Janu

ary 1. 1962 in the same manner as now provided by law; and. 
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providing that after January 1, 1962 the revenue from this 

two cent motor vehicle fuel tax be placed in the road use 

tax fund. 

B. Motor Vehicle License Fees 

The Public A~~nistration Service concluded that the Iowa automobile fee 

schedule was obviously in need of simplification. This conclusion was based on 

the observation that user responsibility in support of highways bears no relation

ship to age or value of the vehicle which he operates. 

Consequently the Public Administration Service recommended: 

1. That the reduction in automobile license fees on the basis of age 

be eliminated, 

2. That a flat fee be applied to all automobiles regardless of age or 

value, and 

3. That the level of taxation of automobiles be reduced to $20 per year 

-- as indicated by the incremental study made by that agency. 

(Pages 54 and 55 and Table 0.15. PAS Report) 

The Public Administration Service also proposed a fee shcedule for 

trucks and buses which was based on the results of an incremental analysis of 

road user responsibilities. This schedule would produce about the total revenue 

as is now being produced but the load would be distributed differently a~Dng 

the vehicle groups (Page D-4 and Table 0-2, PAS Report). 

The Road study Committee is unable to concur in any proposals of the Public 

Administration Service pertaining to motor vehicle license fees but does reco~~nd: 

1. That the General Assembly consider the oroposal of the State 

HighwaY Commission for revision of the truck fee schedule as 

set forth below and in Table 6 in the AppendiX of this report 

and examine administrative procedures for the determination of 

the values and weights of automObiles which are used in the 

computation of the license fees for these vehicles in Iowa. 



C~~qCIAL VEHICLE 
REGISTRATIONS 

It has been more than a decade since the Iowa Registration Fee 
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sched~les have been revised. Since the last revisions of the fee shcedule, 

the concept of highway travel has increased for the individual motorist 

thereby creating new and greater demands for new and modern highways. 

In the eleven years that have elapsed since the last revision of 

registration fees in 1950, a number of inequities have developed. This 

is especially true in fees charged various types of commercial vehicles. 

If the registration fees are to be dete~mined in pa~t by the gross 

weigr.t of the vehicle, then these fees should be nearly equal per ton of 

gross weight~gardless of the type of vehicle or the type of operation. 

A se~ies of tables have been prepared based upon 1958 registrations, 

which point out soree of the more serious inequities presently existing 

in the current schedule of commercial vehicle registrations. (See Appendix) 

Table 1 shows the present fea shcedule for trucks and buses and for 

truck-tractors. This table also shows the number of vehicles of each 

type in each gross weight class and the revenue produced by these vehicles 

in 1958. 

Table 2 points out one of the serious inequities that exists under 

the present schedule of fees for cornrr~rcial vehicles. For example, a 

truck and trailer combination may presently be registered for a combined 

gross weight of 24 tons for a combined annual registration fee of $210 

~y using a trailer registered for 16 tons and a truck registered for 

8 tons. A single unit truck registered for the same gross weight (24 tons) 

must pay an annual registration fee of $565 and a truck_tractor semitrailer 

combination registered for these same 24 tons must pay an annual fee of 

$595. This inequity in fee schedule can be corrected by requiring the 



power unit of a combination, whether it be a truck or truck-tractor, to 

be registered for the total gross weight of the combination. 
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Table 3 shows the annual, the average and the average registration 

fees per ton of registered gross weight for single unit trucks and buses 

and for trucks with trailers. This table further points out the inequities 

that presently exist between registration fees for trucks and for trucks 

with trailers. 

Table 4 shows a comparison of the fees charged for truck-tractors 

only and truck tractor semitrailer combinations. 

Table 5 is a summary of the annual fees charged to register trucks, 

truck and trailer combinations and truck-tractor semitrailer combinations. 

Table 6 is a suggested fee schedule which will eliminate the truck

trailer registration fee inequity and which will partially eli~~nate the 

ineqUity that presently exists in the fee schedule for vehicles in the 

lower gross weight groups. In this schedule it is proposed to eliminate 

the three ton registration classification and to register all vehicles in 

two ton increments. This fee schedule provides for registering all power 

units for the combined gross weight of the combination and charging a 

flat five dollar registration fee for all traile~s and semitrailers 

regardless of gross weight. This proposed schedule of fees takes into 

account that the smaller vehicles of the commercial classification have 

steadily increased in empty weight during the last ten years until at 

present a typical vehicle is 1,000 pounds heavier than its counterpart 

was in 1950. 



C. Mdi tional. Sources of Revenue 

The Public Administration Service suggested several sources of additional. 

revenue for higm.ay purposes. (Pages 44. 45. 46. 82. 83. 84. 85. and 86. PAS 

Report) 

The Road Study Committee suggests 

1. That the General Assembly consider and explore other sources of 

revenUe for bghway Durooses as suggested in the Public Adminis

tration Service report with the view of meeting the needs of all 

of the highway Systems. 

C. ?rior Allocations of Roai Use Tax Funds 
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There are certain expenditu.~s nOW chargeable to specific allocations of the 

roed use tax fund that bear little relation to the purposes for which the alloca

tions are roade. such as payment of engineering costs of the State Highway Com

mission which are attributable to county roads or municipal streets and payment 

of costs of construction and maintenance of state park and institutional roads 

from primary road tunds. 

To correct this situation. the Road Study Committee recommends: 

1. That the General Assembly enact legislation providing for the 

bUdgeting and appropriation of fixed sums from the road use tax 

fund for 

a. Engineering costs of the State Higm.ay Comffiission tr~t are 

attributable to secondary roads. 

b. Engineering costs of the State Higm.ay CommiSSion that are 

attributable to roads and streets in cities and towns other 

than extensions of ori~~ry roads. 

c. Costs of construction and maintenance of state park and in

stitutional roads, 

d. The highway grade crossing safety fund. and 

~. 

-



e. Costs of highway research and planning, all before allo

cation of the road use tax fund far any other purpose. 

E. Allocations of Road Use Tax Funds 

On the basis of results of an earnings credit analysis for the determi

nation of fiscal responsibility for ,he highways of Iowa, the Public Adminis

tration Service concluded: 

63 

1. That 5.5 per cent of revenues fraili'. road user taxes should be 

allocated to the state for use on primary roads, both rural 

and urban; 30 per cent, to the counties for use on secon

dary roads; and 1.5 per cent, to the cities and towns for use 

on city and town streets other than extensions of primary 

roads. 

This agency also concluded that these allocations provided for a distri

bution of user revenues such that each local unit of goverllll1E!nt could meet its 

needs (presumably the costs of the proposed highway improvement programs) if 

it operates with reasonable efficiency and makes a reasonable local tax effort. 

Formula now used allocate 42 per cent of the road use tax fund 8.3 now 

constituted to primary roads, .50 per cent to secondary roads, and 8 per cent 

to cities and towns. A two per cent preallocation deduction from the road use 

tax funds provides the cities and towns with about 10 per cent of the total 

road use tax fund. Cirect receipt of the net revenue of a special two cent 

motor vehicle fuel tax provides the primary roads with about .50 per cent and 

the city and town streets with about 8 per cent of the total net revenue from 

road USer taxes. This leaves the secondary roads about 42 per cent of that 

revenue. 

With the allocation formula proposed qy the Public Administration Service 

the primary road system would have a surplus of $9 million over the costs re

quired for the ZO-year program of highway improvements that was developed in 

the needs stWy unless bonds were used in the acceleration of the elimination 
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of the backlog. This would cause a deficit of about $69,000,000 Jue principally 

to payment of interest on the bonds. 

with this formuJ.a, the counties would have a deficit of about $20 million 

per year or a total or ;pJ92 milUon over the 20-year period required ror the 

execution or the proposed secondary road improvement program. The Public Ad

ministration Service suggested that +2.1 million per year or a total of $42 

million of this deficit be covered by increase in property taxes and Use or 

special assessments and that the remainder, $17.5 million per year Or a total 

of $350 million be met by appropriations from the state general fund over the 

20-year period of the program. 

With this formula, the cities and towns would have a deficit of $3.5 

million per year or a total of $69 million over the 20-year period given for 

the execution of the proposed program of road and street improvements in these 

places. The Public Administr~tion Service proposed that all of this deficit 

~ met by increases in local taxes. 

Under this formula, division of the allocation to the counties among the 

counties is on the basis of need, first, of each or the three systems, County 

Trunk, County Feeder and Local County Road System as a whole, and rinally, 

the portions to each of these on the basis of the ratio of the needs of each 

county to the total needs of the entire individual system in the state. The 

suggested allocations to the syste~~ were 16 per cent of the total road use 

tax fund to the County Trunk Road System; 9 per cent to the County Feeder 

Road System; and 5 per cent to the Local Secondary Road System. 

With this formula, the distribution among cities and towns is somewhat 

more complex. For this purpose the Public Administration Service proposed; 

1. That the allocation be made on the basis of the needs, as found in 

the needs study first, the individual systems, and finally, among 

the individual cities and towns as follows: 

a. Allocate 11 per cent of the total state user revenue to the 

... 

-



arterial street systems of the cities and towns of the state as 

a whole. 

b. Allocate 4 per cent of the total state user revenue to the access 

street eystem of the cities and towns of the state as a whole. 

c. Allocate the shares of both of these systems to population groups 

on the basis of needs. and finally. 

d. Distribute the population group shares for each system within the 

groups on a population basis. 

(Pages 50. 57. 65. 73. 75. 83. and Tables B.5. P,A.S. Report) 

The Road Study Committee concurs. in part. with the basic allocations of 

55. 30. and 15 per cent. but considers the creation of special funds for each 

road system unduly complex for the purposes to be served. preferring to leave 

the distribution of funds among systems to boards of supervisors and town govern

ments as a matter of discretion with these agencies and of negotiation between 

these agencies and the state Highway Commission in connection with the review 

or approval of the budgets for road and street improvements. and therefore. 

recollll18nds: 

1. That the General Assembly enact legislation providing for the 

allocation of fifty per cent of the road use tax fund to the 

primary road fund, thirty-five per cent to secondary road funds 

and fifteen per cent to city and town street funds. on and 

after January 1. 1962. and. continuing the s~e allocations now 

provided by law from July 1. to and including December 31. 1961. 

(See Tabulation of Distribution of 35 per cent of Road Use Tax 

Fund to counties and Tabulation of Distribution of 15 per cent of 

Road Use Tax Fund among cities and towns both of which are based 

on estimated receipts for 1961 after deduction of prior allocations 

proposed on page 60 of this report. Estimated balance after these 

deductions is $114.445.876.00) 



Chapter VI 

Safety 

I. Introduction 

Safe and convenient highway transportation. will not necessarily be assured 

by the very best system of roads that Iowa could build and Jnaintain. Safer and 

more convenient transportation can come only by concerted efforts of the people 

of Iowa to plan and establish long-range highway safety prograJllS. While safety 

starts and is centered in the individual, state organizations. outside and within 

government, need to provide the impetus for safety programs. Tbi long_range 

planning and public policy that were esstential in building good highways are 

necessary in dealing with our highway safety probleMS. 

A. Driving a Right or a Privilege 
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A "right to drive" proponent can say that nationally the number of deaths per 

lCe million miles of traveling have been cut in half the last 20 years, from 12 to 

6. Yet, the economic costs and loss as a result of accidents still run into millions 

of dollars. With Iowa recognizing driving as a ·privilege", we are convinced that 

our records of traffiC accidents can be improved through well planned, long-range. 

coordinated programs helped by legislative actions. 

B. Interest in Highway Safety 

Many Iowans are interested in safety. The different groups and individuals 

who presented their views to this subCommittee are evidence of this interest. (a 

listing of these persons is attached. See page 18, Report of Subcommittee on 

Eighway Safety.) Also at hearings of the full committee held in Storm Lake, 

AtlantiC. Ottumwa. and Waterloo, some of the liveliest discussions concerned 

highway safety. 

The ~4jor need. is provision for a continuity of leadership to work with 

various individuals and groups interested in all safety programs. The governor 

and the legislature need to assume the responsibility of providi~ this leader

ship and funds necessary to implement action programs. 

.... 
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C. Work of the Subcommittee 

Many ideas and suggestions for possible study were given to the subcommittee 

on Highway Safety. However. in view of other work for the full committee, it has 

had to concentrate its efforts on those highway safety problems Which seemed to 

be of greatest urgency or of the most interest. Because.of the vast amount of 

further study and planning that should be done, the subcommittee suggested that 

the Road Study Co~ttee ask the 59th General Assembly to provide for a compre

hensive. continuing study of highway safety problems and programs. The last 

parts of the report of the subcommittee on Highway Safety oontains listings 

of some of the problems given to this subco~ittee that should be given further study. 

(See pages 19 to 31 of the Report of the subcommittee on Highway Safety) 

D. RecolQ1)9ndations 

The following are the recommendations of the subcommittee on Highway Safety 

to the Road study Committee. 

Concurring in these recommendations. the Road Study Committee recomrr~ncis: 

1. Traffic Coordinating Committee of State Officials 

That the General Assembly enact legislation creating a traffic sarety 

coordinating committee of state a~strative Officials. This 

committee should have the responsibility for planning and coordi

nating traffic safety programs carried out by the individual de

partment and division heads. 

2. Continuing Legislative Study Committee 

That the General Assembly enact legislation providing for continu_ 

ing safety studies by a legislative study committee particularly 

of motor vehicle and traffic safety matters. from a legislative 

policy vie\{ point. This committee could be created as an inde

pendent study committee. or it could be a subcommittee of the 

Legislative Research Committee. Two menbers of this cowmittee 

should serve on the coordinating co~ttee in an advisory capacity. 



3. State Citizens Safety Council 

That the General Assembly enact legislation encouraging the es

tablishment of a rtatewide citizens safety councll. Both the 

coordinating c~ttee and the legislative studY committee 

suggested in "1" and "2" abOll'e should encourage the creation of 

,.uch a citizens council to leo:! public support for official 

safety programs and to provide ideas for dealing with highway 

safety problems. Consideration should be given by the legisla

ture to partial financial support by the state of the work 

of this citizens group. 

4. TraffiC Safety Coordinator 
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That the General Assembly enact legislation establishing the 

position of traffic safety coordinator to be filled bY appoint

ment by the governor or bY the coordinating collllllittee. This 

position shouJ.d be filled by a qualified person in the traffic 

safety field. He would work with the state safety collllllittees and 

the state departments in planrUng and carrying out safety pr0-

grams, and would assist state, community and county safety 

councils. His duties ,.hould be similar to those for the director 

of traffic safety in the Indiana law, 

5. Local Traffic Safety Programs 

That it should be the policy of the coordinating collllllittee, the 

traffic safety coordinator, and the state citizens safety council 

to help counties and municipalities establish local safety 

councils to carry out safety programs' 

6. Analysis of the Iowa Motor Vehicle Laws 

That the General Assembly consider, in the near future, needed 

changes in the motor vehicle laws of the state. A cOmparison 

of the motor laws of Iowa with the Unifo~ Motor Vehicle Code 

-



, 
69 

discloses that some changes are necessary. rn some respects, the 

Iow3 Kotor Vehicle La"s are better and mo,-e cOlT.plete than the Uni

form Motor Vehicle Code. This comparison .~ll be on file in the 

Legislative Research Bureau for study and revie", by members of the 

legislature and by legislative committees. 

7. Probationary Licenses for Young Persons 

That the Ger.eral Asse~ly enact legislation p~oviding that drivers 

licenses i$sued for persons 16 to 20 years of age be probat~onary; 

that such licenses would be s~spended for a minimum of six 

months upon cinviction of any moving traffic violation as defined 

by law; and that such licenses could be s~spended for a longer 

period of time at the discretion of the courts. Consideration 

should be given also to restriction against driving on these 

licenses between 12, midnight, and 6 a.m., except when accompanied 

by a parent or guardian. or when authorized by written per~~ssien 

from a superintendent of schools, a l7J3yor, or of such ether 

public official as the legislature may designate. for use of a 

motor vehicle to travel to and from or engage in work or fo,," other 

essential ?urpose. 

8. Legislation Concerning the Drinking Driver 

That the General Assembly enact legislation strengt~ening Iowa la~ 

with resoect to the "drinking driver" and in so doing consider tr-e 

alternative types of control set forth in the report of the Sub_ 

committee on Highway Safety to the Road Study Co~ttee and make 

its own decision as to which rr~ght best serve to correct the 

problem of "driving ~hile ability is impaired by alCOhol." 

E. Reoort of Subco~~ttee on Highway Safety 

The report of the Subcommittee on Highway Safety to the Road Study Com_ 

mittee has been published and distributed as a separate document. Reference 



should be made to that report for the detaUed information tot'llling the basis 

of the foregoing re<:ommendations. 
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CHA?TER VII 

Miscellaneous Recommendations 

I. Introduction 
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From time to time in the course of its discussion. the Road Study Com

mittee considered a number of matters relating to agencies having jurisdiction 

over highways and to other agencies of government. 

A. Budget Law Application to Other Agencies 

One of these matters is the situation of the Motor Vehicle Fuel Tax 

Department of the Office of the Treasurer of the State and of the State Highway 

Commission with respect to the budget law. Neither agency 1s now subject to 

__ the provisions of that law. 

-

The Road Study Committee recommends: 

1. That the General AssemblY enact legislation placing the Motor 

Vehicle Fuel Tax Department of the office of the Treasurer of 

State and the State Highway COmmission under the budget law 

except for funds which are re9u~red to match federal-aid alloted 

to the state by the federal government for special purposes. 

B. Continuation of Road Studies 

The importance of highways to the health and growth of the economy of Iowa 

is so great as to make highw~-s a subject of constant interest to the General 

Assemblies and to the people of Iowa. 

The Road Study Comrr.ittee reco~.end8: 

1. That the General Assembly enact legislation oroviding for the 

creation of a road study committee. similar to that authorized 

py House Joint Resolution 12. Acts of the 58th General Assembly. 

to further review, during the interim between the 59th and the 60th 

General Assemblies. the many prob1e~~ with respect to highways 



which will continue to confront the people of Iowa. 

c. Bcdget. Program. and Inventory 

Any and all units of government of the state participating in the expellii

ture of road use tax funis for highway purposes should be I'equired to budget 

all road funds, local road property tax funds and other miscellaneous funds 

for construction and maintenance work; to program all construction work by 

individual projects; and to program the maintenance work into various classifi

cations, all as now required of the counties for the secondary road system. 

Further, an annual repcrt should be required frolll eacb: unit of government 

having jurisdiction OVer aLlY road system participating in the expenditure of 

road use tax funds. These reports should show actual expenditures and compare 

them with the budget and progr8lllS established for the period involVed in each 

caSe .. 

All secondary road budgets, programs. and reports must be on a calendar 
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year basis due to dependency on property tax income and legislation affecting the 

secondary road system should become effective as of January 1, 1962. 

It sh()uld be mandatory that the unit of government 10 charge of each road 

system revise and keep current annually the Automotive Safety Foundation engi

neering inventory sheets covering roads or routes for which the status is changed 

by completion of projects or for other reasons and that the State Highway Com

mission keep the revised inventories on file. 

The Road Study Camilli t tee rec"-nds: 

1. That the General Asselllbly enact legislation requiring the prepa

ration, submission. approval. and adoption of an annual budget, 

program for future construction and maintenance, annual report, 

and perpetual road inventory by each unit of government 10 the 

state that participates in the expenditure of road use tax funds 

for any road or street system under its jurisdiction. 

2. That the General Assembly enact legislation requiring that the 

.... 
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road or street programs involving eXPenditures of road use tax 

!unds, except as otherwise provided for the primary road systems, 

show pro,iect-by-project intentions for a three-year period in 

advance for county progr~i a five-year period for those for 

cities over 5,000; and a one-year period for those for cities 

and towns under 5, aeo population and be subject to annual review 

and revision as circumstances may require. 



MINORIlY REPORT NO. 1 

Chapter V II I 

~I' 
,~ 

We cannot concur in the recommendation of the majority for the allocation 

of the Road Use Tax fund because of the following reasons: 

1. Both the primary and secondary roads systems are established On standards 

WhiCh, if continued, wlll provide adequate and essential roads for the general 

traveillng public, trade, commerce and agricultural enterprises in Iowa, as well 

as provide necessary means of transportation for the economic, social and school 

needs of Our people; 

2. The proposed division of this fund, by the maJority, would, In our opinion, 

make It Impossible to have primary and secondary roads adequate to prOVide the 

above needs in our state; 

3. The providing of engineering and planning services for municipalities, 

together with other provisions in which they will benefit out of the Road Use Tax 

fund, Will be of material benefit to them. 

Therefore, It is our recommendation that the Road Use Tax fund be allocated 

as follows: 

A. The existing allocation continue until January 1, 1962; 

B. From January 1; 1962 to and including December 31, 1962 that 50% thereof 

be allocated to the primary system; 40% to the secondary system and 10% to the 

cities and towns; 

C. From January 1, 1963 to and including December 31, 1963 that 49% thereof 

be allocated to the primary system, 39% to the secondary system and 12% to cities 

and towns; 

D. from January 1, 1964 and thereafter 48% thereof be allocated to the primary 

system, 38% to the secondary system and 14% to Cities and towns. 

( , , .' 
\.' - "1.-' ' " -,,-----.......g_ .. ).,t~ V\ -~- .~., l--r l .- I() 't 

J('>'::::> "",: '. ',"- ". __ ' r. 



