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IOWA EIGHWAY STUDY COMMITIEE

letter of Transmittal

TO THE GCVERNOR AND THE 59TH GENERAL ASSEMBLY:

This repert is the result of our 20-month study of our primary and
secondary roads, and municipal street systems in Iowa. The resolution of the
52tk General Assembly which authorized this study directed the Committee to
make recommendations to the 1961 Legislature on construction, maintenance,
management, financing and safety of our entire system, Our findings and

recommendations on these matters are included in this report.

We earnesily hope that the results of this survey will be used by
this and suecceeding legislatures and all governmental agencies concerned for
the betterment of each road system in the state., Cbvicusly it should not be
- expected that all the changes in the laws and administrative policles suggested
from the survey can be adopted immediately. Experlence has shown that this takes

years. Therefore we urge the public, the legisjature and governmental agencies

concerned to give continuing consideration to these proposals.

%i _ Regspectfully submitted,
Senator D. C, Nolan Repr, Merle Hageddfn
Chairman ice Chal

Senator Gene L. 'Hof Miles P. Sutera

Jowa County Supervisors Assoc.

. - o2
4/‘ Tt -1:.7 PP PR A

Senator Carroll F, McCurdy'v#' Charles F. Iles
— Towa League of Municipalities
& ‘
/%/ﬂ/ 4 jbf p5 [W
- Repr. Russell Eldred Kenneth Robinson’’

Jowa League of Municipalities

Repr. Neal Pierce

Harold J, Teddhout
Memter, Iowa Hipghway Commission
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Introduction

I, Authority for Road Study

In House Joint Resalutlon 12, of the 58th General Assembly of Icowa, in,
session in 1959, authorized the creation of a Road Study Cozmittee of 1) members
and instructed it to undertake a study of the highway needs and highway finances
of the state and to make recommendations to the 59th General Assembly with
respect to legislative policies and management practices to be followed for
highway construction and maintenance, for the distribution of state revenuss
for highway purposes, and for the development of techmiques for closer coordi-
nation bétween state and local units in planning and constructing Iowa highways,

roads, and streets,
II., Method of Conducting the Road Study

Pursuant to this Resolution, the Road Study Committee created therebdby

and the Iowa State Highway Commission entered into an agreement with each of two

agencies for technical services in carrying out the-assignment of the tommittee,

One agreement was made Wwith the Automotive Safety Foundation, -2 non-profit educa-
tional and research organization of Washington, D.C,, to direct the necessary
engineering studies for the determination of the physical needs of the highways
of the state. The other agreement was with the Public Administration Service,
a non-profit research orgamization of Chicago, INlincis, to conduct 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 Foundatlon appointed three
engineering advisory committees, composed of state, ccunty, and city engineers,

respectively, to aid in the development of road and street standards appropriate
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to the needs of the varlous highway systems of the state and to aid in planning
methods of procedure best sulted to Iowa conditions. Then, the Foundation selic-
ited and cbtained the assistance and c¢ooperation of approximately 300 engineers,
including city, county, and 3tate Highway Commission Engineers for participation
in the study, reporting facts, appraising the adequacy of roads and streets
under their management, and estimating costs for thelr respective jurisdictions,

To guide this work on & uniform and practical basis and to keep it in
accord with sound engineering principles, the Foundation prepared manuazls of pro-
cedure which included standards by which all existing roads, stireets, and struc-
tures were measured as to adequacy and as to preseot and future improvement needs.
These manuals, which are avallable 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 structure and
each section of road or street of the entire mileage of the roads and streets in
the state,

Staff engineers under Foundation supervision directed and correlated oper-
ations of the engineers of each jurisdiction {state, county, ¢ity) required
for the collection and assembly of the necessary data which served as the basis
for the determination of highway needs, These staff engineers also perscnally
made appraisals in Jurisdictions lacking engineering services. Staff and Founda-
tion engineers reviewed and checked the data for all systems to verify adherence
to principles and standards adopted for the study and for validity of estimation
of costs. The data obtained were coded and entered upon 125,000 data processing
punch cards and computation of the long range programs was accomplished with an
electronic computer. These cards and all other basic records, work sheets, and
procedures were filed with the State Highway Commission for future reference and
for assistance to the state, counties, and cities,

For the fiscal studies, the Public Administration Service collected and

analized all available recent data on revenues for highway purposes in Iowa,
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invesﬁigated various systems for the determination of fiscal responsibility of
highway users and non-users for highway support, developed and applied variocus
systems for the division of highway revenues among highway jurisdiction, pre=-

pared forecasts of highway revenues for each year for a 20-year period, compared
the anticipated revenues with the estimated average annual costs of the various
improvement programs developed in the needs study and directed attention to several

sources of new revenue to meet deficiencies of income,
III, Findings of the Road Study

The Automotive Safety Foundation determined, 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. Nesds of the primary highways, in the period, would require a
total of $2,322 millions, or an average of $116,1 millions per year; those of
the county highways, a total of $2,158 millions or an average of $107.9 millions
per year; and those of the municipal 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 Administiration Service fourd, in the course of the fiscal studies,
that the current and anticipated future revenues for Mghway purposes over the
20-year program pericd proposed by the Antomotive 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 made no specific recommendations for pro-

viding additicnal revenue for highway pwrposes but did make suggestions for

the elimination of this deficit and for the distribution of such revenus as may
be derived from highway user taxes. In these, this agency, proposed that 55 per cent

~ of the revenue from highway user taxes collected by the state be allocated to
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the state for use on the primary highways; that 3C per cent be allocated to the

counties 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 Recommendations and Proposals of ASF and PAS

Principal recommendations of the Automotive Safety Foundation, as set forth

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

Comrittee are:

1.

5.

Limitation of the primary highways to a total of 8,400 miles,
including extensions of these highways into and through muni.
cipalities,

Transfer of 1,502 miles of local service primary highways to the
counties, or place them in a group apart from the other primary
roads 1f retained in the primary rcad 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 mlles of other primary roads,
Reclassification of county highways into county trunk, county
feeder, and local secondary roads,

Classification of municipal roads and streets, other than exten=
slons of primary highways in municipalities, into arterial and
access street systems,

Adoption of budgetary control of revenues allocated from state
highway user revenue for use on municipal roads and streets,
Definition of responsibllities of county board of supervisors and

county engineers with respect to county road administration,




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

9, Provision for keepling highway needs study up to date,

Outstanding features of the report of the Public Administration Service to

the Highway Study 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; 30 per cent to the counties
for use on the county roads; and 15 per cent to the municipalitlies
for use on murdcipal roads and streets,

To distribute the allocation to the countles among the counties on
the basis of needs, and
To distribute the allocation to the clties among pepulation 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,
To establish a single flat rate for auntomobile registration, and
To discontinue the 10 per cent sales tax allocation to the road
use tax fund and replace it with a 5 per cent sales tax on motor
vehicle parts, tires, accessories and equipment,

This agency also made specific suggestlons for the distribution of each

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

V. Activities of the Study Committee

Because of the importance of this survey to the people of Towa, the High-
way Study Committee took definite steps to acquaint as many Iowans as possible
with the purposes of this study and to get widespread interest and understanding
of the higlway problems of this state,

The full committee met 28 times. Interested individuals 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, Atlantie, Ottumwa and
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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 meeting, ASF and PAS staff members explained

the work they were doing to determine this state's highway needs and to explain
the financing of owr highway systems, Various persons and groups expressed
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 Subcommittes met with most individuals and groups about highway safety
matters.,

The Highway Study Committee kept in touch with the work of the Automotive
Safety Foundation and Public Administration Service by working as subcommittees,
These subcommitiees met periocdically with the staff members who conducted
the technical studies, By deing this, the committee was able t0 keep posted on
the progress of the studies and the preliminary findings. The subcommitiees
were:

1, Report of ASF: Eldred, chajirman, Plerce and Dougherty
2. Report of PAS: McCurdy, chairman, Iles and Sutera
3. Safety Subcommittee: Hoffman, chalrman, Hagedorn,

Reobinson and Teachout
VI. Report to the 59th General Assembly

The report of the Road Study Comrittee to the 59th General Assembly pre-
sents the views of the Committee with respect to the various recommendations and
proposals of the two agenclies engaged to conduct the techmical studies and offers
for the consideration of the General Assembly the recommendations of the Committee

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

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




TOWA'S ROAD NETWORK

Shown on the map on the opposite page are all of Iowa's 99,000 miles of rural roads

and principal connections through municipalities. This vast network carries 33 million
vehicle miles of travel daily. Organizing roads and streets serving simllar purposes
into logical systems is necessary for most effective management and equitable financing.
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Chapter 1
Primary Highways

I. Introduction

The state primary road system is the backbone of the highway transportation
service in Jowa. 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
¢losely and uniformly spaced net of highways affords highway transporation service
td-ali areas of the state and betwsen 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 63 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 13 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 citles and towns of the state either are served
directly by or are located within three miles of a primary road, More than 70C of
the 942 cities and towns and all but a small portion of the approximately 3,6C0
manufacturing and processing plants in the state are situated similarly. In the
performance of their role in the econcmy of Iowa, the primary 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

importance 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 their

extensions into and through runicipalities 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,

As an aid in such consideration, the Road Study Committee directs attention
to the portions of the Automotive Safety Foundation report, "lowa Highway Needs,™
and to those of the Public Administration Service report, "Financing Iowa's Righ.
ways," that deal with the primary roads and offers, here, its own views and recom-

mendations with respect tc various features of primary needs and finances,

II; Classification of Primary Highways

For the purposes of the engineering analysis of the highway needs, the Auto-
motive Safety Foundation classified the roads and streets of the gtate on the bagis
of the functions performed. In this process, rocads or streets serving similar func-
tions were grouped together and interconnected into systems thoughout the areas
they serve., BEach system 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 system was, therefore, a significant

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

A, Size and Composition of the 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 rvad 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, howsver,
as part of the primary 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 43 miles in extensions of the interstate highways in munic-

ipalities as parts of the primary road system, 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. Therafore, 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 predeminantly
statewide and the other predominantly local highway transportation service. Roads
in the first group serve the larger volumes, heavier welights, and, higher speeds
assoclated with through traffic. It is estimated that this group carries &7 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 resport, "lowa Highway Needs", recommended:

1. That the General Assepbly direct the State Highway Commission to re-
view the state primary road system and, within one year, select ax-
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 primary
roads falling to meet the c¢riteria for State Primary Roads as defined
in the highway needs study, either by returning them to county juris-
diction with appropriate fiscal arrangemsnts or, if continuing threm
under the jurisdiction of the State Highway Commission, by desig-
nating them as a group, wholly separate from other primary roads with

a separate allocation of funds for their construction and maintenance
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and with standards of lomprovements limited by law to those approprie

ate for the Farm-to-Market Hoad System.