Chapter VIII. ~dnority Reports 

Minority Report No. 2 
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The Automotive Safety Foundation report "Iowa Highway Needs" shows that 

the average annual costs for highway improvements over the next 20 years total 

$278,006,000. The Public Administration Service report "Financing Iowa'S 

Highways' indicate that the average annual revenue for highways over the s~~ 

neriod will be about $258,150,000 or $19,856,000 less than the amount required 

to meet the needs for highway improvements. 

Further analysis of these data reveals that funds anticipated to be avail

able for each of the road or street systems is less than required to meet the 

needs of the system. $5,704,000 less for the prirr~ road system, $2,896,000 

less for the secondary road system, and $11,256,000 less for the city and town 

street systems, or $lJ.J60.coo for the latter if service of current debt be 

included in the needs. Consequently, with deficits in view for each of the 

systems and for the systems as a whole, any change in the present method of 

division of the anticipated revenues for highways can result only in a change 

in the relationships of the deficits for the systems, that is, a reduction of 

deficit for one means an increase in that for another. 

There are only two general solutions for this problev. (1) equalize the 

defiCiencies aroong the systems, that is, where one is disproportionally large, 

reduce it by a change on the method of division of revenues at the expense of 

one or batt of tte other systems, (2) increase the total revenue available for 

highway purposes and either reduce and equalize the deficits or elitr~nate them 

entirely. 

I opposed the action of the Pighway Study Committee in adopting the formula 

for allocation of the road use tax fund which provides 50 per cent for primary 

~ roads, 35 ?ar cent for secondary roads, and 15 per cent for city and town streets 

because it reduces the deficit for city and town streets at the expense of an 

increase in the deficit for secondary roads, in fact, leaves these roads .~th 
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about twice the deficit for primary roads and nearly five times the deficit for 

city and to.~ streets. This practically reverses the situation between second-

ar, roads and city and town streets under present method of division of highway 

revenues. I am in favor of a more equitable solution, therefore, I recommend 

1. That the General Assembly enact legislation providing for the allocation 

of 50 per cent of the road use tax fund to the pri~ary road fund, 38 

Der cent to the secondary road funds. and 12 per cent to city and t~n 

street funds on and after January 1. 1962 and continuing the method of 

allocation now in effect from July 1, 1961 to and including December 31, 1961. 

Adoption of this proposal would leave the deficit for primary roads at 

$5,704,000. increase that for secondary roads to about $8.0CO,OOO. and reduce 

that for city and town streets to about $6,000,000 Or to about $8,000.000 if 

service to present indebtedness be taken irito account. 

A better solution would be to increase the revenue for hig~~ay purposes. 

To that end I recommend wholly on ~ own motion: 

1. That the General Assembly enact legislation increasing the motor 

vehicle fuel tax to seven cents per gallon and dividing the revenue 
• 

as follows; 50 per cent to the prirr~y road fund, 38 oar cent to the 

secondary road funds. and 12 per cent to the city and town street 

funds. 

At current rate of consumption of motor vehicle fuel the additional one 

cent per gallon tax would produce about $9,600,000 per year and. if the antici-

pated increases in consumption are realized. would produce an average of about 

$13,000,COO per year in additional funds during the next 20 yeaTS. This would 

reduce the anticipated deficit for the 20-year Iowa highway 1rr.proverr~nt prograrr. 

and fOT the indiVidual systems incidentally by about 65 per cent. 

Respectfully submitted 

Member of Highway Study Co~mittee 



r { r [ r I 

COUNTY 

ADAIR 
ADAMS 
ALLA"'AKFf 
APPANOOSE 
AUDUBON 

QENTON 
RLAC~ HAW~ 

BOONE 
II RE" !'R 
RUCHANAN 

BUENA VISTA 
RUTLER 
CALHOUN 
CARROLL 
CASS 

CEDAR 
CERRO GORDO 
CHFROKFF 
CHICKASAW 
CLARKE 

CLAY 
CLAYTON 
CL INHl~ 
CRAWFORD 
DALLAS 

!)AVIS 
DECATUR 
DELAWARE 

{ . ( r-- r r 

PROPOSED DISTRIBUTION 
OF 

r r r 

35% OF ROAD USE TAX FUNDS TO COUNTIES 

ON " 
60% NEED - 40% AREA BASIS 

AREA 
DIsTRlal/tlaN OF ESTlMATED 1981 

1980 AnAl ""~ T .. " ~ .... ~~ 
IN 

SQUARE ROAD USE TAX ALLOCATION ALLOCATION TOTAL 
MILES APPORTIONM£ NT FOR FOR 

F-M ONLY ~ SECONDAA' 
ALLOCAnON 

573 432,147.33 107,320 244.165 352.085 
427 443.211.39 106,463 251,426 357.889 
f, 71 982,062.38 140,668 326.529 4610197 
0;13 451.453.54 H'I1 .114 258,586 359,700 
443 385.159.53 112,781 218,918 331.699 

112 541,846.~S; 1,0,846 343,431 494,;>77 
566 588.663.76 106,507 285.251 391.764 
576 433,535.33 106.611 7<\0,'>71 337.242 
434 <\';;:>.;>4(\.96 9;>.63" 220,690 ~13,529 

561 548.962.16 134.257 256.014 390,266 

580 439.829.91 117.821 290.4:?1 408.242 
.,71 433,316.33 1;>3.!60 300,711 423,877 
571 432.431.33 118.020 289.658 401.618 
572 432.591.33 117 .459 277011;> 394.591 
564 526.703.76 1":1"1.242 309.656 44;> .'l00 

516 499,077.33 134.010 299.137 433.747 
575 4 '')3 ,061 .33 134,828 283,3'>3 418.181 
573 432,147.33 100,324 253,98'l 354,313 
497 473,826.40 100,177 25'l,860 360.037 
428 ,39.141.,,, 92 .234 776,71" 318.949 

~73 432,748.3, 108,719 260,971 369,690 
790 643,053018 169,138 360,328 529,466 
709 5"14."8?1f> 147,,61 352.746 500.trJ7 
715 782,3 /.3.35 ?06.207 404,821 611,028 
592 447,697.48 98,720 225,356 ,24.076 

~07 388,0,1.'17 11'l,,37 "8,,)41 407,47, 
S33 550,705.04 104,331 261,522 365,853 
571 432,432." 107,')03 ,or),89n 408.7'l3 

r r . • 
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COUNTY 

OES MOINFS 
DICKINSON 

DUBUQUE 
FMMET 
FAYETTE 
FLOYD 
FRANKLIN 

FREMONT 
GREENE 
GRUNDY 
GUTHRIE 
HAMILTON 

HANCOCK 
HARD!N 
HARRISON 
HENRY 
HOWARD 

HUMROL!)T 
IDA 
IOWA 
J'!"CKSON 
JASPER 

JEFFERSON 
JOHNSON 
JONES 
KEOKUK 
1«()!;SlITH 

r ! ( r 

PROPOSED DISTRIBUTION 
OF 

{ r 

35% O? ROAD USE TAX FUNDS TO COUNTIES 
ON A 

6~~ NEED - 40% AREA BASIS 

c- c ( 

"RE" 
DIS J RI BuliON OF" ES IlMATf;O 111111 

IN 19110 ROAC~..IAlt ""o.1n" 
SQU"RE ROAD USE TAX ALLOCAnON ALLOCATION TOTAL 
MILES APPORTIONMENT FOR FOR 

F-M ONLY ~ SECONDAR~ ALLOCAnON 

429 360,0]4.39 q~,n5 221.3'34 316,5.,9 
411 311.560.82 88,197 224.785 312,982 

616 489,810.62 104,108 223.029 ,\27,137 
417 312,506.82 79,669 200,926 28(h595 
724 549.574.90 153.056 333.948 487.004 
495 379,999.40 92,903 206,610 299,513 
578 439.299033 124.968 279.136 404 tl 04 

522 428.287.47 107.373 23].493 338.866 
576 433.218.,3 113.8]9 244.249 358.068 
501 379,549.97 117,416 252.677 370.093 
597 448,485.48 115,723 301,381 417 t1 04 
570 432,274.33 99.206 235.5'30 334,736 

573 432.747.33 108.182 293.827 402.009 
569 426.137.76 119,139 257,085 371,224 
712 586,078.'35 153,322 347,641 500,963 
427 427,564.39 86,981 213,184 300.165 
468 426,748.68 89,412 195,708 285,120 

434 327.14,.96 77,032 169,Il51l 246,890 
430 326,512.96 94,! 26 215.364 309.490 
583 536.974.91 147,725 319,]93 461,91B 
649 7'3'3,498.31 134,481 340.479 474,960 
730 607,512.46 163.255 398.118 561,373 

431 446,519.96 87.109 244.954 337,063 
611 480.007.62 116.18, 295.615 431.798 
569 426.137.76 128.720 324.077 452.797 
~78 62~.O37.3' 133,363 318,1182 452.2'.5 
074 760.383.72 201,228 567.519 768.747 

( ( - ( 
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COUNTY 

LEE 
LINN 
LOIJISA 
LUCAS 
LYON 

"AOTSON 
MAHASKA 
MARTON 
MARC,HALL 
MILLS 

MITCHELL 
"IONONA 
MONROE 
MONTGOMERY 
MUSCATINE 

OBRIEN 
OSCEOLA 
PAGE 
PALO ALTO 
PlY"IOUTH 

POCAHONTAS 
POLK 
POTTAWATTAMI F 
POWESHIEK 
RINGGOLD 

~A( 

SCOTT 
SHFlFlY 

( c r- (. (" 

PROPOSED DISTRIBUTION 
OF 

, r 

35% OF ROAD USE TAX FUNDS TO COUNTIES 
ON A 

60% NEED - 40% AREA BASIS 

.. f - (" .. 

AREA 
DISTRIBUTION Of ESTIt.4ATED IHI 

IUO ROA!) USE TAX fU~IDS 
IN 

SQUARE ROAD USE TAX ALLOCAnON ALLOCAnON TOTAL 
MILES APPORTIONMENT FOR FOR 

f-M ONLY ~ SECONDAA~ ALLOCATION 

545 460.341.62 111.492 257.340 368.83Z 
717 654.854.15 181.517 416.041 591.558 
426 360.863."39 70.643 155.019 275.662 
432 366.826.96 104,415 264,930 3690345 
582 440,}45.91 108.843 "3;>9.814 438.677 

0;63 425,191.76 119.704 253,314 313.078 
575 591.912.33 136.120 294.542 430.662 
'571 486.,17.31 130.156 311.792 447.948 
572 432.589.33 108,6,5 313.816 422.40;1 
447 351,}78.53 113.660 242.358 356.018 

463 354.125.68 89.414 195.840 285,254 
708 783.791.71 15,.625 336.613 490.238 
433 381,050.96 89,540 214.788 304.328 
424 373.?86.'I<) 112.126 2:>2.3<)7 334.523 
455 422.043.11 <)9.815 214,581 314.396 

569 426.137.76 113.544 266.818 380.362 
395 297.082.67 80.t 56 183.<)08 264,064 
531 463.130.04 117.nO 287,887 405.1 77 
572 432,589.33 115.630 262.023 377,653 
861 654.866.78 210.R" 418.239 67<),077 

580 439,828.91 112.438 275,744 388.182 
596 867.803.4R 147.495 3,1.060 478,555 
'158 1093,,47.44 ?45.064 490,)43 735.207 
580 540,709.91 92,958 252.879 345.S:n 
540 409.612.67 110.956 777.177 388.113 

~76 413.;>19.33 129,533 302.52R 432.061 
470 405,flfl2.25 1100139 243.975 354,114 
<;89 1l2'i,502.91 1~4.R60 376,524 5,1.384 

( 
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COUNTY 

510UX 
STORY 

TA"1A 
TAYLOR 
UNION 
VAN AlJREN 
WAoELLO 

WARREN 
WASHINGTON 
WAYNE 
WERSTER 
WINNEBAGO 

WINNESHIEK 
WOODBURY 
WORTH 
WRIGHT 

( - r c- r ( -

PROPOSED DISTRIBUTION 
OF 

r [ 

35% OF ROAD USE TAX FUNDS TO COUNTIBS 
ON A 

60% NEED - 40% AREA BASIS 

c f { r 

DISTRIBUTION OF l;STiMA't. ... 18 ... 
AREA 

1860 ROAC USE .'TAX fUNDS 
IN 

SQUARE ROAD USE TAX ALLOCATION ALLOCATION TOTAL 
MILES APPORTIONME NT FOR FOR 

F-M ONLY f'u. SECONDAI\~ ALLOCAnON 

760 589,2::16.15 157.''117 431,786 589,10~ 

567 425,821.76 116.064 257,710 373,774 

720 54';,588.92 128,390 ",.6;>5 462,015 
534 448.019.04 115.395 271 ,248 386.643 
427 340,067.39 113.566 261.038 374,604 
490 475.642.40 95.165 234.569 '129.7,4 
438 414,890.96 107,941 216,759 324,70C 

571 552,337.33 153,860 328.<'In 482,781 
559 474,861.19 10"1.971 278.664 382.6'S 
524 3950134.47 124,442 288.543 412,9RS 
723 572,911.90 138,225 319.075 457,30C 
'199 297.711.67 88.031 715,785 103,?H 

686 609,466.63 155.IR9 406,108 561,291 
878 666,877 .8"1 193,774 447,IS5 635.929 
"199 320,751.67 74,794 173,251 248.045 
578 433,534.33 124.107 274.648 398.75S 

STATE TOTAL 560147 48{J'C; ,05B.9(, 12,000,000 28,060,565 4().06().565 

! - r - , 



r { ( - ( ,- I ( 

i NAla 
0' 

t CITY 0" TOWN 

1 DES MOINES 
1 POP GROuP TOTAL 

2 CEDAR RAPIDS 
2 DAVENPORT 
2 S lOUX CITY 
2 POP GROUP TOTAL 

3 COUNCIL BLUFFS 

~ DUBUQUE 
WATERLOO 

~ POP GROUP TOTAL 

AMES 
BURLINGTON 
CLINTON 
FORT DODGE 
IOWA CITV 
MASON ClTv 

1+ OTTUMWA 
POP GROUP TOTAL 

ROONE 
CEDAR FALLS 
CHARLES CITV 
FT f"AOlSON 
KEOKUK 
MARSHALLTOWN 
MUSCATINE 

( { r- ( -- ( 

COMPAaISC* or _mODS 
Por 

r 

DISTRIBUTIOM or ROAD USE TAX FUMDS 
AMONG CITUI AND TOWIIS 

r ( 

OIST"lauTION 0' E$TIMIITIO I" 
It eo Itto /lOA/) USE TAA fUNDI 

~ U$E TAlC 100'- 100'- tot.ott NUt> POPULATION ~TION"ENT ON ON : .. otrD 
I'Of'U,"A nON AlII. NUl) ON PO" 

208.982 997.963.53 1.878.224 3.036.10, 2.572.95 208.982 997.963.53 1,878.224 3.036 dOc 2.572.95 

92.035 405.395.33 827.164 1.045.91' 958 .41~ 88.981 418,028.91 799,715 768,31' 780,87' 89,159 470.974.33 801,316 916.32E 870.32, 270.115 1.294,398.57 2.428,195 2.730.55 2.609.'1' 

54.361 254.740.28 488.569 429.737 453.27C 56.606 278.527.05 508.746 388.763 436,'56 71.755 365.593.72 644.898 869.955 779.93, 182.722 898.861.05 1,642.213 1.688.455 1.669.958 

27.003 128.399.09 242.689 207.870 221.798 32.430 171.660.48 291.464 249.647 266.373 33.589 170.348.36 301.881 258.570 275.895 28.399 140.830.81 255.236 218.616 233.264 33.443 152.589.59 300.568 257.446 274.694 30.642 156.896.09 275,395 235.883 251.688 33.871 188.583.75 304.415 260.740 278.210 219.377 1.109.308.17 1.971.648 1.688.772 1.801.922 

12.468 68.208.81 112.056 88.455 97.895 21 • 195 80,376.97 190.490 150.369 166.417 9.964 57.807.03 89.551 70.690 78.2,5 15.247 83.A53.6f\ 137.033 108.170 119.715 16.316 90.526.4,> 146.64 0 115.755 128.109 22.521 lil,145.CO 21)2.407 159,776 176.829 20.991 106. -: 71 • ? I 188.711 148.<;64 164.862 



-1 1 

i 
~ 

1 1 

NA~ 

0' 
CITY 0" TOWN 

5 OSKALOOSA 

1 

5, NEWTON 

5 POP GROUP TOTAL 

6 ALGONA 
6 ATLANTIC 
6 BETTENDORF 
6 CARROLL 
6 CENTERVILLE 
6 CHAR r TON 
6 CHEROKEE 
6 CLAR r NDA 
6 CRESTON 
6 DECORAH 
6 ESTHfRVILLE 
6 FAIRFIELD 
6 GRINNELL 
6 INDIANOLA 
6 KNOXVILLE 
6 LE MARS 
6 MARION 
6 MT PLeASANT 
6 OELWFI"l 
6 PERRY 
6 RED OAK 
6 SHFNANOOAH 
6 SPF'ICFR 
6 <; TOR," LAKE 
6 WASHINGTON 
6 WAIJ<:RL Y 
6 \\IF:r:l: ~ Tep (r Tv 
(, W DE:, MOINES 
(, nor GROuP TOTAL 

, • 1 1 1 1 . l 

COMPARISOK or MBTHODS 
For 

1 , --I 1 . 1 

DISTRIBUTION OF ROAD USE TAX FUNDS 
AMONG CITIB8 AND TOWIIS 

1110 = .. eo IIICW) Inl TAlC 
IPOPULATION TION .. £NT 

15.381 
11,053 

1450142 

5.702 
6.890 

11.534 
7.682 
6.62, 
5.042 
7.724 
4.903 
7.661 
6.435 
7.'121 
8.054 
7.367 
7.062 
7.817 
6.767 

10.882 
7d39 
8.282 
6,442 
6.421 
6. 'i6 7 
B,864 
7,728 
6,037 

05.735.9 
62,177.()' 

726,802. !( 

30.364.2 
36.33~.I1 

28.777.3' 
34.939.9 
42,756.61 
?9,831.5' 
43,205 dr 
28.519.3, 
46,637.0( 
33.981.0_ 
37,676.3, 
40.928.6~ 

38.287.56 
28.8~().;>1 

42.7~6.('1l 

,2,769.81 
33,173.55 
3?764.7 ' 
44.063.2~ 

34.620.31 
36.5'l4,j' 
~J{,cn4.~c:, 

41.7~?()(, 

38.99 1., 12 
33,095.06 

6,157 ?P,7??4A 
q,~?O 42,678.)0 

:1 ,Q49 ~~,7~1.~4 

21Q,~90 1,~15,7b3.96 

DIIT"laurloN or ESTIWA'KD I_ 
~ Inl TA.Il rUNN 

100'1. I 100" f IO\ON MID 
ON ON AND 

POI'U4.ATlOM AI! NED _ON ~ 
138.23, 
99.33' 

1,304.46 

5 1 • 24 
61 .92 

103.66, 
69.04; 
59,571 
45.31 
69,41' 
44.06i 
68,90 
57,83~ 

71.24-. 
72.38 
66.21e 
63,47( 
7(),25~ 

60.81~ 

97,801 
65. Q 60 
7<, .434 
57.897 
<; 7 .70g 
59.021 
79,06" 
69, If 5 5 
54.258 
1)7,1:1 
7f" ') 7(~ 
l07,~91 

1, f;Q? ,h "I,) 

109 • 12 
7/l.41 

1.029.71 

50.18 
60.64 

Inl,52 
1>7,61 
58.34 
44.38 
67,98 
43.15 
67.48, 
56,64( 
6 Q ,77t 

70.89 
64.84~ 

67 .J 5, 
68,8Oi 
59,56 
95 • 78l 
64,5<)~ 

72.80' 
56,70; 
56,511 
57,80' 
7Il,()2J 
68 ,02; 
53 ,13 
5~,<)5~ 

7(~,()() 

~~5,17~ 
! ,Plj'~,.-')lc;. 

120.76 
86.78 

10139.61 

50.61 
61 ,J 5 

102.37 
68018 
58.84 
44.75 
68.56 
43.52 
68.05 
., 7.1 I 
70.36 
71.48 
65,39 
02.68 
69038 
60.06 
96.,9 
65.14 
73.51 
57,J 8 
56.99 
5B.2° 
78.07 
68.59 
53.58 
~6.42 

75.62_ 
106,06; 

l,869,24( 

l ) 
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i HAW! 

0' 
~ 

CITY OR TOWN 

7 ALBIA 
7 ANAMOSA 
7 AUDUBON 
7 BELLE PLAINE 
7 BLOOMFIELD 
7 CLARION 
7 CLEAR LAKE 
1 CRESCO 
1 DENISON 
7 DE WITT 
7 EAGLE GROVE 
7 ELDORA 
1 EMMETSBURG 
7 EVANSDALE 
7 FOREST CITY 
7 GLENWOOD 
7 HAMPTON 
7 HARLAN 
7 HAWARDEN 
7 HUMBOLDT 
7 INDEPENDENCE 
7 IOWA FALLS 
7 JEFFFRSON 
7 MANCHESTER 
7 MAQuOKETA 
7 MO VALLEY 
7 MONT [CELLO 
7 NEVADA 
7 NEw HAMPTON 
7 ONAWA 
7 OSAGE 
7 OSCEOLA 
7 PELLA 

r- r- r r ( 

COMPARISON or METHODS 
For 

r 

DISTRIBUTION or ROAD USI TAX PU¥DS 
AMONG CITIB8 ANI> TOWNS 

I ' I r- r 

OISTltllllTlON 0' UTNAno ,. 
!t1O Iteo ROAD uS! TAX rUHDa 

ItCW) u.t! TAX ,oot. lOOt. IO~NI:EO I'OPULATION ~"TION"ENT ON ON 14Ol~NO I"Of'ULA TlON AS! ICED ON ~" 
4.58 . 27.I28.7 41 • 18 35.45 37.74 
4. 61 ~ 21.925.() 41 ,4 8~ 35.71 38,02 
2,9?! 15,745.6 26 , ~ 1 22.65 24012 
2.92' 17tl36.3( 26.27 22.61 24.07 
2,77 15.072.7 24.90 21.44 22.82 
3.232 17,663.4, 29.04 25,00 26.62 
6015 21,908.1 55.34 47,65 50,12 
3.80 20,399.8 34.23 29.47 31,37 
4.93( 25.536.2 44.30 38.14 40.61 
3.22~ 14.B26.() 28.97 24.94 26.56 
4.38 23,416.6 39.37' 33,90 36.08 
3. 22~ 17,422.2 28,98 24.95 26,56 
3.88' 21.083.9 34.93' 30.07 32 .02~ 
5.73E 20.024.1 51 .57 44.40 47.261 
2.93C 15.510.1 26.33, 2? 6 7 24.13' 
4 .78: 26.153.0 42,98 37.01 39,40: 
4.501 24,852.1 40,45 ' 34,82 37.071 
4.35( 71.953.1" 39 .09~ 33.66 35.83' 
2.54~ 14,719.4 22 .86' 19.6>8, 20.951 
4.031 18,050.2' 36.22l 31 ol9 33,20~ 
5,498 27.?80.r~ (,9.41' 42.5'. 45.29 
5.565 77,47A.4( 50.01' 43,()6 45,84 . 
4,570 21 •• ?~1.7 41.r,7' 35,,6 37,641 
4,402 22t356.B 39,56, 34,06 36,26: 
5.909 24tl51ol' 53tlO' 45.72 48,67' 
3.567 19,883.9 32.05 ? 7,60 29.38' 
3.190 160194.70 ?8.67( 24.6Rl 26,271 
4.277 21 oloo. 74 37,99( 32,70 34,82' 
3,456 18,633.4~ 3 1 ,06 J 26.74 28,47( 
3 .176 19.614.Rf ?8,54' 74 .~71 26016' 
3.753 19.21'>7.]( 31.73( 29,O4( ,0,91/ 
),150 19t188.5£ 30.10t 25,92, 27,59~ 
5,198 2'" RZ4. 1 r '.6,71' 40.22 42.821 

( ( 
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i 
~ 
7 
7 
7 
7 
7 
7 
7 
7, 
7' 
7: 

8: 
8 
8 
8 
8 
8 
8 
8 
8 
8 
8 
8 
8 
8 
8 
8 
8 
8 
8 
8 
8 

) .- ) t .. , -. 1 ._- ) - , -, '--, 1 1 1 --1 

NAM! 
OF 

CITY OR TOWN 

ROCKRAP IDS 
SAC CITY 
SH"LDON 
SHILEY 
lAMA 
TIPTON 
VIIIITON 
WAUKON 
WIN TERSE T 

POP GROUP TOTAL 

ACK LEY 
ADEl 
AKRON 
ALTA 
ALTON 
AMANA VILLAGES 
AN r TA 
ANKFNY 
ARNOLDS PARK 
AVOCA 
REDFORD 
AELLeVUE 
AELMOND 
AR I TT 
~R()OKLYN 

RIJFFf,L() CENTFR 
CA"AIIICHE 
CARTFR LAKE 
CASCADE 
CLARKSVILLF 
COLFAX 

COMPARISOIf OF MBTHOOS 
Por 

DISTRIBUTION OF ROAD USE TAX FUNDS 
AMONG CITIES AND TOWNS 

DISTltlBUTION O'UTIMAT£D I_ 
I.eo leeo ACAD .uU TAX ,.uNDa 

~ual: Till( 
100" roof. to~NI:EO POPULATION ANtOIlTIONM£N't ON ,ON '. AND 

IIOP,U4.ATlON. A.¥ NHD I<&GlOM 110 .. 
2 .7 8( 14.803.51 24,98 ?l ,51 72.90 
3 d5£ 17,775.C,{ 30,]/+' ?C""c,. 7 7 ,62 
4,2';1 72,435.1 0, 8 , 2 o~ 02., flO. 35,OL 
2 , B 5, 14.349.3: 25.63 22.06 23,49 
2.925 16.429.7~ 26.28' 22.63 24.09 
2.862 14,764.34 25,72 22014 n.57 
4.781 24']51.1~ 42.961 36,9 0 • 39,38. 
3.639 17 .• 708.2" 32.70( 2 R • 1 5· 29,97: 
3.639 20.018 .• 5 ~ 32·,70' 28.15 29~97 

166,48 RC,o" 1 02 .51 1.496.30 1.288.25 1 .371 .47: 

1,731 9,016 "6'1 15.55 12.75 13.87 
2.060 10.087~ 7~ 18,51' 15.17 16.51 
1.351 7.0j4.91 12.14 9 .• 95 . 10.82. . 
1 .393 7.558.81 12.51. 10.26 11.16, 
1.048 5.820.4f 9.41 ( 7,72 8.40, 
1.678 8.837 .• 2' 15.08 12.36. 13.45j 
I .233 6.2'15.41 1 1 • 08~ 9·.08· 9.88! 
2.964 6,891.51. ?.6 • 6 3' 21 .84 2'.7M 

953 6.044.7 8 • 56~ 7.02i 7 .63~ 
1 .540 8.943.8- 13.84( 11,34f 12.34~ 
1.807 11.?l4.8' 16.2'+1 13,31' ]/, .48~ 
2 oJ 81 10.S???,_ 19.60, 1 6 • 07 17.4A' 
2.506 17d62.5( 72,')2;. 18,461 20.0BE 
2 .0

" 
2 10,698.96 18035 15,041 16.361 

1 .415 7.418.61 17,71 10.42' 11034, 
1 .140 6.1195.71'. 10,7'.6 1l.40C 9,j 3 E 
2.225 6,796.Jr. 19.99" 16,,()~ 17.831 
2,287 6.633.56 20.554 16.852 18.33' 
1 .601 7,284.0~ ]i+ ,389 11 ,19' 12.83, 
1 • "28 6.7R4.Qf-, 11,Q36 9.78~ 10.64~ 
2 .0\31 12~77<).~~ ;>0,950 170lU 18,681 

) - -} - 1 
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i NAW' 
0' 

~ 
CITY OR TOWN 

8 COLUMBUS JCT 
8 COON RAPIDS 
8 CORNING 
8 CORYDON 
8 DUNLAP 
8 DURANT 
8 DYERSVILLE 
8 DYSART 
8 ELDON 
8 ELKADER 
A EXIRA 
8 FAYETTE 
8 FONDA 
8 GARNER 
8 GEORGE 
8 GOWRIE 
8 GRAETTINGER 
8 GRAND JCT 
8 GREENE 
8 GREENFIELD 
8 GRISWOLD 
8 GRUNDY CENTER 
8 GUTHRIE CENTER 
8 GUTTENBERG 
8 HAMAURG 
8 HARTLEY 
8 W)LSH IN 
8 HUL_L 
8 IDA GROVE 
8 JESUP 
8 KFOSAUQUA 
8 KEOTA 
8 K I N(,SLEY 

{ r- ( ( r--

COMPARISOM OF MBTHODB 
por 

r -

DISTRIBUTION or ROAD USE TAX FUNDS 
AMONG C IT US AND 'l'OWItS 

r - r--- r - r -

DISTRIBUTION 0' tsTIWA'KD 1111 
/teo 1 .. 0 /lOAD 11.11: TM 'UNDt 

ItCW) un TAlC lOOt. lOOt. eo~Nr;1O 
ItOPUI.ATION AN'ORTIONW£ NT ON ON IM4,;AND I"OP'ULA TlON ~ NUD ON PO" 

1.016 6.297.01 9.13 7.48 8014 
1.560 9,3<)8.0 14.02( 11.4<) 12.50 
2,041 11.7<)8.0, 18.'34l 15.04( 16.36 
1.687 10.485.9_ 15.16_ 12.43 13.52 
1.254 7.900.8' 11.27( 9.24 10.05 
1.266 6.027.9' 11.37, 9.32 10.14 
2,818 13.547.<;' 25.32 20.7(-, 22 ,58 
1.197 6.106.4 10.75 8.82 9.59 
1,386 8,)70.0' 12.45 10.21 11 .11 
1 .526 8.882.1 13.71' 11 .24 12 .23 
1,)11 6.330.8( 9.<)8' 8dA 8.90 
1.597 8.237.31 14,35' - 11 .76 12.80 
1.026 6.280.2~ 9.221 7.56 8.22 
1.990 9,510.21 17.88~ I', .66 15.95, 
1.200 6.784.96 10.78~ 8.84_ 9.614 
1 • 127 5.899.01 10.12' 8 .30' 9. 03~ 

879 5.697015 7.900 6,47 7.04/ 
949 5.809.26 8.529 6.99, 7.60i 

1.427 7.553018 12.A25 IO.?l~ 11.43, 
2.243 11,786.75 20.159 16.52€ 17.98( 
1.207 6.442.94 10.848 8.894 9.6 7~ 
2.403 11.97).86 21 .597 17.70/ 19.26' 
2.071 11. 1.50.31 IA.61'3 15 .26e 16.601 
2.087 10.721.41 18,757 15" 78 16,73( 
1.647 11,697.08 14.802 12.13/ 13.20, 
1 ,738 9,033.55 15.621 12.80' 13.93; 
1,41" 7.4QI.sn 12.699 10.411 11,32/ 
1 .28 <) 6.319.5, 11 ,585 9,498 10033' 
2.265 12.347.55 20.356 16,690 18015/ 
1".88 6.493.40 13,,74 10.9M 11,92, 
I,on 6,}73.75 9,194 7,5"R 8 , 1 9' 
1.096 6.420.47 9,850 8.076 8,781 
1,044 60156.9? 90383 7,693 8.37( 

r ( 
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COMPARISON or MBTHODS 
For 

DISTRIBurI~ or ROAD USB TAX PUNDS 
AMONG CITIBS AND TOWNS 

i DIST"'IUTIOH 0' ESTlWAnD I_ 
NAWE ,.eo ,.eo ROAD VSI TAX 'UNDI 

0' RCW) U.II TAX lOOt. lOOt. 101.OHNUO 
~ 

CITY OR TOWN 'OPULATtON _ ...... "TIONIil£NT ON ON ._~ND POJOULATtON ... NUO ON 110" 
8 LAKE CITY 2 • 114 12,941.92 19.000 15.57t 1 6 ,9', 
8 LAKE 1-11 LLS 1 .758 Q.747.59 15.800 I 7 ,95~ 14.09, 
8 LAKE VIEW 1 .165 /-,.493.39 10.470 8. 5R~ 9.33' 
8 LAMONI 2.173 12.313.88 19.530 16.0U 17.42( 
8 LANSING 1.325 8.612.97 11 .909 9.16" 10.62( 
8 LA PORTE CITY 1.953 9.925.10 17.552 14.391 15.651 
8 LAURENS 1.799 8.725.14 16 .J 69 13.2<;1 14.42 
8 LE CLAIRE 1.546 6.302.74 13.894 11.392 12.39 
8 LENOX 1.178 6.566.28 10.588 8,680 9.44 
8 LEON 2.004 11.994.77 18.010 14.7M 16.06 
8 LOGAN 1,605 8.691.48 14.,,25 11 .82' 12,86 
8 MCGREGOR 1.040 6.381.20 9.347· 7.663 8.33 
8 MADRID 2.286 10.255 •. 99 20.546 16.84- 18.32 
8 '-4ALVFRN I .193 7.082.17 10.722 8.791 9.56 
8 MANILLA 939 5.803.67 8,l,39 6.919 7.S2E 
8 MANLY 1 .425 8.259.72 17.807 10.500 I 1 .42 
8 MANNING 1.676 10.098.97 15.063 12,3',9 13,43' 
8 MANSON 1.789 9.095.21 16.079 13018, 14,342 
8 MAPLETON 1.686 10.417.98 15.153 12.423 13,51 
8 MARCUS 1.307 7.082.18 11 ,747 9.631 10.4 H 
8 MARENGO 2.264 12.061.52 20.347 16,682 18 tl4E 
8 MILFORD 1.476 7.710.;>2 13.266 10.876 11 ,8 '3 
8 MONONA I .346 7.547.54 12.097 9,918 10 .7 9( 
8 MONROE 1 ,366 /-,.212.98 12.277 10.065 10.94' 
8 MONTEZUMA 1 .416 8tl8/-,.82 12,726 10.434 11.351 
8 MOUNT AYR 1.738 10.054.11 15.620 12.806 13.932 
8 MT VERNON 2.'i93 13.009.25 2'30305 19.107 20.78f. 
8 MYSTIC 761 6,913.92 6,839 5.607 6.10C 
8 NASHUA 1.737 9,022.33 15.612 12.799 13,92', 
8 NEW LONDON 1,694 8,467.22 1<;.225 12.482 13.57S 
8 NFw SHARON 1.063 6.106.47 9.55, 7.8,3 8.521 
8 NORA SPRINGS 1 , ? 75 7.048.50 11.459 9.395 10,221 
8 NORTHWOOD I ,768 9.908.30 15.890 13,027 14,)72 



r- r (-- r -- r-- r- ( 

i N ...... ' 
0' 

~ 
CITY OR TOWN 

16 ,~ ''''u 
8 ODEBOLT 
8 OGDEN 
8 ORANGE CITY 
8 PANORA 
8 PERKERSAURG 
8 PAULLINA 
8 POCAHONTAS 
8 POSTVILLE 
8 PRIMGHAR 
8 REINBECK 
8 ROCK VALLEY 
8 ROCKWELL CITY 
8 SAN80RN 
8 SEYMOUR 
8 SHEFFIELD 
8 SHELL ROCK 
8 SIDNEY 
8 SIGOURNEY 
8 SIOUX CENTER 
8 SIOUX RAPIDS 
8 SPIRIT LAKE 
8 STATE CENTER 
8 STORY CITY 
8 STRAWBERRY PT 
8 STUART 
8 SUMNER 
8 TOLEDO 
8 TRAER 
8 TRIPOLI 
8 URBANDALE 
8 VILLISCA 
8 \~APELLO 

r--- r -- r-- r -- r --

caMPAJtISCli OP Mln'HODS 
Por 

r 

DISTRIBUTION OP ROAD US. TAX PUNDS 
AMONG CITIB8 AND TOWRS 

r- r- r- r--

DIST'-IBUTIOH or 'STIMATED I_ 
1.10 1110 ROAO USE TAX rUNDa 

. -
ItCWI USI TAX 100" loot. IO~NUO POPULATION NIPO"TION"£ NT ON ON 

140l
AND 

POfOULATlON ... NaD ON PO" 
1,340 7,267.?C 12,043 9 , 8 71 1 0 , 74 j 
1 ,331 7d71.A8 11,963 9,801 10,67 
1,525 8,332.56 13,706 11 .23 12 .22~ 
2.707 12.I45.6- 24.329 19.941 21 .69~ 
1 .019 5.955.01 9.I5E 7.501 8,16< 
1.468 7.289.63 13.194 10.Al" 11.76

J 1.329 7,227.92 11 • 94~ 9.79" 10.65 
2.011 10,928.86 18.07~ 14,8It 16.J2( 
1.554 7.530.75 13.967 11.451 12.45 
1.131 6.459.71 10.164 8 .3~. 9 .06~ 
1 .621 8.186.79 14.569 11.94' 12.99~ 
1.693 8.865.32 15.216. 12.475 13,57, 
2.313 13.082010 20,788 17.04' 18,54 
1,323 7,497.12 11.890 9.741 10.60 
1.1 17 6.857.83 10.040 8,211 8.95l 
1.156 6.521.41 10.389 8 .518 9.261 
10112 5.680.29 9.994 8.194 8.91, 
1,057 6.347.59 9.500 7.711A 8.47 0 

2.387 13d3S.21 21.453 17.589 19.131 
2.275 10.429.76 20,447 16,763 18.231 

962 5.663.45 8.646 7.088 7.71, 
2.685 13,813. 1,8 74,} 31 19.78~ 21,5n 
1 .142 5,831.70 JO.264 8.415 9,] 5" 
1.773 8.663.46 1.5.935 13.061, 14.213 
1 .303 6,992.48 II.HO 9.601 IO.44~ 
1,486 8.411.1'1 !3 .356 10. 0 ')0 11.912 
2 ,170 10.715.78 19.503 15,989 17,395 
2.850 11.809.70 25,6)1, 21,001 22.846 
1.623 90173.28 14,587 11.959 13.01e 
I .179 6,1'1?74 10.596 A,6il7 9. 1.51 
<; .821 9.964.39 570316 42.892 46.66; 
1.690 10.306.43 15.I 89 12.452 13,547 
I .745 9.A41.01 15.683 11 .A~9 13.98e 

r f -
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COMPARISOM OP METHODS 
Por 

DISTRIBUTION OP ROAD USE TAX FUNDS 
AMONG CITlBB AND TOWIfS 

i DISTIt.BUTION or EST1WATlD._ 
HAWl .810 '8eo ROAD un TAX rUNDa 

0' ItCW) USE TAlC 100,," .00'- IO~NEro 
~ 

CITY OR TOWN 'OPULATION AJUlORTION 101£ NT ON ON ~AND ~ULATI.oN ASf: 1'C£O ON I"Ott 
8 WELLMAN I ,085 h,005.5C <),751 7, qq, A,6<) 
8 W flLJRLINGTON 2,560 q ,"'1(). 'J.i+ 2~,0f)~ jil,lIn' 20,52 
8 WEST LI BERTY 2,042 10,1,6,.48 IB,353 15,0 /,1 16.36 
8 WEST UNION 2,551 12,005.5C 22,"127 18,79 20,1,4 
8 WHAT CHEER 956 6.274.65 8,592 7 ,01.4 1.66 
B WILTON JCT 1,750 A,108.?<l 15.728 17,8 0 < 14 ,02 
8 WINDSOR HTS 5,906 7,928.86 c,3,080 43,51f 47,34 
8 W.OODB I NE 1,304 7,"J2.03 I J ,720 9,60, 10,45 
8 POP GROUP TOTAL 215.395 1.089.q'l5.~1\ ),"115.861 l,c)B7,1'l~ 1.726,62 

9 ACKWORTH 77 532.(,7 692 5 q( 63 
9 ADAIR 742 4,637.32 6,669 0; ,7 7( 6012 
9 AFTON 773 5,248.51 6,947 6.011 6,38 
9 AGENCY 702 ?,o?:,Q,.7') 6,309 ';,/-4')<; 0;,79 
9 AINSWORTH 171 ?,2?1i.~2 ,.335 ? • B~ 'i 3,06 
9 ALBERT CITY 722 4,127.05 6,489 5 .6 J 5 5,96 
9 ALBION 588 2.758.7il 5,28', I, , 572 4,85 
9 ALRURf>lE TT 341 , ,1 .. 74.)7 ',065 ;,65? ? , R 1 
9 ALDEN 838 l;,,6'~R.53 7,532 6,51~ 6,92, 
9 ALEXANDER 294 1,558.8, ;,642 2,2RE 2,4?f 
9 ALLERTON 692 4,267.23 (',219 5.381 c,,711 
9 ALLISON Q:,2 I. , '). ? ~ • 1 f) 8,<;56 7,40, 7,86' 
C) AL 1ft VISTA 276 1,.74S.h~ 7 ,4 R 1 ?,1/.~ 2,? ~{ 
9 ALTOONA 1 ,'. :>.8 ,~ , 2 7 R .. " I. ] ., ,] 04 1 J ",8 12,04 
9 ALvorw 238 • ,."), ·C.' 2,139 1,8~1 I ,96 J '" ,...... , '-t 

9 ANDOVFR 91 1+4".::;~ Rl7 707 75 
9 ANDPEW 34 <) 1,'j7().('·1 ,,] 37 ?,7] 4 ?R8 
9 ANTHON 681 4,317.(-:R 6,] 21 5,296 c:; ,62 t 
9 APLINGTON 840 3,936.,') 7,5 /+9 6,532 6.93, 
9 ARCADIA 437 2,:\A'.1? 3,928 3.398 3,61 ( 
9 ARU!FR 209 9,6.07 i ,R 78 I ,625 I ,726 
9 AREOALE 153 :,14,,81· 1 ,375 1 ,190 1 ,264 