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

merit principally from a theoretical viewpoint tut their adoption appears to be both

inadvisable and impractical, at this 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,

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

require more extensive and abthorative data than are at present avail-
able to convince the substantial number of communities and interestis
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 porticns of the primary road system is a matter of

diseretion 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 rcad system bs continued in its present size and form

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

than those now imposed upon the State Highway Commission by the pro-

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

the Qeneral Assembly may now or hereafter adopt, and

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

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

10 as roads falling to meet the criteria for roads to be included in

the selocted State Primary Road System, remain in the primary 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 improved ultimately to full freeway standards. Proposed freeway routes are
shown in black; other State Primary routes in red,
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gystem under the jurisdiction of the State Highway Commissgion without
clagsification or identification either as 3 special group of roads
or as a separate portion of the existing primary road system,

Table No. 1 contains data for a comparison of the effects of the recommendations
of the Automotive Safety Foundation and of those of the Road Study Committee with
respact to the size and composition of the primary road system. The total mileage
for the syster shown as the recormmendation of the Road Study Cormmittee is greater
than either of the cthers due to the retention by the Committee of roads which were
considered by the Foundation as belng replaced by an interstate highway or a state
primary freeway.

Table No. 1
Primary Road System Mileage

As System is now Constituted and as
Affected by ASF and RSC Reccmmendations

Mileage in Primary Road System

Itenm As Now As Proposed As Recommended
Constituted by ASF by RSC
Regular Primary
Rural . 8,706 5,513 ) 7,547
Urban 1,081 8s5¢ 1,081
Total 9,787 6,472 8,628
Freeways
Interstate
Rural 668 668 668
Urban 43 43 43
Total 711 71 711
State
Rural - 10159 1:159
Urban - 58 58
Total - 1,217 1,217
Local Service
Rural - 1,601
Urban - 301 -
Total - 1 .902
Total Primary
Rural 9,374 8»91‘1 9374
Urban 1,124 1,261 1,182

Total 1C,498 10,302 10,556




B. Freeway System
Included in the primary road system are some routes whick, by virtue of their

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

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

volumes, heavier weights, and hirher speeds of traffic in predomdinantly throtgh trip
movements than will %e found on the other primary roads. These more important routes
include all of the interstate highways, approximately, 711 miles, and about 1,217
miles of other primary roads,

To extend to all metropolitan areas of Iowa the same safety, comfort and conven-
ience of movement, and preservaticn of investment as is being provided for a portion
of them by the interstate highways, standards of improvement similar to thcse teing
provided in the development of the interstate highways for comparable volumes of
traffic are indicated.

To that end, the Automotive Safety Foundation recormended:

1. That the General Assembly eract legislation requiring the State
Highway Commission to designate and plan certain state primary rocad
routes, both rural and urban, as a freeway system to be included in
the selected State Primary Road System as recommended by the Founca-
tion, (Recommendatior 2, Page 33, ASF Report)

The Roads Study Comrittee concurs in the views of the Automotive Safety Founda-
ticns for the necessity of special consideration for certain routes in the primary
road gystem.

Therafore, the Road Study Comrittee recommends:

1, That the State Highway Commission as a matter of poliey designate and

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

freeway syster to be included in the state primary road system, as

funds become available for such purposes,




C., Jurigdiction of Primary Road Extensions in Cities and Towns

To provide comparable and consistent state highway gervic¢e into and through
cities and towns served directly by the primary road system, the Automotive Safety
Foundation indicated a need for the inclusion of 855 miles of extensions of primary
roads in municipalitles as a part of the State Primary Highway System as selected
in the needs study. It was considered }1logical 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 give it little control of traffic regulation or of use of the streets
involved., There are also some legal restrictions as to the type of improvements that
can be made by the State Highway Commission on these extensions in some cases,

To provide for comparable and consistent state highway service on the exiensiocns
of the primary read system into and through municipalities, the Automotive Safety
Foundation recommended:

1. That the State Highway Commission be given full administrative and
fiscal responsibility for the proposed primary roads into and through
all incorporated places served by the selected State Primary Rosd
"System similar {o the responsibilities the commission now has for
primary roads in rural areas. (Recommendation 6, Page 33, ASF Report)

Recognizing the merit of this proposal, the Road Study Committee recommends
more specifically:

1. That the General Assembly enact legislation providing %that the exien.

sions of primary roads inte and through cities and towns served by

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

2., That the General Assembly enact legislation giving the State Highway

Commission full administrative and fiscal responsibility for the con-

structl and main ce of im ments nsions of mary
truction and tenan f rovements on exte £ 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 markings on such extensions; all from funds pro-

vided for the primary road system, and

3. 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 ecities and towns,

D. Transfer of Highways Out of the Primary Highway Systems

Existing laws provide for the addition ¢f roads to the primary road system at
the discretion of the State Highway Comsission 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 4is 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 40C vehicles per day either discourages new
facilities or requires the state to maintain increasing mileages of state primary
roads if such facilitles 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 parallei route or any other location which
diverts appreciable traffic from the old route. (Page 33, ASF Reporti)

It is the cpinion of the Road Study Committee that scme legal control of the
transfer of rcads into or cuti of the primary road system is advisable but that
the provisions of Chapter 212, Act of the 58th General Assembly with respect to
traffic may be unduly resirictive.’

Therefore, the Road Study Committee recommends:

1, That the General Assembly amend Chapter 212, Actg of the 58th General
Agsemb rovide that, when the Stale Hipghway Commission construct

—i
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or relocates a highway near and roughly parallel to an existing

primary highway, it may transfer the old highway to the juriscdiction

of the county, if. for one year following the ¢onstruction or re-

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

traffic of less than €0C vehicles per day and if said old highway

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

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

~tion and relocation of extencions of primary roads in cities and towns

to be at the discretion of the State Hiehway Commission and for tre

transfer of its responsibility for zonstruction, maintenance and iraffic

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

and towns to be without restrictions,

—_. it

I1I, Primary Hipghway Needs

For primary highways, the key feature of the Automotive Safety Foundation
Report, "Iowa Highway Needs", is a summary of highway needs expressed in terms of
the average annual costs for each of three 20 year improvemeni programs, eack involv-
ing a different length of time_or2 “catch-up", period for the eliminaticn of the
backlog of deferred or urgently needed work, that is, improvements needed now.

A, Annnal Costs of Proposed State Primary Road System

hAverage annual costs of the programs for the 8,400 mile State Primary Road
System proposed by the Automotive Safety Foundation, including those for both the
rural and urban portions of the syster are shown in Table No. 2,

From these data it is obvious that the average annual costis as well as the
total costs of the three programs are approximately the sarme. The differerce in
the programs is in the variation in the annual costs during and following thre
catch-up periods, such ¢osts being substantially greater than the average during

that period and substantially smzaller following it.




Table No. 2
Average Annual Costs for Each of Three 20-year Programs
For 10=year catcheup period
First ten years Second ten years Average for 20 years
$147,C70,000 $72 404,000 $110,237,00C
For 15-year catch-up period
First £ifteen years Last five years Average for 20 years
$127,352,000 $62,024,000 $111,020,C00C
For 20-year catch-up perioed
First twenty years - Average for 20 years

$111,066,00C $111,066,000

(Paga 38, ASF Report)

B, Annual Costs of Local Service Primary Roads
Average annual costs for the 1,502 mile portion of the existing primary road system
including those roads classified by the Automotive Safety Foundation as Loeal
Service Primary Roads were computed only for one 2C-year program, Such costs over
that veriod for this portion of the existing primary road system and its extensions
in cities and towns are snown in the report to be $5,038,130 per year.(Page 45, ASF

Report)
C. Annual Costs of Existing Primary Road System

These combined with those for the proposed State Primary Road System give
the total average annual costs for the existing primary road system for a 20ayear

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

Primary Road System
Average Annual Costs
of 20-Year Program

follows:

ASF Proposed

Local Service

Total Existing

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

For 8,400 miles State Primary Road System Proposed by ASF

Regular Primary (56,472, mi) $1,134,700,000
Interstate and Freeways (1,628 mi,) 1/ 1,086,600,000
Total $2,221,300,000

For 1,902 mile Local Serviee Primary Roads

Total exixting Primary Road System

$ 100,760,000

$2,322,060,000

1/ approximately 310 miles of proposed freeway system to be improved

after 19800

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,

Item Primary Road Primary Roads Primary Road
System System

Rural

Construction $ 44,283,000 $ 2,389,450 $ 68,672,450

Maintenance 9,385,000 833,750 10,218,75C

Administration 4,448,000 161,100 4,609,100

Total $ 80,116,000 $ 3,384,300 $ 83,500,300
Municipal

Construction $ 26,627,000 $ 1,216,750 $ 27,843,750

Maintenance 2,716,000 358,050 3,074,050

Administration 1,607,000 79,050 1,684,050

Total $ 30,950,000 $ 1,653,850 $ 32,603,850
Total Y Y Y

--\z‘a"‘DJJ* - s 7 l'd}' -

Construction $ 62,910,000 +¥ ! $ 3,605,200 $ 95,516,200

Maintenance 12,101,000 1,191,800 13,292,800

Administration 6,055,000 240,150 6,295,150

Total $111,065,000 $ 5,028,150 $116,106,150

D. Total Cosits for Existing Primary Road System
Total costs for a 20-year program with 20-year backlog catch.up period for




Table Yo, &

Primary Road System
Total Costs of 20-Year Program

ASF Primary Reoad Systiem Amount
Rural $1.502,32C.,000
Municipal 416,000,000
Total §2.221,32C,000

Local Service Primary Rozads Amount
Rural $ 67,686,000
Municipal 33,077,000
Total $ 100,763,000

Total Existing Primary Road System Amount
Rural $1,570,006,000
Municipal 652,077,000
Total $2,322.083,000

F. Capital Investmant Dosts

Capital investment costs of the 20-year program are
shown in Table Ko. 5.