( - r -- r-- [-- r- r r 

i NAI4 
OF 

~ CITY OR TOWN 

9 ARION 
9 ARISPE 
9 ARLINGTON 
9 ARMSTRONG 
9 ARTHUR 
9 ASBURY 
9 ASHTON 
9 ASPINWALL 
9 ATALISSA 
9 ATHELSTAN 
9 ATKINS 
9 AUBURN 
9 AURELIA 
9 AURORA 
9 AYRSHIRE 
9 BADGER 
9 BAGLEy 
9 BALDWIN 
9 flALLTOWN 
9 RANCROFT 
9 RANKS TON 
9 BARNES CITY 
9 RARNUM 
9 RAS<;[TT 
9 BATAVIA 
9 BATTLE CREEK 
9 RAXTER 
q RAYARD 
9 BEACON 
9 i'lEACONSF I FLO 
9 REM"AN 
9 RFAVFR 
9 RENN FT T 

r - r - (- r - r- r- r r --- r r 

COMPARISOM or MBTHODS 
For 

DISTRIBUTION or ROAD USE TAX FUlDS 
AMONG CITIB8 AND TOWRS 

DISTIIIIUTION 0' ESTIMAT1:D I" 
I.ID I •• ROAD USE TAX FUNDI 

RCW) U.E TAlC lOOt. lOOt. IDt.oNNEIO I'OPULATION AJIIIORTION .. £NT ON ON 14Ol~ND ~"U4.A TlON A!1I. HUD ON ,.,R 
201 1,233.56 1.80 I .56 1.66 
125 616.74 1,) 23 97'- 1.03 
614 1.706.4 5 ,518 4. 77~ 5.07 
958 5.287.7S 8.61C 7.45( 7,91 
265 1,362.5~ 2.38< 2.06 2.18 

71 291.5, 631 55; 58 
615 3.297011 5,52 4,78, 5,08 

95 599.9. 85£ 73' 78 
212 10143.8 1 ,90t 1 ,641 1 ,75 

75 644.8,_ 6 7~ 58' 62 
527 2,170.05 4,73t 4,091 4035 
367 1,962.57 3,298, 2,85' 3,03 
904 4,525.18 8 , 125 7,03( 7,46 
223 1,261.63 2 ,OO~ 1 ,73' 1.84 
298 1.872.82 2,67'- 2 ,,1 - 2,46 
340 1.687.82 3.055 2,64~ 2,81 
406 20198.11 3,649 3.15 ' 3,35 
228 10166.29 2.049 1 .773 I ,88 

43 ?74.71 387 33~ 35 
1.000 5,052.26 8,987 7.77 8.26 

36 224.28 324 28C 29 I 
?73 1.807.97 2,454 2 • 122 2 ,255 
15/, 1.08?19 1.384 1 ,) 98 1 .2 7 ~ 130 700.88 1 .168 1 , all I .07 
533 2,938.25 4.790 ,. ,)4~ 4.40 
786 4.895.29 7.064 6,) 13 

, 
6.493 

681 '3 ,1+ 6 5. ~ ~ 6,) 21 5,295 5'6?~ <)97 3,55<,.08 5,36,) 4.64? 4,93 
718 2.080.31 6, l. 54 '),58l 5,93 

71 583,j 2 638 552 58 , 
2 ,,7 1.070.QR 2,220 1 .9?( 2'O4~ 1 15 639.)9 1 .0,3 8"5 95 
37/, 2,00\.80 -, ,361 2.908 3,08 

r r -
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i NAW!: 
OF 

~ 
CITY OR TOWN 

9 BENTON 
'1 BERKLEY 
9 BERNARD 
9 BERTRAI~ 

9 BEVINGTON 
9 BIRMINGHAM 
9 BLAIRSBURG 
9 BLAIRSTOWN 
9 BLAKESBURG 
9 BLANCHARD 
9 BLENCOE 
9 BLOCKTON 
9 BLUE GRASS 
9 RODE 
9 BONAPARTE 
9 BONDURANT 
9 BOUTON 
9 BOXHOLM 
9 BOYDEN 
9 BRADDYVILLE 
9 BRADGATE 
9 RRIINDO"J 
9 BRAYTON 
9 BREDA 
9 BRIDGEWATER 
9 BRIGHTON 
9 flRISTOW 
9 flRUNSVI LlE 
9 BUCKEYE 
9 BUCK GROVE 
9 BUFFALO 
9 BURT 
9 BUSSEY 

'1 , 1 -, '1 1 -1 

COMPARISOl( OF METHODS 
For 

1 

DISTRIBUTION or ROAD USB TAX PUNDS 
AMONG CITIBS AND TOWNS 

, 1 '1 -1 , 1 

DISTItIIUTION or !:STIMATtD I ... 
leeo lelD IIOAD USE TAX FUNDI 

~ USE TAlC IOO~ IOO~ ID~N NEIED POPULATION ~OfllTIONIoIENT ON ON I ... ~ND POPULATION ME NEED ON POll! 
8l 717.7, 75' 65 69 
5! 398.m ~2; 4~ 47 

1 ~: 835.4' 1 .55' 1 • V, 1.42 
1 7 ( 71 7 • 7( 1 .52! 1032 1.40 
5~ 269.11 49~ 42 45 

441 3.605.51 3. '16' 1.42 3.64 
28, 1.441.0< 2.58( 2.21 2.37 
58: 2.932.61 5.23< 4.53- 4.81 
401 2.248.5, ., .60' ., • 11 1.31 
1 7~ 10199.91 1 .56' 1035. 1 .4'3 
2 8~ 1.839.11 2 .57 ( 2.22 ;>.36 
343 2.282.2C '.OB. 2.66 2.83 
568 I.B89.6 5.10' 4.41 4.69 
43C 2.758.71 , .86' 1.'14 3.55 
57< 3.599.9 5015 4.46. 4.74 
389 I.B39.H 3.491 3.02 3.21 
145 891.5, 1 .30' 1 012 I • 1 9 
150 1.704.6; ?24 1 .94 2.06

J 562 3.033.51 5.051 4.37 4.64 
176 1.396.2 1 .581 1 .36 1 • 4 5~ 
166 1.054.1 1 ,492 1,29 1 ,3 7( 
,22 1,788.7' 7,i!94 2.5()~ 2.661 
225 10340.11 2 .02" 1 ,75( 1.85 e 
5/,3 1.837.35 4.88( 4,22, 4.481 
225 1.659.75 2 .02 < 1 .75( I .85~ 
724 '1. 0 53.1' 6,50 5,6'1( 5.98C 
223 10755.10 2.004 I • 7,~ 1 .84; 
128 628.03 I 0151 99: 1 ,05 ~ 
190 1.076.58 1 .707 1.4 H 1.57( 

40 ,75.66 360 311 33( 
1 .088 ,.897.14 9.778 8.46( 8.98' 

620 3 .207. I, 0 5 • ~ 7 2 I, .82 5.12( 
'i57 3,549. 1,8 5.006 4,33, 4,60; 

1 1 
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i NAM' 
OF 

~ CITY 011 TOWN 

9 CALAMUS 
9 CALLENDER 
9 CALMAR 
9 CALUMET 
9 CAMBRIDGE 
9 CANTRIL 
9 CARBON 
9 CARll SLE 
9 CARPENTER 
9 CARSON 
9 CASEY 
9 CASTALIA 
9 CASTANA 
9 CASTLE HILL 
9 CENTER JCT 
9 CENTER POINT 
9 CENTRAL CITY 
9 CENTRALIA 
9 CHARLOTTE 
9 CHARTER OAK 
9 CHATSWORTH 
9 CHELSEA 
9 CHESTER 
9 CHILLfCOTHE 
9 CHURDAN 
9 CINCINNATT 
9 CLARF 
9 CLARENCE 
9 CLAYTON 
9 CLFARF [flD 
9 CLFGHORN 
<) CLEMONS 
9 CLERMONT 

r- c- - r- r r--

COMPARI8011 OF MB'!'HODS 
Por 

r -

DISTRIBUTION or ROAD USB TAX PUMDS 
AMONG CITIBB AND TOWNS 

r- r -- r - r 

I)ISTItIIlUTION or ESTlMAnD I'-,.eo /tee> AOAI> U$' TAX 'UN". 
ItCW) USl TAle lOOt. lOOt. IO~NIEID I'OPUL.ATION AJIPOIITION1iI£NT ON ON 14Ol~NI) ~~U~ATlON AS! NUO ON ~ .. 

435 2.I36.3f 3.9l( 3.38 3.59 
,58 2.170.05 3.21 2.78 2.95 
954 5.254.1< 8.57' 7.41 7.88 
225 1.401.82 2.02' 1 .75 1.85. 
587 3.213.03 5. 27~ 4.56 4.84! 
299 1.979.,5 2 .6 8f 2.37 2.47( 
162 1.581.26 1 .45< 1 .26 1 t33~ 

1.317 5.063.46 11 .83< 10.24 10.87. 
177 92 5. 2C 1 .59 1,37 1.46' 
583 3.34?0r. 5.240 4. <;,_ 4.8It 
589 3.942.02 5.29~ 4,5BC 4 .86~ 
216 1.239.22 1 .941 . 1 .68( 1. 7 8~ 
230 1.485.92 2.06E 1 .78\ 1 • 89~ 
932 2d83.i3 8,,76 7.24 7.69' 
201 857.92 1 ,806 1 .56' 1.66, 

1.236 5.53' •• 4\ 11 .1 0' 9.6J 10,2lC 
1.087 5.411012 9,76' 8.45 8.98( 

85 437."1' 761 66 701 
417 2.394.3~ 3.748 3.24 ' 3 .44 ~ 
665 3.981.26 5.97" 5.171 5.49' 

84 571.9:> 755 65' 691 
453 2.702.73 4.071 3.52; '1.74' 
211 1.267.26 1.896 1 .641 1 .74; 
148 1.099.01 1 ,331 1.151 1 .22: 
586 3.325018 5.266 4 .55- 4.8'.1 
583 1.<1(.2.02 5.240 4.53' 4.811 
245 1.003.66 7.702 1.900 2 .02' 
859 4.'+35.44 7.77.0 6. (, 7\ 7.091 
130 762.61 ; • 168 1 ,011 I.OJ' 
504 1,067.27 4,530 3 , 'II S 4.16< 
228 1 .37'1 • ., q 2.049 I ,773 1 .88' 
198 1,j'2.68 1.780 J .5<,0 1.63~ 
570 '3,50' •• 58 5 • J 23 1+ "L132 4.70' 

r r - . 
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i HAWE 
OF 

~ CITY OR TOWN 

CLIO 
CLIVE 
CLUTIER 
COBURG 
COGGON 
COIN 
COLESBURG 
COLLEGE SPRS 
COLLINS 
COLO 
COLUMBUS CITY 

~ COLWELL 
CONESVILLF 

I'J CONRAD 
~ CONWAY 

~ COPPOC K 
CORALVILLE 

9 CORRECTIONVILLF. 
9 CORWI TH 
9 COTTER 
9 COULTER 
9 CRAIG 
9 CRA~/FORDSVI LLE 
9 CRESCENT CITY 
9 CROMWELL 
9 CRYSTAL LAKE 
9 CUMBERLAND 
9 CUMMING 

,9 CURLEW 
:9 CUSHING 
9 CYLINDER 
9 DAKOTA CITY 
9 DALLAS 

- _____ .-..r ...... "~,~ -.~._~ 

} J 1 --1 -'-1 

COMPARISON or MBTHODS 
Por 

1 

DISTRIBUTION OP ROAD USE TAX PUHDs 
AMOHG CITIB8 AND TOWJrS 

---1 --1 "-1 ---1 

lleo lito 
DIST .. IIUTION or ESTIMATlD INt 

AOAD USE TAX 'UNOa 
ACW) u.n TAlC 

POPULATION ANtORTIONW£ NT lOOt. lOOt. to\ONNln 
ON ON [_~ND ItOPULATlON AS! NEED ON..!H lLU "UB.-io 1 • U v 

752 4.340.11 6.759 5.848 6.211 
292 1.693.42 2.624 2.271 2,413 

54 465.39 485 420 446 
672 3.386.83 6,040 5,225 5.551 
'146 Z,282.20 3.110 2,691 2.858 
365 1,827.97 3.280 2.8'18 3 ,015 
290 2,063.53 2,607 2.255 2.396 
435 2,422.38 ,.909 30'382 ,.593 
574 3,016.75 5 .159 4.464 4.742 
327 1,962.57 2.939 2.543 2.701 
119 684.07 1.069 925 983 
248 1 .41,.04 2,229 1.929 2.01.S 
799 3.6'19.19 7'] 8 I b.213 b,60e 

82 942.00 737 637 6n 
61 ,.54.16 548 475 50~ 

2,357 ~,4 78.'41 21 .J 84 18.328 ]<).47] 
<)12 5,562.57 8.197 7.092 7.5" 
488 2,691.56 4.385 3.795 4,032 

52 274.71 468 404 42S 
'115 1,519.60 2,831 2.449 2.602 
117 796.18 1 .051 910 961 
317 1.603.69 2.849 2.465 2.610 
296 1,288.08 2,661 2.302 2.44: 
138 874.25 1.240 1.073 1,14 
267 1.603.71 2.400 2 ,07~ 2,20: 
425 2.764.45 3.819 3,305 3,51 
148 734.54 1.330 1.151 1.22, 
134 846.68 1. Z05 1,04, 1 dO, 
261 1.390.62 2, 34~ 2.03( 20151 
161 801.82 1.44 1 ,25; 1033( 
706 3.571.8' 6,345 5,49( 5.83, 
392 2.360.7] 3,52" 3 .04 f '3,Z-H 

-1 '1 
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i NAt.l[ 
0,. 

~ 
CITY OR TOWN 

9 DALLAS CENTER 
9 DANA 
9 DAN RUR Y 
9 DANVILLE 
9 DAVIS CITY 
9 DAWSON 
9 DAYTON 
9 DECATUR CITY 
9 DEDHAM 
9 DEEP RIVER 
9 DEFIANCE 
9 DELAWARE 
9 DELHI 
9 DELMAR 
9 DELO [T 
9 DELPHOS 
9 DELTA 
9 DENVER 
9 OERAY 
9 OE SOTA 
9 OEXTER 
9 DIAGONAL 
9 DICKENS 
9 DIKE 
9 DIXON 
9 DOLLIVER 
9 DONAHUE 
9 DONNAN 
9 DONNELLSON 
9 DOON 
9 DOUGHFRTY 
9 DOW C I TV 
9 DOVIS 

r r - r .- r--- r -

COMPAllI80!1 or MBTHODS 
For 

r 

DISTRIBUTION or ROAD USB TAX PUMDS 
AMONG CITIB8 AND TOWNS 

( r ( r 

OISTRIBUTION 0,. ESTIMAnO I. ,.10 I.to ROAD USE TAX FUN.,. 
~ U,U 'TAX 100" 100" IO~NUO 

~LATION AN'ORTJON"£NT ON ON 14Ol~NO POPULA TlON A!1I. 1CE0 ON POR 
1,083 5 .293.3~ 9,73 : 8,42 8,94 . 

123 1,031.7' 1 ,101 95 1,011 
510 3,370.0, 4,58 3,961 4,21, 
579 2,523.31 5,20 4,50 4,78' 
346 2,422.3 3011 2,69 2,851 
257 1,603.6' 2 dlC 1,99 2,12: 
820 4,446.7( 7,36~ 6,37 6,77, 
203 1,099.03 1,82: 1 , 5 7~ 1,671 
322 2,OI8.6~ 2,894 2,50' 2,66 
329 201250lE 2,95 2,55 2,711 
386 2,063.5' 3,46c ~ ,0O, 30181 
167 1,076.51' 1 ,50 J 1 ,291 1.381 
464 2tl47.6' 4,17C 3,60 3,83; 
556 2,327.0, 4,99- 4,32' 4,59' 
222 1 , 3 1 7. 6t 1,99: 1 ,721 1,83 • 

48 414.9( 43, 37' 391 
514 3,151.31 4, 61 ~ 3,991 4,24 -
831 3,560.61 7,46 c 6,46, 6,86' 
151 1.087.81 1 ,35 1 , 1 7~ 1 ,241 
273 1,570.03 2,45, 2012' 2 .251 
670 3,605.58 6,02, 5 ,20~ 5,5,) ~ 
443 2,646.6' 3,981 3 , 44~ 3,65' 
241 1,743.88 2 ,161 1 ,87' 1,99 ! 
630 2,899.01 5,663 4,89' 5,20' 
280 1,166.2' 2,511 2 ,I 7! 2,31 : 
122 728.91 1 ,09- 94! 1,001 
133 588.76 1 ,195 1 ,03 c 1 ,09' 

32 201.86 28' 241 26' 
709 3,302.75 60373 <; .514 5,85 -
436 2.8<)9.01 3.918 3,39C 3,60' 
398 10188.73 3.57 ') .()9~ 3,281 
531 2.938.25 4,773 4 012~ 4038-
882 5,:,\15.82 7,92' 6, 8 5~ 7.;> 81 

--------------------------- -------

r r_- t 
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i NA"'! 
OF' 

~ 
CITY Oft TOWN 

9 DRAKESVILLE 
9 DUMONT 
9 DUNCOMBE 
9 DUNDEE 
9 DUNKERTON 
9 DURANGO 
9 EARLHAM 
9 EARll NG 
9 EARLVILLE 
9 EARLY 
9 EAST PERU 
19 EDDYVIlLE 
9 EDGEWOOD 

~ ELBERON 
ELDRIDGE 

9 ELGIN 
9 ELKHART 
9 ELK HORN 
9 ELKPORT 
9 ELK RUN HTS 
9 ELLIOTT 
9 ELLSTON 
9 ELLSWORTH 
9 ELMA 
9 ELY 
9 P1ERSON 
9 EPWORTH 
9 ESSEX 
9 EVERLY 
9 EXLINE 
9 FAIRBANK 
9 FAIRFAX 
9 FARLEY 

- . 1 1 1 , 1 1 

COMPARISON OF MBTHODS 
Por 

1 

DISTRIBUTION or ROAD USE TAX PUNDS 
AMONG CITIBS AND TOIOtS 

1 -" 1 

OISTltleuTlON 0' ESTlMAT1:0 I'" 
I.eo I.eo ROAD USE TAX 'UNDI 

ACW) US! TAX lOOt. lOOt. eo~NNUO I'OPULATION ~O"TION"'£NT ON ON I_~ND I'OPUl.A nON ASP: NEED ON 'OR 
197 1.244.86 1.770 1 .532 1.627 
719 4.026011 6.462 5.591 5.940 
355 2.119.55 3.191 2.760 2.932 
185 986.87 1.662 1.438 1.528 
507 2.293.36 4.557 3.943 4.188 

37 398 •. 09 332 288 306 
788 4.323.32 7.083 60127 6.509 
431 1.912.10 3.873 3.352 3.560 
668 3.706.47 6.004 5.194 5.518 
824 40160.67 7.406 6.408 6.808 
173 1.143.87 1.554 10345 1.429 

1 .014 5.276.58 9.114 ' 7.885 8.376 
767 3.902.73 6.893 5.965 6.336 
211 1.261.63 1 .896 1.640 1.743 
583 20108037 5.240 4.534 4.816 
644 3.599.98 5.788 5.008 5.320 
260 1.244.85 20337 2.021 2.147 
679 30173.81 60102 5.280 5.609 
100 555.09 899 178 826 

10124 869.10 100102 8.740 9.286 
459 2.702.7> 40125 3.569 3.791 
116 885.93 1.043 902 958 
493 2.461.61 4.431 3.834 4.072 
706 4.099.03 6.345 5.490 5.832 
226 869.10 2.031 1.757 1.868 
<;21 3.117.67 4.683 4.0<;7 4.304 
698 3.005.56 6.273 5;427 5.765 
767 4.278.44 6.893 5.965 60336 
668 3.067.22 6.004 5.194 5.519 

- J 

223 1.917.68 2.004 1.734 1.842' 
650 3.661.61 5.842 5.0<;5 50369 
528 1.878.46 4.745 4.106 4.361 
920 401 77.50 8.269 7.154 7.601 

-, 1 



r r r-- r - r-- r -

i NAM' 
0' 

t CITY OR TOWN 

9 FARMERSBURG 
9 FARMINGTON 
9 FARNHAMVILLE 
9 FARRAGUT 
9 FENTON 
9 FERGUSON 
9 FERTl LE 
9 F LOR I S 
9 FLOYD 
9 FONTANELLE 
9 FORT ATKINSON 
9 FOSTORIA 
9 FRANKL! N 
9 FRASER 
9 FREDERICKSBURG 
9 FREDERIKA 
9 FREDONIA 
9 FREMONT 
9 GALT 
9 GALVA 
9 GARBER 
9 , GARDEN GROVE 
9 GARNAVILLO 
9 GARRISON 
9 GARWIN 
9 GENEVA 
9 GIBSON 
9 GILflERT 
9 GILBFRTVILLE 
9 GIL MAN 
9 GILI>10RE CITY 
9 GLADBROOK 
9 GLIDDEN 

r- r r - r - -- ( 

COMPARISOl( OF "'l'HODS 
For 

r- --

DISTRIBUTION or aOAD USB TAX PUlOS 
AMONG CITU8 AHD '1'OIOlS 

r - r [ - r 

DISTRIBUTION 0" EaTIMATID , ... 
'tlO lleo ~ u.n TAX ,.UNDa 

ACW) un TAlC lOOt. 100'_ 101.QN NEID N)PULATION AA'O"TION .. £NT ON ON 1.tOl~NO ~ULA"ON 4JI. NUD ON ~R 
250 1.474.7' 2.24 1.94 2.06 
902 5.041.0~ 8.10/ 7.0 l' 7.45 
409 2.237.3' 3.676 3.18( 3.38 
495 2.775.65 4.449 3.84 4.08 
440 2.~00.90 3.955 3.42, 3.63 
186 998.09 1 .671 1 .44t 1.53 
386 2.226.08 3.46, 3.00,_ 3018 
187 1,205.56 1.681 1 .454 1.54 
401 2.467.23 3.604 3tlH 3.31 
729 4.553.22 6.552 <; .66\ 6.02 
353 1.530.7, 3,173 2.74~ 2.91 
167 824.25 1 • SOC 1 ,291 1.37 
174 818.63 1 , 56~ 1 .35' 1.43 
134 1.227.98 1.20~ 1 .04: 1010 
797 3.930.76 70163 6.1ge 6.58 
249 1.177.54 2.238 1 ,93f 2.05 
147 745.77 1 .321 1 .14; 1 .21 
461 2,641.06 4.143 3.58~ 3,80 