Table No. §

Primary Road System
Capital Investment costs for Construction

Item Right of Way Roads Bridges Total
Proposed State Primary Road System

Rural  $116,227.000 $ 975,211,000  $231,200,0¢C  §1,325,638,000
Urban 150,755.0CC 248,035,600 133,734,000 532,524,000
Total 269,982,0C0 1,223, 246,000 384,934,000 1,858,1562,000

Proposed Local Service Primary Roads

Rural - $ 35,684,000 $.0,827,000 ¢ 45,511,000
Urban - 15,759,000 2,43%,000 22,208,000
Total - 55 483,000 13,264,000 69,719,000

Total Existing Primary Road System

Rural  $119,227,00¢ $1,010,895,000 $242,027,00C $1,371,149,000
Urban 150,755,0C0 267,804,000 136,173,000 554,732,000
Total 259,982,000 1,278,699,000  378,20C,CC0 1,626,981, 000




BACKLOG NEEDS-STATE PRIMARY ROADS

About 2,500 miles of Rural Primary Roads, showm on the map on the opposite page in red and black,
fail in a substantial 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.







G. Backlogs of Primary Road Needs

Further analysis of these data reveals trat the costs of the backlog of deferred

and urgently needed work on the exisiing primary road system are as shown in Table No,

6.

& oo :
Backlog of Keeds on Primary Road Syster
Item Amount of % of Total
Needs Construction Costs

Proposed State Primary Road System

Rural $373,000,000 28
Municipal 144,000,000 27
Total backlog $517,000,000 28

Proposed Local Service Primary Roads

Rural $ 28,429,000 63

Municipal 13,248,000 60

Total backlog $ L9 61
4,277, 000

Total Rusbeddemg Primary Road Systems
For H"ofodd Statc Brd Loc Sevvicon

Rural $ 401,629,000 25

Municipal 157,248,000 28 ;

Total $ #OTT629,000 29 2%/4¢F 5

558,277, 000 C:/
These data reveal that the backlog of deferred and urgently needed work on STe

the rural portion of the existing primary 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 constructicn needs
of that portion of the system for that period, all as determined in the engineer-
ing analysis of the primary roac system 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 Primary 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 prirmary road system and reccommends:
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1. That the various costs pertaining 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 million and $1CC.8 million or $2,322.1 million,

IV, Primary Highway Finance

The Pubtlic Administration Service, in its report, "Filnancing Iowa's Highways",
showed that, with the present method of dividing revenues for highway purposes, the
estimated amounts available for the primary road system would average $110,40C,0C0
annually over the next 20 years. During that period, this amount would be, on the
average, $666,000 per year or a total of $13,320,000 less than the amount ($2,221.3
million) required tc meet the neads of the State Primary Road System proposed by
the Automotive Safety Foundation and $5,704,150 per year or a total of $114,083,0C0
less than the amount ($2,322.1 million) required to meet the needs of ithat system
plug those of the local service primary roads.

A. Primary Road Share Road Use Tax Fund

Under the present method of dividing revenues for highway purposes, the primary
road system receives approximately 5C per cent of the revenus received from motor
vehicle and motor vehicle fuel taxes, The Puklic Adminlstration Service suggests,
on the basis of its findings in an earnings credit analysis, that the primary road
system raceive 55 per cent of the revenue derived from such taxes. This allocation
of 55 per cent of highway user taxes combined with the &xpected Federal-Aid for
primary roads would be slightly more than the amount required for the 20year program
as determined from the needs study. The Public Administration Service, therefors,
further suggests that the small surplus, amounting to about one per cent, be used
gither to partly alleviate debi 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 primary 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 million) will be Federal-Aid. (Pages

42,57, and 58, PAS report)

B. Adoption of 20-Year Program

Duly considering the situwation with respect to expected funds for primary
roads, the 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 2C-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 pregram

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

program in that period or a lesser time dependent upon the amount of

money made available by the legislature, upon costs of construetion,

and upon other factors which are indeterminate or unknown at tris time,

and

That the General Assembly enact legislation providing that subsequent

General Assemblies re-examine, periodically. the progress being made

under this 20-year program.

that it

C. Bond Issue for Primary Interstate Hishways

The Public Administration Service Report, "Financing Iowa'’s Highways", states
is both equitable and economically sound to use bonds 1o finance a speed-up
in construction such as that provosed by the needs study alternatives (Presumably
those employing 10 year and 15-year backlog elimination periods) to spread thre 20-
year cost of the program over the entire period. (Page 46, PAS Report)

Noting this suggestion, the Road Study Committee recommends:

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 time as the commission deems necessary for early completion
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of the interstate and other primary highways, these bonds to te redeem=

ocd and serviced wholly out of allocations of road use tax funds ang

from Federal-Aid allotments, subject to the approval of the Executive

Council or the Budget and Financial Contrcl Cormittee,

D. Removal of Limit on Use of Primary Road Funds on Municipal Extensions

The engineering analysis of highways needs indicates that approximately 29 per
cent of the total estimated cosis for btasic construction on the primary road systen
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
primary road construction funds may be required for the work undertaken on these
extensions in any given year of the program, Present law limits the expenditure
for such work to 25 per cent of the funds available for construction in any one
year, This limitation would interfere with proper execution of ths 2C~year preogram,
The Automotive Safety Foundation suggests that it be rescinded and that the amount
to be expended in any one year should be left to the discretion of the State
Highway Commission, (Page 49, ASF Report)

The Road Study Committee concurs in these suggestions and recommends:

1, That the General Assembly enact legislation eliminating the provisions

of Section 313.21 which restrict the expenditure of primary road funds

on extensions of primary roads in citiss and towns in any one year to

a maximum of 25 per cent of the primary road construction fund.

V. Primary Highway Management

The Automotiive Safety Foundation states that one difficulty prevalent among
comrission forms (of highway management) is a tendency for a commission to make
operating decisions that should be the responsibility of an executive officer and,
further, that the law in Iowa, apparently stemming from early days when, "The
Commission™, was practically the entire department, still fails to define oroperly
the policy making functions of the State Highway Cormission as distinct from ad-

ministrative responsibilities. The Foundation further noted that, in the absence
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of any reasonably clearecut distinction between policy and administratior, there
is much room for sincere differences of oplnion as to respective responsibilities
and that the system works as well as it does in Iowa reflects credit on both
commission members and emplcyees, but rests too much on individuals and their
prhilosoohies and characteristics. (Page 68, ASF Report)

A, State Highway Over-all Management

Consequently the Automotive Safety Foundation recommended, that legislation
be enacted to define the proper role of the Iowa State Highway Commission as a
policy-making body and to constitute an Iowa State Highway Department, whose chief
executive offices should be the Chief Engineer, responsible to the Commission for
carrying out its approved policies, for operating the Department, and for recomrend-
ing revised poiicy ~ all within the framework of a statement of legislative nurovose
defining the general powers and duties of the department, (Page 69, ASF Report)

The Road Study Committee concurs in the views of the Automotive Safety
Foundstion with respect to Iowa laws pertzining to the duties of the State Highway
Commission and recommends:

1. That the General Assembly enact legislation conforming to the recom-

mendation of the Automotive Safety Foundation for a definition of the

responsibilities of the State Highway Commission, for the constitution

of a state highway department under the jurisdiction of the comrmissicn,

for a definition of the dutles of said state highway departmert. and

for a distinction in law between the pollicy-making functions of the

State Highway Commission and the administrative responsibilities and

duties of the state highway department.

Further with respect to primary highway management, the Road Study Committee

recomrends:

1. That the State Highway Commission as a matter of policy include in

the state highway department a business administration division read-

ed by a qualified administrator as distinguished from the enginesring
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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 process of examination and reorganization of the state highway department and
offered its opinion that the difficulties always encountered in such reorganization
can be gmoothed out through more continuous and formal study of the mechanics of
over-lavping functions and more vrecise spelling out of limits of responsibility
and the joint operations that have to be carried out. The Foundation further
suggested that the commission should consider further decentralization (of opera-
tions) including design functions 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:

{. 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 with urban problems which will demard

increasing attention with the expansion and execution of the highway

improvement programs of the state.

VI. Miscellaneous Matters Relating to Primary Highways

The Road Study Committes considered a numbsr of miscellanecus unrelated items
pertaining to primary highways that fall to lend themselves readily to arbitrary
classification. These are presented hers,

A. Intergovernmental Relations

Development and maintenance of highway transportation facilities require a high

degree of coordination among all agencies of government. Each has its primary
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ohliration for the road or street systems under its jurisdiction, but each must
recognize its relation to the others and must have always in mind that they are each
angaged in the solution of a sector of a mtual problem, the provision of highway
transportation service to the publiec.

The State Highway Commission and the counties of Iowa have a long history
of harmonious and effective cooperation in attempts at solution of this probler,
For cities and towns there is little similar state interest in city or town problems
indicated either in the law or in practice, However, the magnitude of street needs
in municipalities, the importance of sound development of adequate street transpor-
tation for all Iowa people, and the responsibilities of state government to all c¢it-
izen call for specific state action,

Consequently, the Automotive Safety Foundation recommended improvements in
the intergovernmental activities of the State Highway Commission in relation to
the general management problems of municipa}ities and counties and particularly
with the municipalities with whom contacts have been relatively meager as compared
to trose with 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 municipalliiles and countiss of the

state for cooperation in the soclution of the mutual problem of provid.

ing adequate highway transportation service to all of the peoole of
Iowa

B. Diagonal State Highways

There are a number of traffic movements in Iowa that may be, within the near
future, sufficient in volume and importance 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 lacated 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 alignment 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 system, 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 $270,0C0,000 over the next 20 years. Acquisition of right of
way is at best, a tedious and time consuming operation and, in Iowa, has a numbér of
features which interfere with efficient and expeditious administration of a con-
struction program.