75 6~6.06 674 58' 61 
469 2.758.78 4,215 3.64" 3,87 
148 857.92 1,330 10151 1 .7 2 ~ 
335 2.338.27 3 .011 2.605 2.76 
662 3.257.88 5.950 5.148 5'46~ (,21 2.562.58 3.784 3,27~ 3.47 
546 ;>.904.62 4.907 4.245 4.5}] 
;>19 10356.95 I .968 1.704 1.809 

77 459.75 692 598 63B 
318 1.665.39 2.858 2.473 2.626 
533 2.237."33 4,790 4 d 1+5 4.403 
491 2.8 1,8.53 4.41, 3.81R 4.051 , 
688 4,]83.10 6,184 5.350 5,683 
949 4.833.57 8.529 7.379 7.840 
993 ~.?8?(1() 8 ,9? '. 7.722 8,202 

r 



1 - 1 1 1 1 -1 

i NAME 
OF 

~ CITY OR TOWN 

9 GOLDFIELD 
9 GOODELL 
9 GOOSE LAKE 
9 GRAF 
9 GRAFTON 
9 GRAND MOUND 
9 GRAND RiVER 
9 GRANDVIEW 
9 GRANGER 
9 GRANT 
9 GRANVILLE 
9 GRAV IT Y 
9 GRAY 
9 GREELFY 
9 GREEN ISLAND 
9 GREENVILLE 
9 GRIMES 
9 GRUVER 
9 GUERNSEY 
9 HALBUR 
9 HAMILTON 
9 HANCOCI( 
9 HANLONTOWN 
9 HANSELL 
9 HARCOURT 
9 HARDY 
9 HARPER 
9 HARPERS FERRY 
9 HARRIS 
9 HARTFORD 
9 HARTwrCK 
9 HARVEY 
9 HASTINGS 

-1 1 1 1 - J "1 

COMPARISON OF MBTHODS 
For 

J 

DISTRIBUTIOM OP ROAD USB TAX FUNDS 
AMONG CITlBS AND TOWNS 

1 J . J 

OISTRIBUTION 0' lSTIMA'nD I_ 
1.10 1.10 AoAD USE TAX FUNDa 

IICW) USE TAl( lOOt. root. IOt.QNNEa) I'OI'UUlTION AIIPO"TION"'£NT ON ON 
l.<fOlfND ~UL"nON ME NUll ON ~" 

682 1.7;>8.92 6 .13C ') .30' 5,6~ 
231 1 t356.9~ 2.0H 1079 1.90 
191 829.85 1.7H 1 • 48 ~ 1 ,57 

47 246.71 423 36 ~ 38 
273 1.558.83 2.453 2.12 2,25 
565 2.949.4R 5.0H 4.39' 4,66 
284 1.962.5' 2 .55: 2.201 2.34 
300 1.743.8~ 2.696 2033 2.47 
468 1.682.15 4.206 3.63~ 3.86 
180 10328.95 1 .618 1 .40( 1.48 
381 1.962.57 3,424 2 .96 < 3014 
275 2.069.08 2.472· 2. 1 3~ 2 .21 
152 1.026.11 1.366 1 .18, 1 .25 
,69 2.018.65 3 d16 2.86, 3.04 

91 672.88 872 75t 80 
173 970.09 1 .55,) 1.3"/ 1 .42' 
691 3.26"'1.~1 6.7.64 5.42( 5.75 
140 7~6.91 1,258 1 ,OR' 1>15 
108 633.64 971 83' 89 
214 1.317.66 1,923 1 • 66~ 1.76 
197 1 ,,73.78 1 .771 1.532 1 .62 
252 1.480.34 2.265 I .96C 2.08 
193 1.441.09 1,734 1,501 1.59 
168 1.065.38 1 .510 1.306 1 .3BI 
268 1.699.00 2.409 2.08', ? .7.1' 
110 779.40 989 8% 908 
177 1.020.51 1 .590 1.376 1 .46~ 
211 1.413.07 I ,897 I .641 1, 74 ~ 
258 1.788.75 2.318 2.006 2. 1 3~ 271 1.239.22 2.436 2 .107 2.23 
126 599.91 1,132 980 1.041, 
no 1.940.14 2.427 2.099 2.230 
no 1.727.04 ?:l17 2 .012 2.148 

') . 1 1 



( - r r- - r- r r--

i NAME 
OF' 

:t CITY OR TOWN 

19 HAVELOCK 
'9 HAWKEYE 
:9 HAYESVILLE 
9 HAZLETON 
9 HEDRICK 
9 HENDERSON 
9 HEPBURN 
9 HIAWATHA 
9 HILLS 
9 HILLSBORO 
9 HINTON 
9 HOLLAND 
9 HOLY CROSS 
9 HOPKINTON 
9 HORNICK 
9 HOSPERS 
9 HUBBARD 
9 HUDSON 
9 HUMESTON 
9 HURSTVILLE 
9 HUXLEY 
9 IMOGfNF 
9 INWOOD 
9 [ON I A 
9 IRETON 
9 IRW IN 
9 JACKSON JCT 
9 JAMAICA 
9 JANE SV I LLE 
9 JEWELL 
<) JOICF 
9 JOLLEY 
9 KALONA 

r-- - r- r-- r r - r- -

COMPARISOI OP MBTHODS 
Por 

r 

DISTRIBUTIO» or ROAD USE TAX PUHDS 
AMONG CITIB8 AND TOWNS 

r - r -- r r 

DISTltlauTlON or ESTIMAT1:D lt11 
I.eo l.eo "OAD un TAX rUNDa 

R<W) un TAlC 10O~ lOOt. IOt.oN MIlD POPULATION AN'Q"TION .. £ NT ON ON '..ot.~ND POPULATION ~ ICED ON PO" 
289 1 ,72J .43 2,597 2,241 2,381 
516 2,865.36 4,638 4,013 4,262 
122 768.21 1,096 949 1,009 
665 3,084.05 5,977 5,J 71 5,492 
762 4,-110.21 6,848 5,925 6,295 
191 1 ,[66.29 J .717 1 ,485 1,579 
49 358.84 440 382 404 

1.336 1.222.43 12.008 10,388 11,037 
310 1.390.62 2.786 2,41 J 2,560 
218 1.418.66 1.959 1.695 1,801 
403 1.934.50 3.622 3,134 3,329 
264 1,239.22 2.373- 2.053 2 tI81 
157 779.40 1 ,411 1 ,221 1.291 
768 4,099.03 6,902 5,972 6,344 
275 1,738.23 2.472 2.138 2,272 
600 3.386.84 5.392 4,666 4.956 
806 4.687.77 7.244 6.267 6.658 

1.085 3.437.29 9.752 8,418 8,963 
638 4.205.53 5,734 4.961 5.270 
105 465.38 943 816 868 
486 2.366.31 4.368 3.779 4,014 
264 1.536.40 2.-n3 2.05'3 2,181 
638 3,611.13 5.734 4.961 5,270 
265 J .687.82 2.382 2.061 2.189 
510 3,213.03 4,583 3.966 4.213 
425 2.136.'39 ~.820 '3.105 3.511 

89 599.93 800 692 736 
256 1,699.00 2,301 I .9<)0 20114 
648 2.495.31) 'j,B23 5.039 5,'152 

1 tl13 OJ .,,55.97 10.004 11 ,655 9 tl95 
731 10168017 ?,076 1,796 1,90B 
120 1.093.39 1.078 934 992 

1 ,235 0;,310.2', II , 100 '1,603 10,201 

r- r-



1 -1 -, 1 1 , 

i NAWE 

0' 

~ 
CITY· Oft TOWN 

9 KAMRAR 
9 KANAWHA 
9 K·ELLERTON 
9 ",ELLEY 
9 KELLOGG 
9 KENSETT 
9 KENT 
9 KESw·J.CK 
9 . KEYSTONE 
9: K P-IAAL L TON 
9 KINROSS 
9 KIRKMAN 
9 :.HRKVILLE 
.9 KIRON 
9 K·LEMMF 
9 KNIERIM 
9 LACONA 
Q LADORA 
9 LAKE PARI( 
9 LAKESIDE 
9 LAKOTA 
9 LAMRS GROVE 
9 LAMONT 
9 LA MOTTE 
9 LANES[lORO 
9 LARCHWOOD 
9 LARRABEE 
9 LAT[MER 
9 LAUREL 
9 LAWLER 
9 LAWTON 
9 LEDYARD 
9 LE GRAND 

. 1 1 1 . 1 1 , 1 

COMPARISON or METHODS 
For 

1 ., '1 1 "1 

DISTRIBUTION OF ROAD US£ TAX FUIDS 
AMONG CITlBS AND TOWNS 

tllaTRllUTlON OF ~STIMAn:P I" 
leeo leeo AOAQ. U.u' TA'U'A.lNDa 

..cw> USE· TAlC' 100"'. 
, 

lOOt.; i IOt.oN NUP I"OPULA'TION AJIIPORTIO.NllrNT· 
, 

ON QH: ~AND , l'IO,lWl.,,·nQN· . Aa Nr.£O) :~'1'I01t ' 
26 1,463 • .1. , ? ,.40 ; 2,08 /0 2,21 
73~ '·,188· •. 7 : 6,60 , '" ,.71 , 6.07 
34 2,708.3 , ~ ,06 . 2,65 . 2,81 
23( 1 ,.368.,1 ; 2 ,J I. ; 1,85 1,97r< 
62' ; 3 • .75&.9·i 5,59 , 4,84 . 5 ol4~ 
40~ 20377 • .5 I 1,67 !. '\.r R • 3,37 . 

9' 947 •. 6 i 84 I 73 , 771> 
26~ 1.54.7.6 ; 2,38 i 2,06 ~. 2,19h 
52 2,456 •. 0. , 4,69 i 4,.06 ~ 4,31 ,. 
"Ill( i 2,3QQ.,C) 1 ".4) ; ? ,Q5 , 3,14~ 
10' ; 588 •. 7 i 92 ! 80 j 85 ' 9, : 714..5 82i 71 : 76 

1 20'1 1,194 .• .3 .. ; I , B2 ; 1 ,57 " 1 ,67 
?7 , 1 ,.429' •. 9 : 2,4" 1 7,]0, 2,23 
615. '3 ,.1 12 •. OJ 5,52 j '+,1p, : 5,08 
)5 , 

7/f.? •. 7 ~ 1,37 : I ,J 9 ! 1 ,2 6 ~ 
19~ i 2 ,4-1 1 • .1 . : 3,55 : ,\,07 ! 3,27 B 
10 1,530 •. 7 i 2,75 ; 2,18 : 2,53 
95, • ?,J81.2,' 8,55 , 7,.40 l 7,86 , 
30~ I,227.91 2,75 2,38 : 2,52 
45~ 2,484.01 4012 3,56 . 3,79 
234 611 .2( 2ol0 I,82 . 1 ,93 
55 /• 3,218.6 4,97 4,30 4,,)1 
323 1,570 •. 0 2,90 2,51 2,66 
25< I,570.0 ;> 031 2,00 2 ,1'3 
~31 2,327.0' I .. ,77 4.1, 4.38 
16 885.9, 1 ,50 1 .29 1 ,37 
445 2,433.51 4,00 3,46 3.67 
223 1,441.0' 2,00' I ,73 1 ,84 
532 3,022.3. 4,78 4013 4.39 
324 1,424.2 2,91 2,52 2,67 
289 1,833.5E 2.59 2,24 2.38 
465 2,203.6< 4, I 8( 3,61. 3,8'. 

'-'J '''1 



( (-- r-- r' r-- [ II 

i NAWl 

0' 
~ 

CITY OR TOWN 

9 LEHIGH 
9 LEIGHTON 
9 LELAND 
9 LE ROY 
9 LESTER 
9 LETTS 
9 LEW I S 
9 LlBERTYV I LLE 
9 LIDDERDALE 
9 LIME SPRINGS 
9 LINCOLN 
9 LINDEN 
9 LINEVILLE 
9 LllliN GROVE 
9 LISBON 
9 LISCOMB 
9 L J TTLEPORT 
9 LITTLE ROCK 
9 LITTLE SIOUX 
9 LIVERMORE 
9 LOCKRIDGE 
9 LOHRVILLE 
9 LONE ROCK 
9 LONE TREE 
9 LONG GROVE 
9 LORI"10R 
9 LOST NATION 
9 LOVI U A 
9 LOWDEN 
q LOW '10()R 
9 LUANA 
9 LUCAS 
<) LUTHER 

[ -, r--- r r~- r--

COMPARISOI or M!THODS 
Por 

r 

DISTRIBUTION OP lOAD us. TAX FU¥DS 
AMONG CITIB8 AlII) 'l'0WII8 

1---- [ --- r- -- r-

OlSTlt18UTI0N 0' tsTIMATlO 1111 
1110 1.10 !tOAD Us[ TAX 'UNDI 

RQI\D liar; TAlC 
100" 100" to~NlEO POPULATION ~"TION"'£NT ON ON l ... fND 

! I'OPU'-A TlON A¥ NEED ON IIOR 
846 4,940011 7.60, 6,57 

6'
98

1 167 661.6( 1 .501 1 .29 1,37 
209 1 >171.9, 1 .87 < 1 .62 1 .72. 

70 510.25 62< 54 571 
239 1.216.7E 2.148 1,85 1.97 
392 2.265.4( 3.524 3.04 3.23 
501 2,865.3l 4.502 3.89 4tl3 
368 1.743.81 3 dOE 2.86, 3,03 
201 1.009.31 1.806 1 .56' 1,66 
581 3.089.66 5.222. 4.5lf 4,79 
183 1.087.81 1.64~ 1,42. 1 .51 
258 1.626013 2, 3IE· 2.001 2013 
452 2.702.72 4.06, 3.51 3,11 
330 1.794.1? 2.96l 2 • 56~ 2.72 

1.221 5.338.2: 11 .02 9,54 10,J 3 
295 1.558.8: 2,65. 2.29 ' 2.43 
119 719.4( 1 • 06~ 921 98 
%4 2,<188.7' 5. 06~ 4 , 38~ 4.65 
295 1,956.93 2.651 2 , 2<1~ 2.43 
545 3.448.55 4,891 4.23- 4.50 
206 1.306.52 1 .852 1 ,60. 1 .70 
653 3.<l1'l.96 <; • A6< 5.07 f 5,3<1 
185 1.054.18 1.662 1.,,31 1 .52 
717 3.583.11 6.444 5 .571 5.92 
182 874.73 1 .636 1 ,41' 1.50 
460 2.831.73 4,134 ,.57 3,80 
567 30123032 5,096 4 • 40~ 4,68 
630 3.470.99 5.667 4.89S 5.7.0 
641 ,.599.98 5.761 4.<185 <;,2<1 
343 1.5/i1 •• 47 3.083 ?66- 7.83 
276 1.233.56 2 • 4 81 2 • 140 2 .27 
357 2.355.09 3.208 2.776 2,95{ 
147 734.54 1 ,,21 ) ,] 43 1 .7)' 

r -_ r-



1 1 , 1 '.I 1 

i NAM£ 
or 

~ CITY OR TOWN 

9 LU VERNE 
9 LUXEMBURG 
9 LUZERNE 
9 LYNNVILLE 
9 LYTTON 
9 MCCALLSBURG 
9 MCCAUSLAND 
9 MCCLELLAND 
9 MCINTIRE 
9 MACEDONIA 
9 MACKSBURG 
9 MAGNOLIA 
9 MALCOM 
9 MALLARD 
9 MALOY 
9 MARATHON 
9 "1ARflLE ROCK 
9 MARNE 
9 MARQUETTE 
9 MARTELLE 
9 MARTENSDALE 
9 MARTINSBURG 
9 MARYSVILLE 
9 MASONVILLE 
9 MASSENA 
9 "1ATLOCK 
9 MAURICE 
9 MAXWELL 
9 MAYNARD 
9 "1AYSVILLE 
9 MECHANICSVILLE 
9 MEDIAPOLIS 
9 MF.LfIOURI-lE 

'" "1 ''':'""l l , J 

COMPARISON or METHODS 
Por 

- 1 

DISTRIBUTION OF ROAD USI TAX PUNDS 
AMONG CITIB8 AND TOWIIS 

--1 'I 1 

OIST"'IUftON or ESTIMAn:o 'III 
Iteo ItIO IIOAD USE 'TAA FUNDa 

RCW) un TAlC lOOt. lOOt. IO~NUO I'OPULATtON AIIPORTIONM£NT ON ON AND 
I"O'ULA TlON 42 NUD 1_0.. I"OR 

468 't100.8~ 4.20 , ,641 ,.86 
1~9 67?8B J .4 2S 1 ,;> 'II 1 .3 1 
136 1,042.9' 1,22;: 1.05! 1 t12 
411 2,276.Sf 3,69~ 3.19i 3,39 
376 2·,091.5' '3 • 3 7~ 2.921 , .1 0 
272 1.626.1. 2.44<. 2 .11. 2.24 
173 841.0- 1 .55£ 1034 1 .42 
150 891·.5 1 , 34~ 1 • 16~ 1 .23 
210 1,682.1 2',421 2,) 0' 2.2, 
290 1.67].0( ?,60' 2.25. 2.39 
174 1,233 .-51 1 ,56, 1 • '3 5 1,43 
215 1.160.6' 1 ,93 1 ,61 1,77 
416 2.;>76,.5" 3.73E 3.23 3.43 
431 2.;>,7.3, 3. A 7t 3.,5 3.56 

68 504.6£ 611 52' 56 
516 ,0168.1 '+.63€ 4.0), 4.26 
442 2.635.4. 3.912 3 .43' 3,65 
205 1 , J 99.91 1.843 1 .59' 1.69 
572 3.S94~3 5.14( 4.44E 4.72 
247 1.278 .. 4' 2.22C 1.92t 2.04 
316 902.7' 2.84C 2.45 2.61 
172 1.2?7.9€ 1 .541 1 .3'3 1 .42 
113 925.2( 1,01l 87' 93 
168 745.7' 1 .5IC 1 , 30~ 1.3 8 
456 2.573.7" 4.098 , • 54~ 3.76 
1 03 58'.J 2 921 80 851 
237 1.435.45 2.13( 1.84' 1 .951 
773 4.'+97.08 6.94 , 6 .01 6.38€ 
515 2.551.31 '+ .629 4 • OO~ 4.25~ 
126 39;>.4' 1.137 98C 1 .041 

1.010 4.766.33 9,078 7.854 8.343 
1,040 4.676.58 9.3'.6 8.087 8.591 

">17 ?8?9.79 4 .6 /.7 " .021 4.? 72 

J 1 1 



r { ( r' C'- r 

i NAMIt 
OF 

I CITY OR TOWN 

9 MELCHER 
9 MELROSE 
9 MELVIN 
9 MENLO 
9 MERIDEN 
9 MERRILL 
9 MESERVEY 
9 MIDDLETOWN 
9 MILES 
9 MIllFRSAURG 
9 MILLERTON 
9 MILO 
9 MILTON 
9 MINAlJRN 
9 MINDEN 
9 MINGO 
9 MITCHELL 
9 MITCHELLVILLE 
9 MODALE 
9 MONDAMIN 
9 MONETA 
9 ..,ONMOUTH 
9 MONTOUR 
9 MONTROSE 
9 MOORHEAD 
9 MOORLAND 
9 MORAVIA 
9 MORLEY 
9 MORNING SUN 
9 MORRISON 
9 MOULTON 
9 MT AUBURN 
9 MT STERLING 

r' ! - { c- c 

COHPARISOIf OF MB'l'HOOS 
por 

r-

DISTRIBUTION or ROAD USi TAX FUNDS 
AMONG CITIB8 ANI) 'l'OWIIS 

r c- :_ f ' ( " 

DIIT .. IIUTION OF tlTlMAT£D I_ 
It eo 1 .. 0 ~ USIt TAX FUNDI 

ROAD us It TAX 100'- lOOt. 1Ot.QN HlIO I'OPULATION ~ORTIONIIKNT ON ON IAGl~ND ~"U4.AnON .-. HUD ON I"OR 
867 5.035.45 7.792 6.741 7 .J6~ 
214 1.738.23 1.92, 1.664 1 .761 
364 1.822.39 3.272 7.831 3. oo~ 
421 20360.71 3.784 3.274 3.47\ 
192 919.58 1 .725 I .49' ) .58". 
645 3.392.44 5.797 5.01'. 5.32S 
331 1.665.37 2.975 2. 5 7~ 2 .734 
245 1.284.06 2.202 1.905 2.024 
376 1.928.90 3.379 2.924 3 .1 O~ 
186 J 0121.46 1.672 1 .44 1 .5 3t 

90 784.98 809 69\ 74~ 
468 2.943.89 4.206· 3.64( 3.86~ 
609 4.031.71 5.473 4.73' 5.03( 
?,57 1.979.35 3.209 2.77€ 2.95( 
355 1.839.18 3.190 2.761 2.93, 
260 1.272.81 2.337 2.022 2.14E 
237 628.00 2.130 1.843 ~,95~ 
957 5,080.32 8.601 7.441 7,90~ 
276 1.586.90 2.481 2.146 2.28C 
436 2.742.00 3.918 3 .391 3.60, 

76 499.05 683 591 627 
291 ],110.25 2.616 2.263 2.404 
452 20130.81 4.062 3.515 3.734 
632 3.605.58 5.680 4.914 5.221 
313 2.1<)8.11 2.813 2.434 2.585 
281 10390.62 2,526 2.185 2.322 
621 3,656.00 5 ,581 4,829 5.130 
124 880.15 1,) 14 964 1.024 
875 5.765."n 7.865 6.804 7.228 
139 q47.6 lJ 1.249 I .081 1 .148 
773 5.523.26 6.947 6.011 6,386 
186 1.211.15 1 .672 1 .447 1 ,5'37 

86 807.'.0 773 668 710 

~ 



1 1 '1 ) l 1 ') l , . » l , Of' 1 1 1 

COMPARISOR OP MB~HODS 
Por 

DISTRIBUTION OF ROAD USE TAX FUNDS 
AMONG CITIES AND TOWNS 

i OIST".aUTION or UlIMAnO I_ 
NAWI 1110 lleo ROAD un TA)I 'UNDa 0' HeW) USE TAX 100'- 100'- eo\QNNEIO 

~ CITY OR TOWN POPULATION ARPQRTIONM£ NT ON ON I.-olANO I"OPULA TlON A¥ NUl) ON POR 
9 t-IT UNION 171 C)~6.~ 1 .581 1 • "6 1.45 9 MOVILLE 1 .1':>6 5.40:'.4 10.39( 8,98 9.54 9 MURRAY 613 1,.300.8 5.50 I, • 76 5.06 9 NEMAHA 151 1,031.7' 1 .35 1 • 171 1.24 9 NEOLA 870 4.704.6( 7.S?( 6.76 7018 9 NEW ALAIN 643 3.184.9 ? ,77< 5.00r 5.31 9 NEWELL 893 4.956.9 8 , 02 ~ 6.9'" 7.37 9 NEWHALL 49':> 2,052.2 4 .44' 3.85 4.08 9 NEW HARTFORf) 649 ~ .274.6!' 5.1l3~ 5.041 5.36 9 NEW LIBERTY 145 706.4, 1 .30 1 ,] 2! 1019 9 NEw MARKET 506 3.213.0 4,54E 3,93' 4.17 9 NEW PROVIDENCE 206 10188.7' 1,851, 1,60 1.70 9 Nnl VIENNA 265 1.14'1.8< 2 .38, 2.06 2018 9 NEW VIRGINIA 381 1.917.68 3 .42~ 2,96 3014 9 NICHOLS 329 1,951.33 2 • 95 ~ 2,55 f 2.71 9 NODAWAY 204 10306.52 1 , 8 3~ 1 .58 1.68 9 fIIORTHBORO 135 936.,fl 1,213 1 .04' 1.11 9 fII BLJEfliA VISTA 150 829.85 1 ,348 1.16 1 ,23 9 fIIORTH ENGLISH 1 ,004 4,783.11 9,023 7,80 8.29 9 NORTH LlBERTY 334 1.732.66 3.002 2,59 2.75 9 N WASHINGTON 156 891.51 1,402 1 ,21' 1.28 9 NORWALK 1,328 2,439.16 11,936 10.32 10,97 9 NORWAY 516 2.472.87 4.637 4.012 4.26 9 NUMA 202 10390.62 1 .816 1 ,571 1.67 9 OAKVILLE 346 7.018.6') ~ ']09 2.691 2.85 9 OCHEYEDAN 662 3.925.18 5.950 '),] 4- 5.46 9 OKOBOJI 330 1.884.10 2.966 2.56 2.72 
9 OLDS 189 1.048.55 I ,699 I ",69 I .56 9 OLDTO'tlN 27 22 1,.26 242 210 22' 9 OLlN 703 3.510.23 6,319 5,467 5.80 9 OLLIE 291 1.671.00 2.615 2.263 2.40 9 ONEIDA 76 420.53 683 590 62 9 ONSLOW 269 1.368.17 2 .418 2.092 2.22. 



t' r . - (- r I ,- ( f 

NAWIt 

0' 

I CITY Oil TOWN 

9 ORCHARD 
9 ORIENT 
9 ORLEANS 
9 OSSIAN 
9 OSTERDOCK 
9 OTHO 
9 OTO 
9 OTTOSEN 
9 OWASA 
9 OXFORD 
9 OXFORD JCT 
9 OYENS 
9 PACIFIC JCT 
9 PACKWOOD 
9 PALMER 
9 PALO 
9 PANAMA 
9 PANORAMA PARK 
9 PARNELL 
9 PATON 
9 PATTERSON 
9 PEOS TA 
9 PERSIA 
9 PETERSON 
9 PIERSON 
9 PILOT MOUND 
9 PIONEER 
9 PISGAH 
9 PLAINFIEL[J 
9 PLAIN VIEW 
9 PLANO 
9 PLEASANT HILL 
9 PLEASANTON 

'f ( { I - ( 

COMPARISOII OF MBTHODS 
Por 

r -

DIsTRIBUTION or ROAD US8 TAX FUlDS 
AMONG CITIB8 AND TOWRS 

r- r- f ( 

DlSTIUIUTION or UTIMAT1:D I_ 
1110 I.to IIOAD USE TAX FUNDI 

"<WI uat TAX lOOt. lOOt. to\QNNlIO I'OI'Ul.ATION ANtOftTIONWENT ON ON AtIO 
I"OPU4.AnON A¥ NEED 1_0.. POll 

116 639.19 1,042 90 95 
341 2,394.37 3.065 2,65 2,81 
280 1,777.54 2.516 2017 2,31 
827 4,508.38 7,433 6,43 6.83 

45 285.93 404 35( 37 
593 3,140013 5,330 4,61 4,89 
221 1,693.42 1,986 1,71 ( 1,82 

92 712.10 827 71' 76 
104 560.72 935 80' 85 
633 3.044.78 5,689 4,92, 5.22 
725 3,717.70 6,516 5.63! 5,98 
114 532.65 1,024, 8S" 94 
560 3,084.07 5.033 4 ,35~ 4,625 
215 10183.14 1,933 1,67;; 

I , 77~ 271 1,659.75 2.435 2,10' 2.23 
387 1,598.08 3.478 3 ,010 3,19 
257 1.289.68 2,310 1,998 2 '12~ 140 667.24 1,258 1,089 1015 
200 101'>5.12 1 .798 1 ,555 1,6'>, 
370 2,265.40 3.325 2.87' 3,05] 157 745.75 1 ,411 1 ,221 1,29 

50 336.42 '150 389 41 
322 2,091.53 2.894 2,504 2,660 
565 3,302.75 5,078 4,393 4,668 
'125 2,540.16 3,819 30305 3,51q 
196 1,379.38 1.762 1,524 1.619 
4'.8 465.38 4.026 3,' ... 84 3.701 
343 1,833.61 3,083 ?667 2.831 
445 2.170.05 3,999 3,460 3.677 

37 235.45 333 288 305 
87 594.32 782 677 71~ 197 2,?42.96 3.568 ,,087 3,28 

103 728.91 926 801 850 

f -- r 



-j -) -.~ 1 -1 -l 1 

i NAME 
OF' 

~ 
CITY Oft TOWN 

9 PLEASANT PLAIN 
9 PLEASANTVILLE 
9 PLOVER 
9 PLYMOUTH 
9 POLK CITY 
9 POMEROY 
9 POPEJOY 
9 PORTSMOUTH 
9 PRA I R I EBURG 
9 PRAIRIE CITY 
9 PRESCOTT 
9 PR~STON 

9 PRINCETON 
9 PROMISE CITY 
9 PROTIVIN 
9 PULASKI 
9 QUASQUETON 
9 QUIMBY 
9 RADCLIFFE 
9 RAKE 
9 RALSTON 
9 RANDALIA 
9 RANDAL L 
9 RANDOLPH 
9 RATHBUN 
9 RAYMOND 
9 READLYN 
9 REASNOR 
9 REDDING 
9 REDFIELD 
9 REM'3RANDT 
9 REMSEN 
9 RENWICK 

-~ , . } . J -, 1 -1 

COMPARISON OF MB'l'HODS 
Por 

) 

DISTRIBUTION OF ROAD USE TAX FUNDS 
AMONG CITIES AND TOWNS 

, -1 1 

DIST .. IBUTION or ESTIMATED IHI 
lelO Ie., AOAO un TAX rUNDI 

ACW) USE TAX lOOt. lOOt. IO~NNEED POPULATION AlU'ORTIONIoK NT ON ON 14d&.~ND POPULATION 4¥ MUD ON 1'0" 
147 829.85 1 .321 1.14 1,21 

1.025 5.007.41 9.212 7.97( 8.46 
182 1.362.54 1 .63t 1.41/ 1 ,50 
422 2.214.91 3.79, 3 .28 ' 3,48 
567 1.884010 5,0ge 4 ,40' 4.68 
816 4.867.23 7.334 6 034~ 6.74 
190 10127.01 1 .708 1 .47f 1 .56 
232 1.676.59 2.085 I .80( 1 .91 
226 I .177.54 2.031 1 ,75 1.86 
943 4,676.58 8.475 7,33_ 7,79 
331 2.085.ge 2,975 2 • 5 71 2,73 
819 3.835.50 7.361· 6. ,6e 6,76E 
580 2,775.65 5,213 4,5 !( 4.792 
161 1.222.40 1,44 1 .25, 1 032~ 
302 1,586.90 2.714 2,,4f 2.49: 
299 20136.,8 2,687 2,,2: 2,47C 
373 2.097.17 3.352 2.901 3.081 
369 2.231.70 3.317 2,869 3.04S 
615 3.577.51 5.527 4.783 5.07S 
328 1,'168.20 2,948 2,5~0 2,71C 
143 930.82 1,285 1 ,112 10182 
114 7 /.0.17 1 ,025 887 942 
201 10132.68 1,806 1,563 1 ,6 5S 
257 1,654.18 2,310 1.998 2012, 
203 1.284.06 1,824 1,579 1,67 t 
378 1.682.15 3,398 2,939 3,122 
547 2,624.27 4.916 4.253 4.5H 
224 1,772.81 2 ,013 1 ,742 1 ,85C 
129 10121.47 1 , 159 1,004 1.06c 
966 5,001.81 8.682 7,511 7,98( 
265 1,659.7~ 2,382 2,061 2,19C 

1",8 70177. 1,7 12,025 10.404 11.05, 
1,77 2,657.88 4,287 3.710 3.941 

l ) - 1 
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i NAME 
or 

~ CITY OR TOWN 

~ RHODEs 
RICEVILLE 

19 RICHLAND 
9 RICKETTS 
9 RIDGEWAY 
9 RlDOTTO 
9 RINARD 
9 RINGSTED 
9· RIPPEY 
9 RIVERDALE 
9 RIVERSIDE 
9 RIVERTON 
9 ROBINS 
9 ROCK FALLS 
9 ROCKFORD 
9 ROCKWELL 
9 RODMAN 
9 RODNEy 
9 ROLAND 
9 ROLFE 
9 ROME 
9 ROSE HILL 
9 ROSSIE 
9 ROWAN 
9 ROWLEY 
9 ROYAL 
9 RUDD 
9 RUNNELLS 
9 RUSSELL 
9 RUTHVEN 
9 RUTLAND 
9 RYAN 
9 SABULA 

( r' . ( r" , 
COMPARISON OF METHODS 

For 

( 

DISTRIBUTION OF ROAD USE TAX FUNDS 
AMONG CITlB8 AND TOIftfS 

( r- ( -

DISTlllaUTION or ESTIMATED I_ 
It eo .. to ROAD USE TAA rUN.,. 

"<WI USE TAX lOOt. lOOt. to~N£1O I"OPULATION AAPORTIONwt:NT ON ON [,",,-~ND I'OPULAnON A!/I. NEED ON '<)1' 

358 2.069.08 3,218 2.783 2,95; 
898 5.394.32 8,071 6,983 7.411 
546 3.313.98 4,907 4,246 4.51 ( 
133 930.82 I .195 1,034 1 .09~ 
267 1.721.43 2.400 2.077 2.201 

6 54 46 4' 
99 644.82 889 770 81-

559 3.241.09 5,024 4,347 4.61 ' 
331 }.984.99 2.975 2,574 2.73' 
477 1.256.01 4.287 3.709 3.94( 
656 3.538.29 5.896 5 ,)01 5.41 ( 
399 2,646.67 3.586, 3,103 3.291 
426 1.525017 3.829 3.312 3.51 ( 
156 779.40 1.402 1.213 1.28' 
941 5,489.63 8,457 7,318 7.77: 
712 4,222.40 6,938 6,00, 6,371 
144 689.69 1.295 1 ,120 1 , 1 8 ( 

94 712.10 844 731 771 
748 3.852.29 6,723 5.816 6. I 7' 
819 5.590.57 7,361 6,369 6.761 
117 751.34 I ,051 910 961 
223 1.362.56 2,005 1,734 1,84; 
102 628.00 916 793 84' 
273 1,704.62 2,454 2.ln 2,25' 
234 10396.21 2.103 1,819 1.93: 
475 2,775.63 4,269 3,694 3,92' 
436 2.231.71 3,919 3.390 3.60 
322 10121013 2.894 2.~n4 2,661 
577 3.]73.81 5.185 4,487 4,76 
712 4,867.23 6,399 5.537 5.88 
<'21 1,261.63 ).987 ].718 1 .82' 

'347 2,029.86 3,) 1 8 2,698 2.861 
894 4.979.41 8,035 6,952 7 J38~ 

f -- ( -, 
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a NAME 

" 
OF 

~ 
CITY OR TOWN 

'I SA\:>tVILLt 
9 ST ANSGAR 
9 ST ANTHONY 
9 ST CHARLES 
9 ST LUC~S 
9 ST MARYS 
9 ST OLAF 
9 ST PAUL 
9 SALEM 
9 SALIX 
9 SANDYVILLE 
9 SCARVILLE 
9 SCHALLER 
9 SCHLESWIG 
9 ~CRANTON 

9 SEARSBORO 
9 SERGEANT BLUFF 
9 SHAMBAUGH 
9 SHAI'INON CITY 
9 SHARPSBURG 
9 SHELBY 
9 SHELDAHL 
9 SHELLSBURG 
9 SHERRILL 
9 SILVER CITY 
9 S LA TER 
'l SLOAN 
9 SMITHLAND 
9 SOLDI ER 
9 SOLON 
9 ~OMERS 

9 SOUTH ENGLISH 
9 SP1LLVILLE 

) } J . I , . 1 

COMPARISOR or METHODS 
Por 

.. , 

DISTRIBUTIO~ OF ROAD USB TAX FUNDS 
AMONG CITIBS AND TOWNS 

) , J 

DlSTltlauTlON or ESTIMATED I_ 
I.eo 1"0 AOAD USE TAX FUN.,. 

ACW) USI TAX 100,," lOOt. eo\ON NIEO I"OI'ULATION AIIPORTIONW£ NT ON ON I~ND fOOPUl.AnON AS NUO ON POR 
llC bbl.b' 'Ill' 8? '10 

1 ,01' 5,500.8 9,11 7,88 8,37 
13( 981.2 1016 1 ,01 1 ,07 
35! 1,788.7 3019 2,76 2,93 
21 885.9 1,89 1,64 1,74 

9' 499.0 84 73 77 
16~ 885.9 1 ,51 1 ,., 1 1 ,39 
121 633.6- 1.15 '19 1,05 
44 2,652.2 3,97 3,43 3,65 
39' 1,889.6 3,54 3,06 3,25 
11 ' 515.8 1 ,03 89 95 
la' 588.7 94 81 86 
89€ 4,715.8 8.05 6.96 7,40 
78~ 4,211.1 7,05 6010 6,48 
86~ 4,9'16.1 7,77 6,72 7014 
16~ 1,026.1 1,48 1 ,28 1 ,36 
81' 3, 190.6 7,30 6,32 6,71 
20~ 1,407.4 1,85 1,60 1 ,70 
12 958.7 1014 98 1,05, 
13( 824.2! 1016 1 ,01 1,07. 
53: 3,319.5 4,79 4,14 4.40: 
27\ 10183,) 2,50 2,17 2,30! 
625 3,54,.8' 5,61 4,86 5 , 16 
!7~ 908.31 I ,561 1035 1 ,431 
281 1,743.81 2 ,521 2018 2,32 
717 3.269.1 6,44' 5.57 5,92: 
704 ,,667.2 6037. 5.47. <; ,81, 
349 2,091.5, 3.13 2.71 2,88 
284 1,811011 2,55, 2.20 2,,4, 
604 2,955.0/ 5,42' 4,69 4,98' 
703 1,716.7, 1 .82' I ,57 1 ,67 
717 1.390.6, 1 • q 51 1 ,68 1079 
389 2.035.4/ 3,49< 3.02 3,21' 

1 1 1 



r' {" f .-. r r- f ,- r 

i NAMIE 
0' 

~ 
CITY Oil TOWN 

9 SPRAGUEVILLE 
9 SPRINGBROOK 
9 SPRING HILL 
9 SPRINGVILLE 
9 STACYVI LLE 
9 STANHOPE 
9 STANLEY 
9 STANTON 
9 STANWOOD 
9 STEAMBOAT ROCK 
9 STOCKPORT 
9 STOCKTON 
9 STOUT 
9 STRATFORD 
9 STRUFlLE 
9 SUllY 
9 SUPER lOR 
9 SUTHERLAND 
9 SWALEDALE 
9 SWAN 
9 SWEA CITY 
9 SW1SHER 
9 TABOR 
9 TEMPLETON 
9 TENNANT 
9 TERRIL 
9 THAYER 
9 THOMPSON 
9 THOR 
9 THORNBURG 
9 THORNTON 
9 THURMAN 
9 T1FF IN 

r r ( f (- r ,-- c-- r--

COMPARISOB OF MI'l'HODS 
por 

DISTRIBUTION or ROAD USE TAX PUIDS 
AMONG CITIBS AND TCMlS 

DIST"IIUTION or IESTIMA'RO 1M! 
1110 lleo ~ uS! TAX rUN04 

~ USIE TAlC 100'- lOOt. ~NUO POPULATION ~IITIONIoK NT ON ON 14Ol~ND ~ULAT10N 4¥ NUO ON 1'011 
100 644.8, 89~ 77 82 
139 611.2C 1 • 24~ 1.08 1.14 
111 482.20 998 86 91 
785 3 .8] 3. O~ 7.055 6.10' 6.48 
588 3.050.41 5.285 4.57 4.85 
461 2.355.0> 4.143 3.585 3,80 
156 885.92 ] ,402 1 ,21; ] .28 
514 30196.22 4,62C 3.99 4,24 
598 3,067.22 5.374 4,65C 4,94 
426 2,214.91 3,829 3.31 < 3,51 
342 1,940.14 3.074 2.66C 2,82 
164 925.18 1.474· 1.275 1,35 
145 756.97 1,303 1012 1,19 
703 3,773.75· 6,318 5,46 5,80E 

74 510.23 665 575 61~ 508 2,534.53 4.566 3.951 4019 
190 1,345.75 1.707 ] ,47 1,56 
883 4.682015 7,936 6.86 ' 7 ,29~ 
217 1.]49.49 1.951 1 ,68' 1.79, 
168 1.087.81 1.509 1.306 1,38E 
805 4.872.84 7,235 6,260 6.64S 
271 1.149.49 2,436 2. IDE 2,24C 
909 4.872.85 8.170 7.068 7,SOE 
354 2.l58.84 3.181 2.753 2,925 

95 532.65 8S4 739 785 
382 2,383013 3.433 2.970 30155 
101 857.28 908 785 8'34 
689 3,913.98 6.192 5.358 5.692 
234 1.519.59 2,103 1,820 1 .933 
101 773.78 908 785 834 
449 2,472.87 4,035 3,492 3,709 
268 1,592.1,5 2.409 2.083 2.214 
31 1 1.435.45 2.795 2. 1+l9 2,569 

( ( 
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I NA"" 

0' 
~ 

CITY 011 TOWN 

9 WALNUT 
9 WASHTA 
9 WATERVILLF. 
9 WAUCOMA 
9 WAUKEE 
9 WAYLAND 
9 WEBB 
9 WEBSTER 
9 WELDON 
9 WELLSBURG 
9 WELTON 
9 WESLEY 
9 WEST BEND 
9 WEST BRANCH 
9 WEST CHESTER 
9 WESTFIELD 
9 WESTGATE 
9 w-EST OKOBOJI 
9 WESTPHAL.! A 
9 WEST POINT 
9 WESTSIDE 
9 WHEATLAND 
9 WHI TI NG 
9 WH I TTEMORE 
9 WHITTEN 
9 WILLEY 
9 WILLIAMS 
9 WILLIAMSBURG 
9 WILLIAMSON 
9 WINFIELD 
9 WINTHROP 
9 WIOTA 
9 WODEN 