Noting these deficlencies and considering the magnitude of the expenditures
for right of way and the importance of better procedures to highway administratien,
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 commission, city, or town to finance :
such purchases, —

2. That the General Assembly enact legislation erabling and autherizing
the State Highway Commission to exchange property for right of way -
purposes,

3. That the General Assembly enact legislation extending the author- A
jzation for immediats possession pending final settlement, nrow -
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 recommendations 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 Safety Foundation with respect to scquisi- -
ti t W r hi S presen on 1 14
report, "Iowa Highway Needs,"”

-~




Chapter II
Secondary Highways
I, Introduction
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 lands, the most important of these rescurces.

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 market,
They depend upon highway transportation for services of many kinds and for
access to schools, churches, and to community centers.

Farming is the leading industry in Jowa. In units operated, in erployment
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, 1t surpasses any other single industry in 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 the
state,

There are approximately 91,000 miles of these roads in the state. They
constitute approximately 83 per cent of the total mileage of roads and streets
arc they carry approximately 18 per cent of the total volume of traffiec on the
roads and streets in the state., Their contribution to the health and growth of
the economy and to the generszl 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, Classification of Secondary Highways

In a mileage of highways as extensive as that found for the secondary high-
ways of Towa, it is to be expected that the group, as whole, affords a wide
variety of highway transportation services and requires a variety of standards
of improvement for the provision of these services. Public funds for highways
may be employed most efficiently by grouping the roads into systems, each
identified with particular function, and establishing standards of improvements
for each system appropriate to the services demanded of it.

A, Present Secopdary Highway Clasgifications

The necessity for classification of highways for administrative purpose was
recognized in Towa a half century ago and various systems of classification
roughly based on the functions served by the roads have been in effect contirmously
since that time,

Those in effect at this time group the secondary highway= in two intercon-
nected systems, the Farm-to.-Market Road System, which includes approximately
34,000 miles, and the Local Secondary Road System which includes approximately
56,700 miles. The Farm-to-Market Road System includes the more important secordary
roads having generally the larger vclumes of traffic and serving as collectors
and distritmtors of traffic between the local roads and main market centers which
may be either on the Farm-to-Market or on the state primary road system. The
Local Secondary Road System provides direct access to rural homesteads and
supplements and extends the services of the Farm-to-Market and the Primary Road
Systems,

B, Re-{lassification of Secondary Highways

In the engineering analysis for the determination of the highway needs of
Iowa, the Automotive Safety Foundation concluded that the 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

raclassified into twe groups, County Trunk Roads and County Feeder Roads on ihe




basis of the functions served by the roads.

The County Trunk Road System thus selected included those roads which inter.
connect smaller towns, shipping points, and market centers within each county amd
adjoining counties, It also provided connections with other County Trunk Roads
and State Primary Roads to form an intercomected and integrated network of main
~ rural roads with an average spacing between routes of five to six miles. Routes
on this system were found to carry generally the heaviest volumes of traffic
fouord on the secondary roads within the county. These routes included approxi-
mately 12,000 miles of secondary roads or approximately 1l per cent of the total ;
mileage of roads and streets in the state and served approximately 10 per cent
of the total traffic,

The County Feeder Road System 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 Primary Roads, was found to
be from two to three miles, This system included approximately 20,000 miles of
secondary roads or approximately 18 per cent of the total mileage of roads and
streets in the state and was found to serve approximately 4 per cent of the total
traffic,

The remaining secondary roads omitted from etther the County Trunk or County
Feeder Road Systems were classified as Local Secondary Roads. Included in this
classification, as well as roads formerly Local Secondary Roads, were 2,300 miles
of the existing Farm-to-Market Road System which are not Federal Aid Secondary
Roads and 500 miles of Federal-Aid Secondary Roads which are not Farm-to-Market
Roads, As finally constituted the proposed Local Secondary Road System included
58,500 miles, that is, approximately 53 per cent of the total mileage of roads
and streets in the state and it was found to serve approximately 4 per cent of

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

Cancluding that the reclassification of secondary rocads adopted for the

purpcses of the needs stody wonld 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-Market 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
Righway Commission; requiring the preparation and subtmission of a map
by each county showing the roads selected for initial inelusion 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 Commission upon
which it would became the official map of these several systems in the
county until such time as changing conditions within the county may
require revisions of the systems. (Recommendations 9 and 10, Page 34,
ASF Report)

The Road Study Committee recomends:

1. That the General Assembly enact legislation providing for the sub-

division of the present Farmoto-Market rocad system into 2 county trunk

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

by the State Highway Commission and the Towa County Engineers Association;

providing for the desigmation of all other secondary roads as local

secondary roads; providing for the preparation and submission of a map




BXISTING STATE PRIMARY AND FARM-TO-MARKET SYSTEMS

Shown on the map on the opposite page are Iowa's State Primary Roads in black and Farm-to-Market

roads in red. State Primary Roads, including extensions through municipalities, total 9,787 miles in
length. The established Farm-to-Market Systems of the 99 counties total 33,973 miles,
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of each county showing the roads selected for initial inelusion in the

county trunk, county feeder, and local secordary road systems of the

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

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

Cormission npon which said map becames the official map of these several

systems in the county until such time as changing cornditions within the

county may require revisions of the systems,

Table No, 1
Reclassification of Secondary Highways
Mileage as now Miloage as Mileage as
System Classified Reclassified Reclassified
by ASF by RSC

Marm-to-Market Roads

County Trunk Roads _— 12,087 13,000
County Feeder Roads — 20,100 20,973
Total 33,973 32,187 33,973
Local Secondary Roads 56,714 58,500 56,714
Total A1l Roads 90,687 90,687 90,687

D, 8 ards for Secondary Highwa
The Antomotive Safety Foundation chose, as a basis for the determination of
needs and the computations of costs of improvements, standards designed for the
volumes, weights, speeds, and types of service identifled with each highway
system classification. |

Considering these the minimuom for use in the exacution of the proposed

improvement programs, the Foandation recommended:

1, That the General Assembly enact legislation requiring the establishment
of minimum design standards by counties and cities, subject to the
approval of the State Highway Commission, for the improvement 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
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or in part with funds allocated to the county or city from road use
tax funds or other state funcds. (Recommendation 11, Page 34, ASF
Report)

Road Study Committee recommends:

That the General Assembly enact legislation reguiring the use of the

appropriate current standard speclfications of the State Highway Com-

mission for desizn and ¢onstruction of improvements on the proposed

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

minimur requirements, and, in the case of those roads which are eligible

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

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

of Public Roads and qualify these roads for such participation,

111, Secondary Highway Needs
The key feature of the poriion of the Automotive Safety Foundation report,
"Towa Yighway Needs®™, pertaining to secondary highways is the summary of needs
expressed in terms of annual or total costs of the programs proposed for the
irprovements of thase highways.

Within the next 20 years, about two thirds of the 91,0CC miles of county

roads will reguire some form of improvement, ranging from simple gravel or stone

resurfacing, to construction of new heavy duty roadway surfaces. Also it is
estirmated by the Automotive Safety Foundation that 53 per cent of the 28,060
bridges on the secondary roads will have to be reolaced or rebuilt in that
period. (Page 58, ASF Report)

A. Average Annual Costs for Secondary Highways

“rom examination of the data showing average annual costs for each of the
three 20-year improvement programs for secondary highways developed in the
needs study, it is found that there is little difference in them over the pericd

as a whole, the difference being in the early years of those programs in which
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consideration is given to the elimination or "catch.up® of the backlog of deferred
or urgently needed werk within a perlioed of less than 20-years, Distribution af
this work over the entire 20-.year period provides for a constant average anmal

cost,




County Trunks
Construction
Maintenance
Administration

Total

County Feeders
Consiruction
Maintenance
Administration

Total

Local Roads
Censtruction
Maintenance
Administration

Total

A1l County Roads

Construction

Mainrtenance
Administration

Total

Table No, 2

All County Roads and Structures
Average Annual Costs of Alternative Programs

*10-Year *15-Year *20.Year
Cateh-Up Period Catch.Up Period Catch-Up Period
First Next First Next

10 Years 1C Years 15 Years 5 Years
$45,535,000 $4,955,000  $31,594,000 $ 4,229,000  $24,406,000
6,137,000 6,463,000 6,171,000 6,500,000 6,178,000
2,701,000 607,C00 1,988,000 550,000 1,608,000
$54,373,000 $12,025,0C0 $39,753,000 $11,279,000  $32,192,000
$32,543,0C0 $14,595,000 $27,100,000 $11,461,000 $23,157,000
10,169,00¢ 10,630,000 10,201,000 10,773,000 10,213,000
1,713,000 1,008,000 1,502,000 $10,000 1,335,000
$44 425,000 $26,233,0CC $38,803,000 $23,144,000  $34,705,000
$21,412,000 $21,412,000 $21,412,000 $21,412,000  $21,412,000
18,344,000 18,344,000 18,344,000 18,344,000 18,344,000
1,194,00¢ 1,154,000 1,194,000 1,194,000 1,194,000
$40,950,00C $40,950,000 $40,95C,0CC $4C,950,000  $40,550,C00
$99,490,000 $4C,962,00C $80,106,000 $37,1C2,C00  $68,975,000
34,650,000 35,437,000 34,715,000 35,617,000 34,735,000
5,608,0CC 2,809,000 4,684,000 2,654,000 4,137,000
$139,748,000 $79,208,000 $119,5C6,000 $75,373,000 $107,847,000

*Each alternative program for County Trunks and County Feeders includes the same
arount for baslic irmprovements necessary to remedy existing intolerable conditions,
For that amount, termed the "backlog," cost to remedy in 10 years is twice the

annual cost required if the work were spread over 20 years.

Other costs in sach

prograr are for new needs, not now existing, that will arise in the respective

periods, and for maintenance and administration,

Roads.

(Page 58, ASF Report)

See text for discussion of Local
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B. Tota} Costs for Secondary Highwa
Since there is little difference in average armual costs, there is little
difference in total costy of the proposed programs. Data for the 20.year program
using a 20-year catch.up pericd are shown in Table No, 3 for a camparison of the
total costs for the different systems.
Table No. 3
Total Costs for Secondary Highways

20-Year Program

System Total Costs

County Trunk Roads $ 643.84 million

County Feeder Roads 694,10 million

Local Secordary Roads 819.00 million
Total $ 2,156.9% million

C. Capita) Investment Cost for Construction
The total capital investment cost for basic constructlon and for constructiom

on roads built early in the 20.year period are given in Table No. &
Table No. &

Capital Investment Cost for Construction

Systen Investment
County Trunk $ 488,120,000
County Feeder 463,140,000
Local Secomdary Road 428,240,000
Total $1,379,500,000

(Page 59, ASF Report)

Camparison of data in Table No, 3 and Table No. 4 reveals that capital
investment cost for construction is approximately 64 per cent of the total costs
over the 20-year program period. This 4is & relatively large proportlion of the
total costs and reflects the inadequacy of the improvements on the County Trunk

and County Feeder Road Systems for the services now demanded of them.




D. Bagklog of Work on 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 $340 million or 70 per cemt of the total capital investment:cost
Tor construction and for the County Feeder Rocad System the backlog is responsible
for approximately $139 million or 30 per cent of such cost, Determination of the -~
backlog for the Local Secondary Road System was omitted as there is leas urgency
involved in projects for this sytem which has for the most part, its major needs
filled to at least minimum requirements., The problem for this system is rebuilding,
some part to higher but for the most part to standards of existing facllities.,
E. Distribution of Needs Among Counties -

Examination of the data for individual connties reveals uniformity in the
future needs among the counties, Past progress in some counties has been slow
and in others rapid. Counties which bave done a good job in the past will require
more reconstruction, shouldering, and resurfacing in the future., Others will
require more grading and new and higher types of surfacing which they have yet
to construct, for the first time but legs rebuilding and resurfacing. These
differences tend to equalize over any long period of years, 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 atats, the Road Study Committee finds
continuation of the equalization fund to be without jJustification and, there-
fore, on its own motion recommends: -

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

Code, 1958 to eliminate the equalization furd.

IV, Secondary Highway Finance -

A, Present Method of Divigion of Higlway Funds

Continuation of the present methods for division of funds for highway
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purposes over the next 20 years would provide the secondary roads with an amual
average income of $105,000,000 or an average of $2,847,000 less than average
annual costs of the 20-year program developed in the needs study.

Present sources of reverme for secondary roads are property taxes, road
user taxes, federal-aid, and miscellaneous contributions and assessments, If
contimed in the present form over the next 20-years, property taxes would
contribute yearly and average of $35,750,000, or 3% per cent of a total anmal
income of $105,000,000; road user taxes, $61,260,000 or 58 per cent; federal-
aid $6,930,000 or 7 per cent, and miscellaneocus sources, $1,060,000 or 1 per

cent of that average ammal income for secondary highways.

B. Pro Method of Divis f Highway Funds
Under the present method of dividing funds for highway pruposes, the secondary
roads revelve 50 per cent of the Road Use Tax Fund available for allocation under
the formula provided in Sections 312.3 and 312,5, 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 Tax Fund. The effect of this reduction
over the next 20 years, with the situation with respect to other sources of
secondary road funds contirming in the present form, would be to reduce the average
ammual incame for secondary roads to $88,300,000 or $19,147,000 less than the
amount required to meet the average anmual costs of the 20-year improvement
program developed in the meeds study for these roads. The Public Administration
service suggests that the deficit e covered by approportions from the state
general fund. (Pages 30, 51, 57, and 61, PAS Report)
The Road Study Committee considers such an extensive c¢hange in the methad
of division of funds for highway purposes to be both impractical and inadvisable
at this time and offers its own recommendatioﬁ on this subjeet in a subsequent
chapter of this report,
C. Distritwtion Road Use T Allocations Counties

It is presumed that an allocation of the Road Use Tax Fund will contime to
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be made for secondary roads. -
Therefcore, the Rcad Study Committee recormends:

1. That the Qeneral Assembly enact legislation providing that whatever

portions of the road use tax fund may be either now 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

I

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

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

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

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

distribution of such funds among the counties for secondary roads. -

D. Farm-to-Market Road Fund

The Road Study Committee proposes to continue the specific assignment to
the Farm.to-Market road system of a portion of the allccation to counties for
secondary roads, primarily to match federal-aid for such roads &nd, therefore,
recommends:

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

cent or $12,000,000, whichever is the larger of whatever allocation of -

the road use tax fund may be now fixed or hereafter provided for

secondary roads, be placed in the Farm-to-Market road furd to match

federsl-aid for secondary roads before any distribution of said al-

location among counties is made and that both the amount so set aside

in the Farm-to-Market 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 amount, in each case, for

distribution among the counties on the basis of needs as

determined 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 among the counties on the basis of area,
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E. Bonds for Secopdary Highways

Permanent construction on heavily traveled secordary roads has been found
to be more economical in both operation and maintenance than other less durable
types of construction tut the execution of such projects requires greater ex-
penditures than are available on an anmal basis,

To take early advantages of the economies of permament construction and to
accelerate secondary road improvement programs, the Road Study Committee recommends:

l. That the Gemeral Assembly enact legislation providing for the issuvance

of peneral cbligation or revenue bonds by 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,

gaid bonds to be redeemed and serviced fram anticipated county allot-

ments 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 benefits of these programs to the people who pay the bill. On the whole,
secondary road business in Iowa appears to be well managed, as a result of forward
looking legislation, in the past, and of the efforts of generally campetent
personnel, There are, however, substantial differences among the counties in
the role played by boards of supervisors in the conduct of county road affairs,
This is due, in part, te lack of clarity in highway laws pertaining to responsi-
bilities of county boards in such matters. (Pages 74, 75, and 76, ASF Report)

A, Definttion of Responsibility of County Board of Supervisors and

Count: ers
Noting the situation with respect to the responsibilities of bhoards of
supervisors in the administration of secondary roads, the Autcmotive Safety

Foundation recamended:
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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 Committee 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, recommerds:

1.

That the General Assembly enact legislation rewriting the pertinent

laws to define and establish the board of superviscrs 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 maintenance operations on secondary roadss

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

for the actual execution of all construction and maintenance of secondary

reoads within 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,

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 Committee has been directed to the need for

clarification of Sections 309.40, 309,41, and 309.42, Code, 1958, Following 2

review of these sections, the Committee recommends:

1.

That the General Assembly endct legislation repealing Sections 309.40,

309.41, and 309.42, 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 engineers’s

estimate of total cost exceeds $5,000 in the aggregate, shall be
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advertised and let at a public letting. All construction projecis,

ineluding all culverts, bridges, grading, and surfacing materials, of

which the engineer's estimate of total cost in less than $5,000 in the

aggregate, may be advertised and let at a public letting, or may be

negotiated privately, or may be built by day labor, tut in nc case shall

projects bs broken into small units to qualify for day labor work, and

fipal cost of all negotiated or day labor work must not exceed the

enginsers estimate of the cost of the work. All contracts which exceed

$5,000 shall be first approved by the State Highway Commission before

they shall be effective as a contract,

C. Ag ent a tting for Mainte 8 Equipment and Ma s

At present, purchases of equipment and materials used for maintenance work
on secondary roads, are without safeguards on the expenditures of funds for these
purposes. Thess expenditures are necessarily large and certainly should be
handled as carefully and wisely as those for construction work. Minimum specifi.
cations should be required and bids taken on all single items of equipment on
which the estimated cost will exceed $3,000, or exceed $5,000 on multiple items of
the same type. Original cost and trade in allowance should be réquired 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
selection, In case the low bid is not accepted, reasons for the action of the
board should be stated in the motion authorizing the purchase of the equipment,

The Road Study Committee considers it essential that all public funds ex-
pended for highways be handled carefully and wisely and that the obligations
to do so be consistent among the several agencies handling such funds, Therefore,
the Commi ttee recommends:

1. That the General Assembly enact legislation requiring the use of de-

finite specifications for the purchase of materials for maintenance

work on secondary roads; requiring advertisement and a public letting
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for individnal items of materials costing $3,000 or more; and requiring

purchase at the low bid provided the materials offered at that bid

meet the definite specifications for the material to be purchased.

D. Tile Across Highwa
Section 465,23, Code, 1958, requires that the expense for materials and

labor ugsed in installing tile drains across highways and all subsequent repairs

therecf shall be paid from funds available for the highways affected.

This section has required large expenditures from the secondary road fund

for private drainage, which camnot be classed as construction or maintenance.

The amendment of 1942 to Article VII of the Constitution of the State of lowa

restricts the use of the road use tax fund exclusively 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 legality,

The Road Study Committee recommends:

1. That the General Assembly enact legislation 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 imvolved.

E. Rural Subdivisions and Their Roads

During recent years and at the present time, developers and builders have been and

are establishing rural subdivisions outside of incorpm‘ated' places at a high rate.

The streets in these subdivisions are frequently improperly laid out and con-

structed as to width, grade, drainage, or type of roadway surfacing. Under exlsting

laws, such streets becane a part of the secondary road system and an cobligation

of the county for construction and maintemance,

The Road Study Committee recommends:

1. That the Qeneral Asgembly enact legislation providing for the regulation

and control of the establisiment of rural subdivision outside of incor-
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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, widths,

drainage, provisions, and construction specificatims for the roads and

~
streets in such subdivision as a prerequisite for eligibllity of these

~ roads, and street to become a part of the secondary road system.