·1 '<1 - 'J '1 . ,.) - J 

COMPARISON or METHODS 
For 

- ) 

DISTRIBUTION OF ROAD US! TAX FUNnS 
AMONG CITIES AND TOWNS 

1 -, .J 

ItlO 
O'IT"'IUTION 0' IIT''''ATIO I", 

ItlO IIOAO un TAli 'UNO. 
"OAO un TAlC 100'- 100'. eO,"ON Nno I'OJtUL.A'TION AI"OllTIONhI£NT ON ON ANO 

'Ol'UI.A TI ON oUr. Nno [4O\,0N 1'011 

Ifc 4.979.3 6.9tL 6.042 6.41 
31 2.259.7, 2.786 2.410 ? • 56( 
18~ 10115.8' 1.654 1.4'31 1.52C 
3M 2.158.8. 3.272 2.831 3.00 
68 2.809.3( 6. I 7 ~ 5,342 5 ,6 7~ 
591 3.364.41 5,365 4.642 4,93; 
23E It317.6~ 20121 I .835 1.94~ 
13~ 762.61 1.232 1.06€ 1 • 132 
20; 1,284.06 I .815 I .5 7C 1.6M 
82 4tl71.93 7,433 6.431 6.832 

88 521.4' 791 68, 72E 
514 2.854.H 4,619 3,99E 4.24E 
9lC 4,328.91 8,17S 7,07' 7,51' 

1 ,053 4t312.0E 9,464 8.18€ 8. 69~ 
253 1.272.4. 2.274 I ,967 2 .08~ 
181 964 .4~ 1.680 1.454 1 .541 
214 1.267.2€ 1 • 92~ 1.664 .1.768 
171 885.9. I .5 3E 1 .330 I .412 
131 89701. 1 .1 7€ 1 .01 S 1.08' 
75€ 3.712.0 6.81, 5.894 6.261 
36 2.203.6t 3 .29, 2.854 3.03. 
643 30184.9 5 .77, 5.00e 5.312 
595 3,717.7( 5.347 4.62" 4.91, 
741 3,801.7! 6,660 5.762 60121 
18£ 975.61 1.654 1 .431 1.52( 

80 527.0' 719 622. 66( 
49( 2,910.21 1,.404 3.810 4. 04~ 

1,342 6.633.51 12.061 10.436 11.081 
262 1,648.5, 2.355 2.037 2 d63 
862 4,979.3<)1 7.747 6.703 7 tl21 
649 '.'"'.'~ 5.833 5.047 5.361 
195 1.272.81 1.752 1 .516 1 .611 
283 1.525.17 2.544 2.201 2.338 

1 1 1 
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i NAM! 
OF 

~ 
CITY Olt TOWN 

9 TINGLEY 
9 TITONKA 
9 TORONTO 
9 TREYNOR 
9 TRUESDALE 
9 TRURO 
9 TURIN 
9 UDELL 
9 UNDERWOOD 
9 UNION 
9 UNIONVILLE: 
9 UNIVERSITY HTS 
9 UNIVERSITY PARK 
9 URBANA 
9 UTE 
9 VAil 
9 VALERIA 
9 VAN HORNE 
9 VAN METER 
9 VAN WERT 
9 VARINA 
9 VENTURA 
9 VICTOR 
9 VINCENT 
9 VltHNG 
9 VOLGA CITY 
9 WADENA 
9 WAHPETON 
9 WALCOTT 
9 WALFORD 
9 WALKER 
9 WALLINGFORD 
9 WALL LAKE 

r ( - r r-- (---- ( 

COMPARISON OJ' METHODS 
For 

DISTRIBUTIOM or ROAD USB TAX PUMDS 
AMONG CITIES AND TOWMS 

r- - r ( - ( -

DIST .. IBVTION or UTIMAnD I_ 
1.10 "10 ~ U$! TAX FUNDI 

~un TAl( 100,," lOOt. IOt.oN NEIO 
~OPULATION NIPOltTJONW£ NT ON ON I Ml&!AND PO~ULAT10N NIT. NUl) ON .-0" 

278 1 ,867ol~ 2,49' 2016 2.29 
647 3.302.7~ 5.81~ 5.03 5.34 
144 925.2( 1 • 29~ J tl21 J .] 9 
368 1,384.91 3.30- 2.86 3.04 
153 885.9 1 .37 1.19 1.26 
338 1.984.9~ 3,03 2.62 2.79 
163 897.1~ 1.46: 1.26 1,34 

76 538.2~ 683 59 62 
337 1.558.8; 3,02 2.62 2.78 
534 2.747.5f 4.79' 4,15 4.41 
185 1.143.8' 1,66 1.43 1,52 
841 2,500.9C 7,55E- 6.54( 6.94 
569 2,562.5~ 5 , 11~ 4,42 4.70 
544 2,321.4< 4.B8~ 4,23( 4,49 
511 3,156.9t 4,59' 3,97' 4,22 
473 2.983.1 4,251 3.67 3,90 

76 319.5£ 68; 59 62 
554 2,865.3e 4,97, 4.30 4.57 
385 2,041.0 3,46C 2,99_ 3,18 
253 1.763.1] 2 ,27~ 1.961 2.06 
162 807.42 1 .45f 1 .25' 1.33 
5]0 1.045.78 4. 58~ 3.961 4,21 _ 
870 40155.03 7.819 6.76' 7018 
173 1,082.19 1 .555 1 ,341 1,42 
122 628.00 1,09f 94~ 1.00 
361 2.371.92 3,245 2.80 2.98 
275 1.771.89 2,471 2 • 1 'It 2.27 
117 712.]0 I ,052 9]( 96 
664 2,691.56 5,968 50163 5.48 
264 1.104.63 2,372 2.05" ? 0181 
584 3.078.4 l , 5.249 4,541 

4.
821 228 1.284.06 2.049 1 .773 1.88 

812 4.222.,8 7.298 6,3 I 5 6,70 , 

( ( 
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i N""" 0' 

~ 
CITY 011 TOWN 

9 WOODBURN 
9 WOODWARD 
9 WOOLSTOCK 
9 WORTHINGTON 
9 WYOMING 
9 YALE 
9 YETTER 
9 YORKTOWN 
9 ZEARING 
9 ZWINGLE 
9 POP GROUP TOTAL 

STATE TOTAL 

. 

1 , '., . 1 J --} -- } ._., . ) . 1 . ) 

COMPARISON OF METHODS 
For 

DISTRIBUTION OF ROAD USE TAX FUNDS 
AMONG CITIES AND TOWNS 

1110 
OISTIIIIUTION or UTI~ ... TtO 1"1 

IUO "040 un TAX rUNDS 
IIOAO us, TAX 

100'- 100'. 10\0"1 "IUD POPULA TI 0 N APPOIITION ... tNT ON ON AND 
POPUL.A TlON Au. Nt£O 40tON POll! 

202 1,429.88 1 ,815 1.570 1.66, 
967 <;,091.50 8.691 7,520 7.988 
269 1,429.88 2,418 2,092 2.222 
360 1,889.67 3,235 2.799 2,974 
797 4,059.76 70163 6,198 6.584 
260 1,642.93 2.337 2,022 2 >148 

85 678.46 764 661 702 
150 818 '.64 1.348 1,166 1.238 
528 2.882.23 4,745 4.106 4.363 
110 740.16 989 855 908 

291,431 1,558,602.70 2,619.233 2,266.201 2,407,413 

1,9100301 9,544.848.27 17.I68.813 17,}68,813 17.168,813 

I , 

I 

-1 1 
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Gr~~B we~~ht 
Pounda 

Groas 
WeJ9ht 

So percent 25 percent 
ovexloac! overload 

3 6.300 i. SOD 
5 10. SOO 12.500 

• 12,600 15,000 
7 14.700 17,500 
8 :! 16,800 20,000 

• '"'18,900 22,500 

10 21,000 25. 000 
11 23,100 27.500 
12 25,:200 )0,000 
13 ~7 ,300 32.5QO 
14 29,400 35,000 

15 31.500 37.500 
16 33 .. 600 40,000 
17 35,700 42,500 
18 3.7 ~8DO 45~OOO 

1. 39.900 47,500 

20 42.000 50,000 
21 44,100 52,500 
22 46,200 55,000 
23 4B,300 57,SOO 
24 50,400 60,000 

25 52.500 62,500 
26 304,600 65,000 
27 56,700 67~500 
28 58~800 70,000 
29 60,900 72,500 

30 63,000 75,000 
31 65,100 77,500 
32 61,200 80,000 
33 69,300 82,500 
3. _ 71,40!l 85,000 

35 73,500 87,500 
16 75,60~ 90,000 
37 ",700 92,500 
38 79,800 95,003 
39 81,900 97,500 

40 84,000 10',000 
41 86.100 102.500 
42 88,200 1050,000 
43 90, )00 107.5000 

Total - -

( . { ( r r ( r f 

STATB OF IOWA 
Present Schedule of Reglatratlon Pee. 
for 'lTucka, BuaNa and Truck Tractors 
Classified by Gro •• We1¢t of Vehicle 

r . r- ( r'- ( r ( 

Tllble 1 

(1958 Dl.trtbotion) 

aeg.1Btration Pees tlUmber Re<JUtered. Pee. Produced 

Trucks and Bussee 'l"rllcl<. 'I'r actor II 

Annual Average Ave. £88 Annual Average Ave. fee TrUcIto ~ Truck 'l'rucka& Trucl< 
re. Fee per ton Pee " .. per ton Bu •• es Tractors ToUl 8Q.888. Tractora Total 

2'.00 23.98 7.99 - - - 1.31,fi31 - 137 ~631 3,300,535.20 - 1,300,535.20 
40.00 38.37 7.67 - - - 30,615 - 30,615 1.174.687.51 - 1,174,681.51 
70.00 &7.15 11.19 40.0~ 38.37 6 .. 40 6.448 107 6,555 432.963.38 4.105.55 437.068.93 
95.00 91.13 13.02 65.00 6.2 .35 8 .. 91 10,433 62 10.495 950,738.12 3,865.74 954.603.8' 

120.00 115.11 14.39 90.00 86.33 10.79 6,899. 616 7,515 794,137.10 53.180.3' 847.317.46 
155.00 148 .68 16.S2 12S.00 119.91 13 .. 32 6,846 141 6,987 1,011,880.25 16.906.64 1,Q34 .. 786.S9 

190.00 182.26 18.23 160.00 153.48 15.35 5.851 262 6,113 1,066.379.51 40,211.42 1,106.590.93 
225.00 215.83 19.62 195.00 187.05 11.00 4,061 218 4,279 876.483.21 40.771.37 91',260.58 
265.00 254.20 21.18 235.00 225.42 ·18.79 2,664 271 2,935 677,186.34 61.089.31 738.215.65 
290.00 278.18 21.40 260.00 249.40 19.18 688 143 831 191.381.92 35.664.61 227.052.53 
115.00 302.16- 21.58 285.00 273.38 19.53 458 149 607 138.389.81 40.134.20 179,124.01 

340,00 326.14 21.74 310.00 297.36 19.82 289 UO 40. 94,255.10 35.683.79 129,938.99 
365.00 350.12 21.88 335.00 321.35 20.09 224 201 42' 18.427.61 64,590.55 143,018.16 
390.00 374.10 22.00 360.00 345.33 20.31 ~79 2.1 470 66~964.67 100~490.17 167,4S4.84 
415 .. 00 :;'98.09 22.12 385.00 369.31 20.52 297 240 531 118~231.35 88,633.94 206.865.29 
440.00 422.09 22.22 410.00 393.29 20.70 436 396 832 184~O20.95 155,742.50 339,763.45 

465.00 446.05 22 .. )0 435.00 417.27 20.86 387 476 863 172,620.36 198,620.61 371.240.91 
490.00 470.03 22 .. 38 460.00 441.25 21.01 305 2.0 55. 143.358.6' 110,312.81 253.671. 50 
515.00 494.01 22 .. 46 485.00 465 .. 23 21.15 72 335 407 35.568.6' 155.852 .81 191.Gl.SO 
540.00 517 .. 99 22 .. 52 510.00 48'.21 21.27 28 300 328 14.503.74 146.763.99 161.267 .. 73 
565.00 5041.97 22.58 535 .. 00 513.1' 21.38 • 24. 252 3,251.83 126,245.81 129,497.64 

- - - 560.00 537.18 21.49 - 400 400 - 214.870.16 .214,870.1(; 
- - - 585.00 561.16 21.58 - 430 430 - 241.297 .27 241.297 .27 
- - - 610.00 585.14 21.67 - 1312 1312 - 7'7.700.40 767,700.40 
- - - 635.00 609.12 21.75 - 1126 1126 - 685,867.48 68'.861.48 
- - - 660.00 633.10 21.83 - 468 468 - 29'.2'0.61 296,2to.61 

- - - 685.00 657.08 21.90 - 128 128 - 84,106,32 8.,106 .. 32 
- - - 710.00 681.06 21.97 - 184 184 - 125,315.35 125.315.35 
- - - 735.00 105.()4 22.03 - 392 392 - 276,376.75 216.376.75 
- - - 760.00 729.02 22.09 - 239 23. - 174,236.68 174.236.68 - - - 785.00 753.00 22.15 - 480 480 - 361.442.31 161~"'2.31 

- - - 810.00 776.99 22.20 . 40 40 - 31.079.43 31.079.4) 

- - - 835.00 800.97 22.25 - 26 26 - 20,825.1" 20,825.14 
- - - 860.00 824.95 22.30 - 1 1 - 824.95 824.95 

- - - 885.00 - - - - - - - -- - - 910.00 - - - - - - - -
- - - 93~.OO 896.89 22.42 - 4 4 - 3,587.5(, 3,587.56 
- - - 960.00 - - - - - - - -- - - 985.00 - - - - - - - -
- - . 1010.00 968.84 22.503 - 2 2 - 1.937.67 1,937.67 

- 53.68 - - 473 .8') - \>14.817 10,OS6 24.813 1. 5031.971.34 j4.765.230.26 li,297,201,60 
-
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r r r ( 

JIUlIber Reg1Btered 
('f'rucltll & Busses) 

Gross !'rrUCkO& 
lit. Bussea Truck. 

iwiU!out wlU1 
p-rallers Trailers Total 

3 137,631 - 131,631 
5 28,705 - 28,705 
6 5,859 - 5,859 
7 9,,958 1,058 11,016 
8 6,454 325 6,779 
9 6,420 833 7,253 

10 5.488 425 5,913 
11 3.811 513 4,324 
12 2,498 374 2.872 
13 643 379 1,022 
14 422 257 679 

15 262 206 468 
16 203 131 334 
17 162 84 246 
19 283 63 346 
19 423 48 471 

20 378 37 415 
21 299 24 323 
22 69 18 87 
23 26 13 39 
24 5 10 15 

25 0 8 6 
26 0 6 6 
27 0 4 4 
28 0 1 1 
29 0 1 1 

'l'otal 209,999 4 / 818 214,817 

r r r-- ( ( r r I - r -

STl\!rB OP X01O. 
Present Schedule of Regi8tration Pee. for S1.ngle 

Unit rruCko and Buooea and Single Unit '1'ruclt-'l'rau.r 
COIII!J1natiOJUI Claaalfied by Groaa Weight of Vehicle or COIII!JinatioD 

J, Reglotration Feea J Registration Pees Registration 
ruckll " BUsBee Without ~a11er6 (TruckB & Trailers) Pees Produced 

TruckB & 
Busees TruCkAI 

Annual Average Ave. tee Annual Avera.ge Ave. fee without ... 1U1 
Fee Fee per ton Fee Pee per ton Trailer. 'l"ra11era 

25.00 23.98 7.99 - - - 3,300,535.20 -
40.00 38.37 7.67 - - - 1,101,410.85 -
70.00 67.15 11.19 - - - 393,478.84 -
95.00 91.13 13.02 60.00 56.88 8.13 907,581.08 60,179.04 

120.00 115.11 14.39 90.00 85.66 10.71 743,008.68 27,839.50 
155.00 148.68 16.52 83.77 79.45 8.83 954,639.82 66,181.34 

190.00 182.26 18.23 123.34 117.50 ll.75 1,000,362.66 49,936.83 
225.00 215.83 19.62 136.87 130.35 11.85 822,626.38 66,868.39 
265.00 254.20 21.18 178.45 170.31 14.19 635,067.45 63,696.91 
290.00 278.18 21.40 183.63 171.39 13.18 178,891.10 64,957.00 
315.00 302.16 21.58 226.38 215.80 15.41 127,526.75 55,551.66 

340.00 326.14 21.74 200.15 190.62 12.71 85,458.88 39,267.)4 
365.00 350.12 21.88 248.55 240.97 15.06 71,082.85 31,567.17 
390.00 374.10 22.00 247.62 236.08 13.89 60,611.43 19,830.67 
415.00 398.09 22.12 281. 75 269.00 14.94 112.672.42 16,947.30 
440.00 422.09 22.22 290.10 276.73 14.56 178,565.39 13.283.03 

465.00 446.05 22.30 327.30 312.45 15.62 168,627.04 11,560.83 
490.00 470.03 22.38 347.08 331.40 15.78 140,555.75 7,953.60 
515.00 494.01 22.46 385.28 368.11 16.73 34,090.75 6,625.92 
540.00 517.99 22.52 410.38 392.22 17.05 13,469.34 5,098.92 
565.00 541.97 22.58 412.00 393.61 16.40 2,710,17 3,934.77 

- - - 413.75 395.52 ~S.62 - 3,164.16 

- - - 478.33 457.25 17.59 - 2,743.52 

- - - 510.00 487.69 16.06 - 1,950.76 

- - - 475.00 453.61 16.20 - 453.61 

- - - 500.00 477,61 16.47 - 417.61 

- - - - - - 11,032,972.63 620,069.88 
~--

r 

, 

'l'oble 3 

I 
I 

Total 

3,300,535.20 
1,101,410.85 

393,478.84 
967,760.12 
770,848.18 

1,020,821.16 

1,050,299.49 
889,494.77 
698,764.36 
243,848.10 
183,078.41 

124,726.22 
102,650.02 
90,442.10 

129,619.72 
191,848.42 

180,187.87 
148,509.35 

40,716.67 
18,568.26 
6,6-44.94 

3,164.16 
2,743.52 
1,950.76 

453.61 
477.61 

, 

11,653,042.71 
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Truc~-'l'ractOZ". aad Trudt-'l"raet« ... ltraller 
Comb1D.atioDS Clas8ified by orca. "1Cjlrt of eo.blnat.icm 

Reg111tratloD Fee a.gletretlon Fee 
(Truck-'rractor only) ('rruck-Tran..or and Semitrailer) 

1 ;:';'L .-1 -1 

, I 
(True ,{:ctor) Gross 11 Sem.1t ... ;-· e.r Coabs.) I 

We~9ht 

Annual Aver.age Ave. Pee """",,1 Aver_g_ Aye. Pee -. Pe •• 
Pee p- Per 'l'OD he F.o Per Too 

-~ PrOtl1J.ce4 

6 40.00 38.37 6.40 71.98 68.04 11.14 1.07 7 282 .35 7 65.00 62.35 9.91 96.98 ~.02 13 .. 15 62 . 5.706.50 
8 90.00 86.33 10.79 1.21.98 116.00 14.S. 616 71. 469.lS 9 125.00 119.91 13.32 156.98 149.38 16.62 141 21.092 .8' 10 160.00 153.48 15.35 191. 98 183 .. 1S 14.12 262 4'.990.1. 