2. That the General Assembly enact legislation authorizing the Bosrd of

- Supervisors to prepare ard adopt resolutions of necessity and to levy
agssessments for the improvement of roads ayd streets in existing rural

- subdivisions outside of incorporated places,

~— 3. That the General Aissembly enact legislation authorizing and enabling
Joint action by the Board of Supervisors and any city or town cocuncil

~ in the regulation arnd control of the establisiment of rural subdivisions

; adjacent to a eity or town regardless of the size or population of the

- clty or towm,

~

~

-~

-




38
Chapter III
City and Towm Roads and Streets
I, Introduction

There are 942 incorporated cities and towns in Iowa, varying in population
from 32 for the smallest to 208,982 for the largest. They include a total pop-
ulation of 1,901,301, approximately &9 per cent of the population of the state,
following a century of growth at a nearly constant rate of about 18,510 per year,
or 185,100 per decade,

The development of adequate street facilities for this growing population
contimes to be, as it has been for many years, one of the most urgent and complex
problems confronting the municipalities of the state. It is now evident from a
stndy of trends of the various segments of the population, that future increases
in the population of the state will be due to inereases in the population of the
cities and towns, arnd particularly to increases in the larger cities,

The economic health of the central business districts, especially those of
the larger eities, depends largely on the ability of tha people within those
¢clties and within their surrcurding trade territories to reach those distriets,
usually located near the center of the city, conveniently, camfortably, and safely.
The expanding urban areas require new roads and streets for loeal use and extension
and improvement of arterial streets between the rew areas and 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 mamfacturing and processing irdustries in the state, JTowa produces and ed-
ucates more people, particularly in the rural areas, than it can employ. This
creates an ever present supply of functionally literate and emotionally sound and
stable labor eagsrly 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, lecation of new plants will most likely contimie to be, as it

has been in the case of the 3,600 mamufacturing and processing plants now located
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in Towa, either in or mear a city or a town,

Cities and towns, large and smz1l, thus, have ever before them, the challenge
of providing good acceas to central business distriets, indunsirial plants, and
numerous other centers of traffic interest for the health and growth of lccal
econamles as well as the economy 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 but they also have an interest in highways in rural
areas where they gensrate &4 per cent of the total travel by residents of Iowa
on the rural roads of the state, Residents of citles and towns produce two thirds
of the travel on the rural primary roads, one third of that on the Farm-to-Market
road system, and one fourth of that on the local secondary road system., For
consistency in quality of 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 medical attention or other personal services, residents composing 69
per cent of the porulation in Iowa and 1living in cities and towns need street
improvements as adequate for the various functions performed as are the rural
highways which they also use and smpport,

There are 10,767 miles of city and town streets, other than extensions of
primary roads. This is approximately 10 per cent of the total road and street
- mileage and it carries approximately 19 per cent of the total travel in the state.
The extensions of the primary roads (1,081 miles of streets) are approximately
one per csnt of the total mileage of roads and sireets and ¢arry 13 per cent
of the total travel in the state. Conssquently 32 per cent of all travel in
the state 1s on ¢ity and town streets.

I7. Classification of Streets

Although requiring classification of highways for administrative purposes

for half a century, Iowa law i3 completely silent with respect to classification

of city and town streets into systems for such purposes. Recognizing 2 need
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for some sort of classification of streets, at least for certain purposes, and
cperating under laws which give them jurisdietion over streets within their
corporate limits, city and town councils have adopted lccal ordinances and reso-
lutions for the designation of arterial street systems primarily for the regulation
of traffic. Other lsws provide for the selection and designation of certain streets
by the State Highway Commission as extensions of the primary roads, Other than
these few provisions, Jowa law, either state or local appears to consider all
stireets of equal importance to the community.

For the purposes of the needs study, the Autamotive Safety Foundation
classified city and town streets other than primary road extensions on the basis
of the predominant functions performed., In this operation, thes Foumdation defined
Arterial Streets as being those which provide through comnections between focal
points of traffic interest either within a city or town or betwsen 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 incorporated areas, inmumerable stores, offices, industrial
plants, school, churches and community centers distributed through out the resi.
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 city wide
interest and accommodate the major traffic movements between foecal points of
traffic interest within and near the city or town., The Foundation determined
need for 2,027 miles of streets, other than extensions of primary roads, in
this category.

Access streets provide dlirect access to autting property ard are, therefore,
primarily of interest to those owning or oceupying property along the street either
in residential or industrial areas of the city or town. The principal function
of these streets is to provide access to the abutting properties in either area,

Consequently, traffic on these streets is predominantly of lecal nature. The
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access street system includes, all city and town streets, other than those c¢las-
- sified as Arterial Streets or designated as Primary Road extensions, or a total
of approximately 8,740 miles,

The Autamotive Safety Foundation concluded that classification of city and
town streets is needed to identify the most essential street needs, to provide a2
frame for more effective programs of street improvement and to form a foundation
- for better street management and therefore, recommended:

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 jointly by representatives of cities and towns and the State

Highway Commission and providing that until designations of such
systems shall be accomplished by the cities and towns, the Arterial
Street Systems as determined in the needs study shall be constituted
as the official systems, (Recommendation 8, Page 3%, ASF Report)
- The Road Study Cormittee fails to concur in the views of the Automotive
Safety Foundation with respect to the need for classification of streets in cities
and towns but recommends;

1. That the Genera]l Assembly enact legislation permitting the classifi.

cation of streets into Arterial Street Systems and Access Street Systems

;‘ ag proposed by the Automotive Safety Foundation in its recommendation

No., 9 on page W of the report, "Iowa Highway Needs®, by any city or

town that may desire to so classify its streets.

ITI. City and Town Street Needs

A, General Needs
— Approximately 32 per cent of the 2,027 miles of Arterial Streets as defined

in the needs study were found to be intolerably inadequate for current traffic.

~ Such streets can often be overloaded to stagnation by a relatively small increase
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in number of vehicles during peak hours of traffie. Oportunities for relief
through provision of new facilities are severly limited by restricted right of way

or high costs of right of way on 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., 1In

addition, it was estimated by the Foundation that 800 miles of new streets will be
required within the next 20 years. (Page 5C, ASF Report)

B. Average Annual Costs of Improvement Programs
The needs of the c¢ity and town streets over the next 20 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
Founcaticn, 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 cosis of the three 20.year programs are approximately the same.

Those for the program with the 20-year catch-up period are given in Table 2,
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- Table No. 1
Average amnual Costs of Alternative Programs
~ For Improvement of Municipal Streets
Other Than Primary Road Extensions
- System 10-year 15-year 20~yoar
Catch-up Period Catch-up Period Catch-up Period
First Next First Next First

e 10-years 1Oyears 15-years S-years 20~years

Arterisl

Construction $25,188,000 $6,960,000 $18,883,000 $7.,346,000 $16,008,000

Maintenance 4,380,000 5,033,000 4,386,000 5,076,000 4,L07,000
- Administration 1,601,000 £29,000 1,252,000 659,000 1,097,000

Total $31,169,000 $12,622,000  $24,521,000 $13,081,000 $21,512,000
-~ Local Access Streets

Construction $23 02390000 &30239p000 $23 o239|000 $23 0239'000 $23 9239 + 000
- Maintenance 8,356,000 8,356,000 8,356,000 8,356,000 8,356,000

Administration 943,000 948, 000 948,000 948,000 948,000

Total $32,543,000 $32,543,000  $32,543,000 $32,543,000  $32,543,000

Both Systems
-~ Construction  $48,427,000 $30,199,000  $42,122,000 $30,585,000  $35,247,000 |

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, ASF Report)

Table No. 2
~ Total Costs of Improvement Program
Item Arterial Streets Accass Streets Total

Construction $320,160,000 $u6l, 780,000 $784,940,000

Maintenance 88,140,000 167,120,000 255,260,000
- Administration 21,940,000 18,960,000 40,500,000

Total $430,240,000 $650,860,000  $1,081,100,000

- (Page 50, ASF Report)




D, Capital Investment Cost for Construction
The capital investment costs for construction of the 20-year program with
20-year cateh-~up periocd are shown in Table No, 3.
Table No, 3

Capital Investment Cost for Construction

Ttem Arterial Streets Access Streets Total
Right of Way $ 32,137,000 —_— $ 32,137,000
Streets 237,720,000 $455, 360,000 693,080,000
Structures 50,303,000 9,420,000 59,723,000
Total $320,160,000 $464 ,780,000 $784,940,000

(Page 51, ASF Report)
E, Back of Work Ne -
The backlogs of deferred and unrgently needed improvements, that is, work
needed now on both systems, are shown in Table No. 4. It is 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 constitutes 54 per cent of the total basic -

construction costs for these streets.

ey,
Table No, 4
Backlog of Work Needed Now -
Per cent of
System Costs Total Basle
Construction Costs -
Arterial Streets $126,303,000 39
Local Access Streets $249,692,000 54 -
Both Systems $375,995,000 48
F. Distribution of Needs Among Cities and Towns
The average ammual program costs are divided among the cities and the various
pepulation groups as shown in Table No, 5. The last column shows the percentage a~

of the total average anmial costs of the programs for all cities and population

groups for each of the larger cities and of the various population groups.
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Table No. §
- Average Annual Programs Costs
For 20-Year Catch-up Peried
S
City or Average Anmal Percent of
Peopulation Costs for 20-year Total Aver-
o Catch-up Period age Armual
Group Arterial Streets  Access Streets Total Costs
Des Moines $ 6,101,000 $ 3,458,000 $ 9,559,000 17,68
Sioux City 1,146,000 1,739,000 2,885,000 S.H
Davenport 1,052,000 1,367,000 2,419,000 447
Cedar Rapids 1,662,000 1,631,000 3,293,000 6.09
Waterloo 1,268,000 1,471,000 2,739,000 5.08
Dubuque 5 54,000 670,000 1,22h,000 2,26
Council Bluffs 482,000 871,000 1,353,000 2,50
20,000.40,000 2,059,000 3,258,000 5,317,000 9.84
10,000-20,000 1,310,000 1,932,000 3,242,000 6.00
5,000-10,000 2,415,000 3,421,000 5,836,000 10,80
2,500-5,000 947,000 3,109,000 4,056,000 7.50
1,000-2,500 675,000 4,322,000 4,997,000 9.24
Under 1,000 1,841,000 5,294,000 7,135,000 13,20
Total $21,512,000 $32,543,000 $54,055,000 100,00
(Page 79, ASF Report)
IV, City and Town Street Finance
A. Cyrrent Street Revenue

In 1959, the cities and towns of Iowa had a total of $39,500,000 in revenues
fraom various sources for expenditures on roads and streets in municipalities,
Tris is approximately 16 per cent of the tot2l funds available for road and
street purposes in Towa in that year, However $10,000,000 of this is from new
borrowings and not properly classified as income. The needs are so urgent that
recourse must be had to this source of revenue as a means of satisfying them.