11 195.()O 187.05 11.00 226.98 216.71 U.70 218 47,249.7. 12 23S.00 225.42 18.19 266.98 155.09 .11 .. 26 271 69,135.23 
13 260.00 249.40 19.18 334.70 l18.70 J4.51 143 45.578.34 
14 285.00 273 .. 38 19.53 359.70 )42.68 14 • .a 149 51.063.89 
15 310.00 297.36 19.8.2 384.70 366 .. 66 24 ..... 120 ..... 003.01 

16 335.00 321.35 20.08 409.70 390.65 24.,&1 201 78.5.25.24 
17 ]60.00 345.33 31.35 434.70 414 .. '3 24.39 291 120.664.27 
18 39!:t.OO 369.31 20.5-2 459.10 438.61 24.37 240 105,272.17 
19 410.00 393.29 20.70 484.70 462 .. 5oC) H.J5 396 183.195.91 
20 435.00 .t1l.27 20.86 509.70 486.57 24.)3 416 231.620.16-

21 460.00 441.25 21.01 534.70 510.55 24.31 250 127.644.51 
22 485.00 465..23 21.15 559.70 534.53 24.30 J35 179,071.25 
23 510.00 489.21 21.27 584.70 558.51 .24.21B 100 167.562.03 
20 535.00 513.19 21.38 609.70 !82.49 24.21 246 143.300.20 
25 560 .. 00 537.18 21.49 634.70 606.48 -. 24.26 400 242.600.88 

26 585.00 561.16 21.58 659.70 610.46 24.25 430 271.107.79 
27 610.00 SB5.14 21.67 684.70 654.44 24.24 l,3U 858,657.15 
28 635.00 609.12 21. 75 709.70 618.42 24 .. 27 1.~..26 163.929.45 
29 660.00 633.10 21.83 134.70 102.40 24.22 ~8 328.735.55 
30 baS.DO &57.08 21.90 759 .. 70 726.38 24 .. 21 128 92,980.15 

31 710.00 681.0& 21.97 784.70 750.36 14.20 184 138.071.48 
32 735 .. 00 705.04 22.03 809.70 774.)4 24.20 3'2 303.552.85 
33 760.00 729.02 22.09 834.10 799.32 24.19 239 190.805.7' 
34 785.00 753.00 22.15 859.70 1122.30 24.18 480 394/71~.11 
35 810.00 77&.99 22.20 884.70 846.29 24.18 4() 33.852.50 

36 835.00 800.97 22.25 909.70 810.27 24.17 26 22.621.64 
31 860.00 824.95 22.30 934.70 894.25 24.17 1 894.28 
38 885.00 - - - - - - -39 910.00 - - - - - - -
40 935.00 896.89 22.42 1009.70 996.19 24 .. 90 4 3,86-&.81 

" 960.00 - - - - - - -.2 985.00 9&8.84 23.07 1059.70 1038f.'4 24 _72 2 2,076.32 
43 1010.00 - - - - - -- -~ 

'l'ot:a1 - - - - - •. 10,056 5.395,909.14 
"r-' 

11 'There are 1. 789 sO!nitrallers registered for gross Wight. of 12 toYl-1 t.r le8& whereaa there are .L..ill 
truck--t.ractors r4!'<Ji.Jtered for gr08~ \oI"e19~ts of 12 tons or leaR IIIlI'-")\9. 1.06679 aemlt:.rallera per trudt
tractor. There arE': also ~ semitrailers reqlat..e.red for qro8C ie!.qhu e'X~ec.Ung 12 tone lIblirau 
there are 8,379 truck. tractors regi.stered for qros8 weights exc~·,1.JJ:l 12 tons ;ua)r;:lng l.245:42 Beau
trailers p'~r truck-tractor. This excess number 18 reflected 1- tj'\e annual and aVd%"aCje reqi.tration 
fees paid per un1t (;oaWlnAtl()n. 

I 

1 1 I 
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28 

29 
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31 
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33 
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c- ( { r r r r -- r r r r ( 
B!'Al'B OP -IOlIII 

SuatDa.X')' of Annual Registration l"eea, Average R.eg1Btratlon Fee.a 
and Average Registration Pees Par Ton of Reglatared Gro.a weight 
for !X"~ and BusBee. Truck-TraUer Caab1.nat1ons and 'l'ruck-'rraetor 
s~trAller C~1DAt1ons classified by GrOB. wei9ht of Combination 

Annual ReglBtrat10n Pee Average Re918tra~D Pees 

Truclu> .. TrucJc .. -uu CJ< -'l'r "dOle '1"ruCJts & TrUCK .. ',-rUCJ<-Tractor 
Bus.es Tra1ler Semitrailer BUSBOS Trailer S8QlJ.tra11era 

(No 'l'ra1lera) Comb1natioll£ CombinatIons (No Trailers) Combinations Combinations 

25.00 - - 23.98 - -
40.00 - - 38.37 - -
70.00 - 71.98 . 67.15 - 68.04 
95.00 60.00 96.98 91.13 56.88 92.02 

120.00 90.00 121.98 llS.ll 85.66 ll6.00 

155.00 83.17 156.98 148.68 19.45 149.58 
HO.OO 123.3' 191.98 182.26 11'.50 183.15 
225.00 136.87 226.98 215.83 130.35 216.72 
265.00 178.45 266.99 254.20 170.31 255.09 
290.00 183.63 334.70 278.1B 170.39 318.70 

315.00 226.38 359.70 302.16 215.80 342.68 
340.00 200.15 384.70 326.1' 190.62 366.66 
365.00 248.55 409.70 350.12 240.97 390.65 
3~0.00 247.62 434.70 374.10 236.08 414.63 
415.00 281. 75 459.70 398.09 269.00 438.61 

440.00 290.10 484.70 422 .09 276.73 462 .59 
465.00 327.30 509.70 446.05 312.45 466.57 
490.00 347.08 534.70 470.03 331.40 510.55 
515.00 385.28 559.70 494.01 368.11 534.53 
540.00 410.38 584.70 517.99 392.22 558.51 

565.00 412.00 609.70 541.97 393.61 582.49 
- 413.75 634.70 - 395.52 606.48 
- 478.33 659.70 - 457.25 630.46 
- 510.00 684.70 - 487.69 65-4.44 
- 475.00 709.70 - 453.61 678.42 

- 500.00 734.70 - 477.61 702.40 

- - 759.70 - - 726.38 

- - 784.70 - - 750.36 

- - 809.70 - - 774.36 

- - 834.70 - - 798.32 

- - - 859.70 - - 822.30 

- - 884.70 - - 846.29 

- - 909.70 - - 870.27 

- - 934.70 - - 894.25 

- - - - - -

- - - - - -
- - 1009.70 - - 996.19 

- - - - - -
- - 1059.70 - - 1038.14 

-- -- L __ - - --- - --- -~- ----

r ( r r r 
'l'able 5 

Average Reg18uAtlon 
Fee. Per Ton 

TrUCJ<8 .. TrUCX .. TruClt-Tractco 
Busse. Trailer Semitrailer 

(110 'l'ra1lers) Coab1D&t10n& cCQblnatlona 

7.99 - -
7.67 - -

11.19 - ll.34 
13.02 0.13 13.15 
14.39 10.71 14.54 

16.52 8.83 16.62 
18.23 11. 75 10.32 
19.62 11.85 19.70 
21.10 14.19 21.26 
21.40 13.18 24.51 

21.58 15.41 24.48 
21.7. 12.71 24.44 
21.98 15.06 24.41 
22.00 13.89 24.39 
22.12 14.9" 24.37 

22.22 14.56 24.35 
22.30 15.62 24.33 
22.38 15.7!J 24.31 
22.46 16.73 24.30 
22.52 17.05 24.28 

22.58 16.40 24.27 
- 15.82 24.26 
- 11.59 24.25 
- 18.06 24.24 
- 16.20 24.26 

- 16.47 24.22 
- - 24.21 
- - 24.20 _ 
- - 24.20 
- - 24.19 

- - 24.18 
- - 24.18 
- - 24.17 
- - 24.17 
- - -
- - -
- - 24.90 
- - -
- - 24.72 



'1 "1 .. " . 1 1 , 1 

Registration Fee 
Power Unit. Only 

Groaa 
"eight 

Annual Average Ave. Pee Trock •• 
Fee Fee Per Ton Bu.sea 

4 40.00 38.37 9,59 151.983 
6 100,00 95.92 15.99 25.191 
8 200.00 191.84 23.98 14.643 

10 250.00 239.80 23.98 10.603 
12 300.00 287.76 23.98 4.725 

14 350.00 335.72 23.98 875 
16 400.00 383.68 23.98 415 
18 450.00 431.64 23.98 5H 
20 500.00 479.60 23.98 739 
22 550.00 521.56 23.98 232 

24 600.00 575.52 23.98 18 
26 650.00 623.48 23.98 -
28 700.00 671.44 23.98 -
30 750.00 719.40 23.98 -
32 800.00 767.36 23.98 -
34 850.00 815.32 23.98 -
36 900.00 <363.28 23.98 -
38 950.00 911.24 23.9B -
40 1000.00 959.20 23.98 -
42 1050.00 1007.16 23.98 -

Power Unit Total - . 209,999 
Trailers - - -
Grand Total - - 209,999 

1 1 1 1 , " 

S1'MT OP IOWA 
suggested Sc~edule of R&qlatratlon ~ 

f'or C~clal Vehicles and tbe Bat1Jaated 
Revenue that would be oroduce4 baled upon 

the 1958 Distribution of Vehicles 

Number Reg18~ered 
Power Unite Only 

Truck 
Trailer Truck Truck. & 
C0mb8. Tractor Total SUln •• 

· . 151.983 5.831.587.71 
529 138 25.858 2.416.320.72 

1.270 717 16.630 2.809.113.12 
1.098 442 12.143 2.542.599.40 

820 451 5.996 1.359.666.00 

550 331 1.756 293.H5.00 
276 456 1.147 159.227.20 
129 584 1.288 248.193.00 

73 799 1.611 354.424.40 
36 610 87B 122.393.92 

21 596 635 10.359.36 
12 1.2B6 1.298 -

4 2.016 2,020 -
- 454 4!>4 -
- 603 603 -
- 620 620 -
- 46 46 -
· 1 1 -
· 4 4 -
- 2 2 -

4.816 10.O5~ 224.873 16.147.639.83 

4,B18 12.225 17.043 -
9,636 22.2Bl 241.916 16.147.639.83 

1 1 1 1 1 1 , 1 

Table 6 

Pee. Produced 
Paver tini't. 0!'l.l. 

Truck 
Trailer Truck 
CClIi>M • Tractor Total 

- - 5.831.587.71 
50.741.68 13.236.96 2.480.299.36 

243.636.80 137. !>49. 28 3.190.299.20 
263.300.40 105.991.60 2.911.891.40 
235.963.20 129.719.76 1.725.408.96 

- 184.646.00 111.123.32 589.524.32 
105.895.68 174.958.08 440.080.96 

55.681.56 252.071.76 555.952.32 
35,010.80 383.200.40 772.635.60 
18.992.16 321.811.60 463.197.68 

12.085.92 343.009.92 365.455.20 
7.481.76 801.795.28 809.277 .04 
2.685.76 1.353.623.04 1.356.308.80 

- 326.607.60 326.607.60 
- 461.950.72 461.950.72 

- 505.498.40 505.498.40 
- 39.710.B8 39.710.88 - 911.24 911.24 
- 3.836.80 3.836.80 
- 2.014.32 2.014.32 

1.216.121.72 5,468.686.96 22 ,832 448.51 
24.090.00 61.125.00 85.215.00 

1.240.211.72 5.529.811.96 22,917,663.51 



· , 

RECOMMENDATIONS, IN BRIEF, OF THE S'l'UDY COMMITTEE 

(This is a s\lIIIlJI&I'Y tor qu1.ck reference. The !lUI recollllll8ndation can be 
tound in this report on the page indioated folloWing each recollllll8ndation.} 

I. Reco_ndations Concerning Primary Highway. 

A. That the primarY road system be continued(in its)present size and form 
without limitation on the number of miles in it. Page 4 

B. That the 1 900 miles of primarY highways classified as "local service 
primary" roads by A§F be kept in the primary road syste. and not be separately 
classified. (Page 4) 

C. That the Higbway Collllllission designa~ and.,plan a freeway system to be 
included in the state pnmary road system. (Page b) 

D. That extensiolUl of primary highways in munioipalities be designated. by 
law, as part of the prilllary system and that the legislature define clearly the 
extent of administrative jurisdiotion the Highway Commission would have over these 
highways in JIIUD1.ci.palities. (Page 7) 

E. That the Highway CollllD1l1eion be permi. tted to turn over oertain primary 
highways to counties, under certain conditions, one year after a highway has been 
relocated or a nearby parallel prilllary highway has been built, and. that it be 
permitted to turn over p~ extensions to munioipalities, at its discretion, 
when a parallel route hall been built. (Page 8 and 9) 

F. That the GO_year program 01' improving the primary system be adopted. 
eliminating the backlog of needs over the entire 20 year period. (Page 14) 

G. That the probability of meeting the primary highway needs within 20 
years ,is dependent upon the 1110ney made available. upon costs of construction, 
and other factors which are now indeterminate, and that the legislature should 
re-exaJn1ne periodically the progress being made on this program. (Page 14) 

H. That the Highway Commission be permitted to issue revenue bonds to 
finance the construction of any part of the prilnary system. especially the 
interstate system. (Page 14) 

I. That the law which restricts the spending of more than 2~ of the 
primary road money in IDUII1cipalities be repealed. (Page 15) 

J. That the law relating to the Highway CoIIIID1ssion be changed to make the 
Collllllission solely a policy-making body and to create a state highway department 
under the jurisdiction of the CoDBission to handle the adllinistrative respon-
8ibilities and duties. (Page 16) 

K. That the Highway Collllllission should establish a business adDdnistration 
division, headed by a qualified administrator. (Page 15) 

L. That the Highway Commission appoint an urban engineer for each district 
of the state to assist and advise cities and towns. (Page 17) 

M. That expanded and improved cooperation among the Highway Commission. the 
counties, and the municipalities be achieved in working out mutual plans and 
problems on roade. (Page 18) 



N. That the law prohibiting diagonal roads be repealed. (Page 19) 

o. That the Jlighway Canmi.asion and lIIunicipalities be pers1tted to make 
advance purehas .... of right-of_way, that the Highway C<lIIIIIIi8Sion be perlll1tted to 
exchange property for right-of'..way purposu, and that authority be given to permit 
immediate possession of right-of-way for highways pending final settlement. 
(Page 19) 

II. RscC!!ll!!!enda tions Concerning Secons@cr H2!SI.l!. 

A. That the present lIIileage of the fAnl_to-market ..,.stem be divided into a 
county trunk and county feeder ..,.stem, and tbAt an offiCial map be prepared for 
eacb county shOWing the trunk, feeder, and other secondary roads of that county 
(Page 24) 

B. That the current standard apeciticattcm. of the H1gblfay Canmission for 
the various types of secOlXiAry roadB be the .tnilaml requ1rellenta, and in the case 
or federsl aid secmdary roads, the standards of the U.S. Bureau of Publ1e Roads 
should be the min1nt\llll. (Page 26) 

C • That the equal.iza tien portion of the present fana-to-marlcet road tund 
distrib1ltion be abol1ahed. (Page)O) 

D. That the fann-to-market road money be divided WIIOIlg the c.ount1es "" 
follows 1 6fY!, on the basis of needs as shown in the ASF survey and ~ on the 
basis of area, and that the division of all other money trail the road use tax tun:! 
for other secondary roads be distributed among the counties 011 the same ~ - ~ 
basis, the needs factor being based on the needs shown by .A.SF for these other 
secon::lary roads. (Page)2) 

E. That annually 2" of the money allocated to coant1es. or $12,000,000, 
whichever i9 larger should be placed in the f'anII_to-maricet read fund and be 
retained by the Highway Canmiss10n to ma teh federal a1d on federal aid secondary 
roads. Except for the amount of money, this recO!!Ullendation weald not change the 
present law. (Page 32) 

F. That counties be pemitted to issue general obl.1(ation or revenue bon::\s, 
if approved by the people, for the construction of pennanent type roads. (Page 33) 

G. That the law be _ndad to de1'1ne clearly that the board of supervisors 
Should be solely a polleY-lllaking body in coanty road .... tters with the county 
engineer having the 1Jnmed1ate responsibility for actual construction and main
tenance of secondary ~ Within a connty, and that county supervisors should be 
paid annual salaries rather than be pa1d on a per dient ~1s. (Page)4) 

H. That when the engineer's estilNlte of a county road construction project 
exceeds $5,000, the project lIIUSt be advertised and bids taken, and that such eon
tracts I!1\1st receive the approval of the Higllway CCJlllllissi<ln. (page)4) 

I. That specifications be required for the purchase of materials for main
tenance work on secondary roads, am that materials costing $3,000 or more IllUst 
be advertised and bids received and accepted it the bid meets the specifications. 
(Page 35) 
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J. that the legislature e]1-'nate the required payment from road funds for 
private tile lines across highways Which haw not been &fr~ted by the construction 
or grading nch highway. (Page 36) 

K. That cOllnties be requiJ'8d to prepare tentative 3-year county road 
Plog~. (Page 73) 

L. That legislation pr"",1de that road planll for rural subdivisions be ap
proved by tho board of IlUpervisore and the county engineer be1"ore the subdivision 
is laid out. and that 1£ this r~nt 18 tIOt followed the subdivision roads 
would not becane a part of the secondal'T road s1St.I. (Page )6) 

M. That boards of superrl.sors be permitted to adopt roaolutions of necessity 
and to levy asses,,",ents for improvements of streets in ex18ting rurAl subdivisions. 
(Page 37) 

N. 'nlat the optional road le'V1 of counties on a11 property within the cOllnty 
be increased to 1t lDills. (Page 54) 

1II. RecQn!llendat1ons ~ Mgniciel Streey 

A. That "1Stes or arterial. streets and leeal access streets be pe .... itted. 
rut not required. in .un1cipalitiell. (Page 41) 

B. That tbe money d1atrlbntod to \llUnicipal1t1es fran the road use tax fund 
be di"ided 8IIIong the municipalities &11 tollCIIIII: 6fY1. be divided on & needs basis 
according to the popalAtion groups aM needs at the AS!' report and that the lIIoney 
within these groups be divided in proportion to populat1on. and that the other 
4O'f. of the money be divided -0rIC tho dIl1cipalities 011 & popg1ation bIlsis. 
(Page 48) 

c. 'rbat cities ",er 5,000 population be required to prepare 5-78ar con
struction prog1'8llUl and that other cCIIIIIlIIl1t1es be requ1re4 to prepare l-year 
progrua. (Pap 51) 

D. That aU JIIUI1cipalities be required to su'bn1t lIlIftua1 budgets and project 
by project programs to tho HigbW&y CCll1lllisllion by December 1.IIt. (Page 51) 

E. That each JllUnicipallty be required to make an annaa1 report of its street 
finances and progress to the Iltghlfay CQftJllission. (Page Sl) 

F. That each municipality designate one person to represent the city on road 
IIIIl.tters in worlc1:ng With state and cOlUIty offic:\.al.8. (Page 51) 

G. That the Highway CCIIIIII1ssion be perm1ttod to provide technical assistance 
on trAffic engineering m&tters to cities ulJier 50,000 popalation at cost. (Page 52) 

H. That IllUn1c1pal1tiesat lese than 5,000 peopl.e be permitted to contract, 
at cost, with citi" <II" counties tor street construction or maintenance work 
(Page 53) 

I. That IAln:tc1pa1 authorities be penaitted to approve or diaapprove any 
proposed plat v.l.tbin one IItlle at its l1Jrd.ts. (Page 37) 

J. That lIRIll1cipal.ities be pemitted to isS11e reY8lIUa bonds 
streets. (Page~) 

-----------------------------.-~.---- .. - .-



XV. Reeanmendations ~ ~ ~ and wtitutional ~ 

A. That roads and streets adjaeent to state institutions be elearly made 
the responsibility of the local authorities. (Page 57) 

B. That expenditures ~ar state parks and institutional roads be financed 
frQl1 the road use tax ~n:! by an appropriation made by the legislJlture. (Page 57) 

V. RecO!lllllenda tiona !!22!!!. iln 0irls1(!l !2!. lb!. ~ !!.u Ig ~ 

A. That the 2f/, t .... porary gasoline tax be made permanent. (Page 60) 

B. That the committee disagrees with the recanmenclati01l8 o£ PAS concerning 
motor vehicle taxation, and that the committee bel1eves that the legislJlture 
should consider the proposed truck ~ee sclledule prepared ~ the H,.ghway Canmi .... ion 
attached to this report. and that the adIoin1strat1on or the value and weight 
portion of the passenger car f .... ehould be studied. (Page 61) 

c. That certain expenditures should be paid fran o£f the top or the road 
use tax fun:! before distributions are made to the various road systelllS. (Page 62) 

D. That the money 1n the road use tax fund be distributed on the present 
basis unt1l Deee:ober 31. 1961. (Page 65) 

E. That beg1nning January 1. 1962 the !lionel' in the road use tax fund should 
be div1ded 5r$ to the pr1Jll&ry road spUln, 3.5~ to the secondary rOlld syste:o, and 
15% for muniCipal streets. (Page 6.5) 

F. That the leg1alJlture shouJ.d consider an:! explore other sources or revenue 
to meet the needs or all higbray systeJIIS. (Page 62) 

VI. ReeO!llmendatiCll, ~ Higlp!ay sat.tv Matters 

A.. That the legislature create a tr~fic safety coordinating committee or 
state adm1nistrative officials. (Page 67) 

B. That the legislature establish the posit1on or state tr~fic sarety 
coordinator. (Page 68) 

C. 
matters. 

That the leg1alJlture provide ~or eontinuing study or highway .... ~et,. 
(Page 67) 

D. That a statewide Citizens sarety counc1l be established. (Page 68) 

E. That local traUic ~ety grO'Clp~ be encouraged by the state. (Page 68) 

F. That the legislature study and review the comparison o£ Iowa's motor 
vehicle laws with the unitOn1l vehicle code. (Page 68) 

G. That licenses far drivers 16 to 20 years of age sh.ould be probationary 
and driv1ng by persons or th1a age be restr1eted from midnight. to 6 a.m. (Page 69) 

H. That the leg1alature cons1der the diUerent typ"" or leg1alation con
cerning control of the drinking driver pointed out 1n the cOlll!l1.ttee'" subeQll1\ittee 
report on safety. (Page 69) 
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m. Miscellaneous Recanmegiationf 

A. That the Motor Vehicle Jl'ttel Tax Departlnent 1n the Treasurer'" office 
should be under the oodget lAW. (Page 71) 

B. That the lIigblray Commiaaion should be under the budget law, eJCCept for 
funds needed to II\Ilteh federal aid for special purposell. (Pag8 71) 

C. That an interiJo study c~ttee be established to give continuing study 
am turtber reT1ew of the reports of ASF, PAS, and this committe<>. (Page 71) 