The total $39,500,000, is therefore an indication of the amount required for

that purpose. Contimied dependence on this source for 25 per cent of the needs

for improvements is both unsound ard impractical.




Table No. 6
Municipal Street Revermes

Percentage of

Source Amount Total
Road Use Tax Fund $ 7,700,000 19.5
Property Tax 1/ 18,000,000 L5 .6
New Borrowings 2/ 10,000,000 2543
Miscellaneous 3/ 3,800,000 9.6

Total $39,500,000 100.0

1/ Includes special assessments.
2/

Not truly income, as it must later be repaid from future -
incaome,

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, Bstimated Street Revenues

Anticipated street revermes over the next 20 years on the basis of contimmation
of the current apportionment of road user revenues and current forms of taxation
for municipal streets indicate an average anmual income of approximately $42,750,000.
{Table B.8, PAS Report) -

C. Comparison of Needs and Anticipated Revenuas

Execution of the proposed city and town street 20-year improvement program
is estimated to require an average annual expenditure of $5%,055,000, This is
approximately $11,305,000 more than is anticipsted to become available through
contiruation of current apportiomment of road user taxes and current forms of
taxation for city and town street purposes, Over a 20-year period, this deflieit

would amount to $226,100,000 which when added to the current indebtedness would -

bring the total deficit over the periocd to $268,180,000, See Table No. 7.
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Table No, 7
- Antiecipated Revenues
System
- Keeds Amount
Arterial Streets $430,240,000
- Access Streets 650,860,000
Sub-Total $1,081,100,000
- Debt Sarvice 42,080,000
Total Nesds $1,123,180,000
= Revemes 1/ 855,000,000
Deficiency $268,180,000
A/ Fram an Average Annual
— Reverme $42,750,000
(Page 43, PAS Report)
- The Public Administration Service proposes to cover the deficiency by in-
: creasing the apportiomment of road user reverues to cities and towns fram the
Present approximately 7 per cent to 15 per cent and leaving the situation with ‘
— respect to other sources of street revenues unchanged. (Pages 50, and 57, |
PAS Report) |
= The Road Study Committee recommendation with respect to this proposal is
_ presented in Chapter V of this report which pertains to the Road Use Tax Fund.
D. Distribution Among Cities and Towns
— The distribution of whatever allocation of the Road Use Tax Fund that may
be made to cities and towns, as a whole, among the individual cities and towns
ht is a complex problem,
The Public Administration Service proposed to distribute it first to the
- arterial and access street systems, second to allocate shares of both systems
- to population groups on & needs basls and finally to distribute the group shares
within the groups on a popnlation basis. In detail, this requires four steps
- as follows:

1. Allocate 11 per cent of the road use tax fund to the

arterial street system.
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2. Allocate 4 per cent of the road use tax fund to the access
street gysiem,
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 thils system
of division among the cities and towns would be as shown in Table No. 8
Table No, 8
Mstribution of 15 per cent Allocation

as Proposed by Public Administration Service

Population Percentage of

Group 15 per cent

Allocation
Qver 100,000 23.6
80, 000100, 000 16.9
40,000-80, 000 10.4
20,000.40,000 9.3
16,000-20,000 6.0
5,000-10,000 16.7
2,5000-5,000 6.3
Under 2,500 16.8
Total 100,0

(Pages 65, 66, 67, and 68, PAS Report)
With respact to the distribution of an allocation from road use tax funds
to cities and towns among the cities and towns, the Road Study Committee recommends:

1. That the General Assembly enact legislation providing that whatever

allocation of the road use tax fund maybe made to eities and towns

it be distributed among cities and towns as follows:

a, Sixty per cent of the allocation to be distributed among the

population groups on the basis of needs as determined by the

Automotive Safety Foundation in the report, "Jowa Hichway Needs"

and the groups shares, thus, obtained, distrlibuted within the

groups on the basis of population, (See Table No. 5 above) and,




b, Forty per cent of the allocation to be distributed among the

cities and towns on the basis of population,

V. Management of City and Town Streets
A. Qenora) Management of Streets
In the opinion of the Automotive Safety Foundation, the large number of
municipalities ereates such diverse management problems that adequate improvement
will remain difficult as long as complete 1local autonomy is maintained. In
total, street needs in smaller places are substantial but those of many are so
small that the city or town cammot afford to hire adequate engineering and
fiscal supervision to administer to them, lLarger places with greater needs are
in better position in this respect and can employ the personnel required for
these purposes. The difference between the smaller places and the larger in
relation to the ability to employ required technical persormel is the basis for
the differences in recammendations by the Automotive Safety Foundation with
respect to management of the propesed improvement programs,
B. Relationships between State
Higioma apd Cities and T
The Automotive Safety Foundation suggested c¢loser relationships between the
state and the municipalities in highway affairs, particularly in commection with
state allocated funds for street purposes and, with this objective in view,
recammended:
1. That the Oeneral Assambly enact legislation expanding the activities
of the State Highway Commission by providing for cooperative relations
with all municipalities on street affairs, similar to those now estab-
lished or proposed for the counties tat excluding direct control of

funds, and letting of contracts except on primary road extensions.

(Page 73, ASF Repoart)

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

the Autamotive Safety Fourdation with respect to relatlionships between the




State Highway Commission and municipalities and recommends:

1. That the General Assembly enact legislation embodying the substance of

the recommendation of the Automotive Safety Foundation with respect to

cooperative relationships between the State Highway Commission and the

municipalities on street affairs as expressed on page 73 of the report,

"Iowa Highway Needs®.

C. Street Planning

Allotments from the road use tax fund to cities and towns for streets are
wholly without restriction as to purpose or place of expenditure except that
they be spent on streets, This is an oversight and a neglect of the responsi-
bility of the state for the proper expenditure of these fumds in the best interest
of all of the people of the state from whom they were derived.

The Automotive Safety Poundation considering this sitvation recommended:

1. That the General Assembly emact legislation regquiring

a, The establishment of an arterial street fund in 21l minici-
palities, to receive such state aid as may be deemed appro=-
priate, plus all cther funds appropriated by local goverrments
for the purpose of improvement, maintenance and administration
of arterial streets,

b. The larger citles to prepare five_ysar and smaller cltles
to prepare ome=year advance construction programs, with
provisions for anmal review and revision,

¢, The submission of anmual budgets and project-by-project
programs to the State Highway Commission for approval at
least three months in advance of the beginning of the fiscal
year,

d. All municipalities to account anmially 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 Conmission on forms prescribed by the Commission
ot for the purposs,
6. All municipalities furnish to the State Highway Commission
satisfactory evidence of adequate engineering services and
f. each municipality to designate one responsible official
who can represent the city when dealing with state or
- county officials on sireet matters.
(Page 73, ASF Report)

The Road Study Cammittee concurs in the substance of all of the recommendations
of the Automotive Safety Foundation pertaining to the arterial street fund, exoepting
that referring to the establishment of an an arterial street fund, that referring to
— adequate enginearing and that to a 1.5 per cent allocation for research for which

the Cammittee has made provision elsewhere, amd recommends:

1., That the General Assembly enact legislation

a, Requiring cities over 5,000 population to prepare five.year and

cities and towns under 5,000 population to prepare cone-year advance

- construction programs subject to annual review and revision as

changes in circumstances may indicate;

= b. Providing for the submission of annual budgets, plans, and programs

to the State Higlway Commission for examination and review by

December 1 prior to the beginning of each fiscal year;

Requiring all mumicipalities to account anmally for all sireet

funds and for any other funds inwolving allotments of road use

tax funds for streets, in a report to the 3tate Highway Commission

on foms prescribed by the Commission far that purpose; and,

Requiring each municipality to designate one responsible official

who can represent the city or town when dealing with state or

county officials on stroeet matters,




D. ffic B sar for Nity and Town 8

Iowa law requires adoption of & uniform system of traffic control devices,
signs, and markings on any public road or street, In general, the rural high-
ways conform with this requirement, at least, to the axtent that installations
are made, The situation on primary road extensions is, however, in need of
considerable improvement. The number of non-conforming installations on these
extensions in municipalities is greater by far than on the rural primary roads,
The problem on thsse extensions can be corrected most rapidly by giving the State
Highway Comiasion full responsibility for them as recommerded elsewhere in this
report,

To achieve conformity on other city streets and to provide the great majority
of the cities and towns with sorely needed advice and assistance with respect to
traffic engineering problems, the Automotive Safety Foundation recommended:

1. That the General Assembly enact legislation authorizing and directing
the State Highway Cammission to provide techniczl advice on traffic
engineering and related problems to municipalities under 50,000
population, at their request and at cost. (Page 73, ASF Raport)

The Road Study Committee concurs in this recommendation ard, in turn, recom.

mends:

1. That the General Assembly enact legislation incorporating the substance

of the recommendation of the Automotive Safety Foundation with respect

to traffic engineering for murdcipalities as given here and on page 72
of the report, "lowa Highway Needs", |
E. Contracts between Citles and Towns or Coupties
The Automotive Safety Foundation study reveals that only about ten per cent

of the 891 municipalities under 5,000 population regularly employs engineers or
consultants for street work. Most towns are too small for efficient constructiom
or maintenance activity, Certainly some practical means should be found to im-

prove street planning and administration in these cammunities,
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The Automotive Safety Foundation proposes that the counties assume full
_— responsibility for the extensions of all secondary roads inside municipalities
of less than 5,000 people. This fails to provide anything on behalf of the re-
maining local streets. Considering the many problems involved in street management
in the smaller citles and towns, the Antomotive Safety Foundation recommended:

1. That the General Assembly enact legislation authorizing municipalities

— of less than 5,000 people to contract with larger adjolining cities
or with counties in which they are located to provide street con-
b struction or maintenance, or both, at cost to be paid by the smaller
municipality. (Page 74, ASF Report)

The Road Study Committee concurs in the substance of the recommendation of
the Automotive Safety Foundation with respect to contracts bstween municipalities
and other municipalities or counties for street construction and maintenance and
~ recomrends more specifically:

1. That the General Assembly emact leglislation authorizing municipalities

of less than 5,000 population to contract, when, as, and if. it be

mitually agreeable, with adjoining larger cities or with counties in

—
which they are located to provide stireet construction or maintenance,
it or both, at cost to be paid by the municipalities for which the work
. is deone.
- F. B for Acceleration of Street rams
- The backlog of deferred and urgently needed improvements on city and town
streets is so great that some means of accelerating its elimination may be
— advisable if adequate revenue for servicing the indebtedness is provided.
To permit cities and towns to take advantage of bond financing for the
—

elimination of this backlog in the event additional funds are provided from any
basic source of revenue for city and town streets, the Road Study Committee

proposes that the cities and towns be given the same opportunities to do so

- as it recammended for State Highway Commission and the counties for accelerating




improvements on the vrimary and secondary roads respectively and, therefore

recommends:

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

revenue bonds by the cities and towns, for the acceleration of strest

improvement programs, said bonds to be redeemed and gerviced from

anticipated allotments of road use tax funds for city and town streets,

G. Increase in Levy on Property in Cities and Towns

To provide additicnal revenue to counties for secondary roads, the Road

Study Committee deems it advisable to increase the optional /8 mill road levy

on property in cities and towns and, therefcre recommends:

1. That the General Assembly enact legislation increasing the optional

five eipghths mill road levy on property in cities and towns to one and

one half mills,
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Chapter IV

State Park and Institutional Roads
I. Introduction

In any attempt ‘po classify the rcads of a large area such as the state
of Jowa on the basis of functions performed, of services rendered, of necessity
for certain types of administrative attention, or of any other leogical or
reasonable assumption there always remains a small mileage of widely distributed
segments of road that fail to fit properly in any of the classifications chosen
because of the special mature either of the uses of these roads or of the ﬁurposes
for which they are established. In Iowa, this remainder includes a total of 274
miles of roads and streets at state parks and at state institutions,

A, Defi of Sta ?a a ti Roads

Section 306.2, (2) Code, 1958 states that the term "institutiomal roads®

shall include those highways, either inside or cutside of citles and towns,

upon or adjacent to land belonging to the state at any state institution.

Section 306.2, (6) Code, 1958 states that the term "state park roads® shall
include all those highways and roads, either inside ar cutside of cities and
towns, npon land belonging to the state at any state parke.

B. Jurisdiction of State Park and Institutiona) Roads

Section 306.3, Code, 1958, provides, among other things, that jurisdiction
and control over the highways of the state are vested in and imposed on (1)----- 3
(2)~--—=; (3) the board or commission in controcl of any stats park or institution
as to roades at such state park or institution.

This section further provides for concurrent Jurisdietlion by the State
Highway Conmission and the State Conservation Camnission and by the Boards of
Supervisors and the Conservation Commission with respeect to state park roads tut
omits anmy provision for concurrent jurisdiction by clties and towns and any Board

or Commission with respect to either state park or institutiomal roads.

Chapter 207, Acts of the 58th General Assembly provides for the construction
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and maintenance of all state park and institutional roads, as defined in Section
306.,2, Code 1958, by the State Highway Commission.

From a review of these several statutory provisions it is cbvious that they
create conflict in Jurisdietion 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 agercies, the Board in
Control of the institution, the city or town in which the institntion is located
and, for construction and maintenance, the State Highway Commission. Such roads
outside cities or towns involve, similarly, at least two agencies, either 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 number 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 commssion?

2, Does a city or town have authority to expend any of its funds for
either the improvement or maintsnance of a street within its cor-
porate limitis and adjacent to a state institutiont

3. Does & 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 such institution?

Elimination of the words, "or adjacent to", from 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 but connects with

L
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such road or street, would ¢larify the statute and render unnecessary attempts
to find answers for the many questions raised by the presence of these words in
the statute.

Noting the confusion in the current statutes pertaining to state park and
institutional roads, the Automotive Safety Foundation recommendad:

1. That the General Assembly enact legislation clarifying the responsi-

bility for state park and institutional roads., (Recommerdation 7,

Pages 33 and 34, ASF Report)
The Road Study Committee, recommends:

-~ 1. That the General Assembly enact legislation deleting the words "or

adjacent 4o" from Section 306.2 (2} Code, 1958 thereby restoring

Jurisdiction of roads or streets adjacent to a state institution to

their respective local authoritles,

JI. State Park and Institutional Roads Finance

-
Chapter 207, Acts of the S8th General Assembly provides for the payment by
- the State Highway Commission from primary road funds of costs for construection,
improvement, and meintenance of all state institutional roads &s now defined in
- Seetion 306.2 (2) Code, 1958 and all roads in state parks as defined in Section
306.2 (6) Code, 1958.
- State Park and Institutional Roads were amitted from the needs programs. It
- was estimated however that the average ammual costs for these 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 Stwly Committee considers the state park and institutional roads
- to be the financial responsibility of the people of the state as a whole rather
- than that of particular agency and therefore recommends:
l. That the General Assembly enact legislation providing for an appropria-
hand tion fram the road use tax fund for state park and institutional roads

‘before there be any division thereof,




CHAFTER V

Road Use Tax Fund

Approximately one half of all revenue for highway purposes in Iowa is de-
rived from taxation of scme feature of motor vehicle ownership or operation.
The major portion of the revemue from these sources passes through the road use
tax fuand,

I. Composition of Road Use Tax Fund

The Road Use Tax Fund, as defined in Section 312.1, Code, 1958, as amended
and revised in Chapter 250, Acts of the 58th General Assemdbly, is composed of
all the net proceeds of the registration of motor vehicles; all of the net
proceeds of the motor vehicle fuel taxes or license fees; all revenue derived
from the use tax on metor vehiclesg, 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 Cistribution of Road Use Tax Fund

Allocations from the road use tax fund as prescribed in Section 312.2
and 312.3 Code, 1958, as amended and revised by Chapters 60 and 61, Acts of
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 apportionmsnt on any other basis and the other Kind
providing for the allocation of the remainder after the application of the pro-
visions of the first,

The first kind includes an allotment of two per cent of the total road

use tax fund to the citles and towns street fhnds prior to any cther allocations

ard an allotment of $10,000 per month to the highway grade crossing safety fund,

The second kind includes allocation of the remainder of the road use tax funds to
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the primary road fund, to the farmeto-market road fund, to the secondary road
fund and to the cities and towms street construction funds on a percentage

- basis fixed by law, This is the final step in the allocation to the primary
read 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
countiss in the ratioc 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 among the counties on the basis of need. The two

L)
portions (one for each kind of distribution) allocated to cities and towns

- street funds are both distributed among the cities and towns in the ratio
that the population of each city or town bears to the total population of all

such ¢ities and towns.
III. 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 par month to the highway grade crossing safety fund.

C. Percentage allocations of remainder of road use tax fund after

deductions of two per cent and of $10,000 per month

1. Primary Road Fund 42 per cent
2. Secondary Road Fund 3 ~ v
3. Farm-to-Market Road Fund 15 » ~

4, Cities and town street fund 8 " "
5. Total 100 Per Cent

L. [Livision among counties

1. Secondary Road Fund allotment distributed on area basis.
2. Farm-to-Market Road Fund.

&, 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 clities and towns

1, Two per cent of total road use tax fund.
a, Citles 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 motor vehicle fuel taxes of one cent
per gallon as provided in Chapter 44, Acts of the 57th General Assembly.

The proceeds of cne 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 primary roads having a gravel or crushed
stone rcadway surfacing. These are temporary taxes which expire July 1, 1961
unless elther continued or made permanent by Act of the (Jeneral Assembly.

V. Recommendations

It is obtvious 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 through natural increases for highway purposes.,

4. Two cent Temworary Motor Vehicle Fusl Taxes

As a first step toward provision of the necessary funds for the proposed
highway programs, the Road Study Committee recommends:

1. That the General Assembly enact legislation making permanent

the motor vehicle fuel taxes levied in Chapter 44, 6 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 Administration Service concluded that the Iowa automobile fee
schedule was obviously in need of sirmplification. This conclusion was based on
- the observation that user responsibility in support of highways bears no relation-
ship tc 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 automcbiles 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 D=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 sgchedule would produce about the total revenue
-— as 1s now being produced but the load would be distributed differently among
the vericle groups (Page D-4 and Table D=2, PAS Report).
i The Road Study Committee is unable to concur in any proposals of the Public
Administration Service pertaining to motor vehicle license fees but does recommend:
1. That the General Assembly consider the proposal of the State
- Highway Commission for revision of the truck fee schedule as
set forth below and in Table & in the Appendix of this report
—

and examine administrative procedures for the determination of

the values and weights of automoblles which are used in the

computation of the license fees for these vehicles in Iowa.




COMMERCIAL VEHICLE
REGISTRATIONS

It has been more than a decade since the lowa Registration Fee
schedules 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
i3 especlally true in fees charged various types of commercial vehicles.

If the registration fees are to be determined in part by the gross
weight of the vehicle, then these fees should be nearly equal per ton of
gross weight mgardless of the type of vehicle or the type of operation.

A series of tables have been prepared tased upon 1958 registrations,
which point out some of the more serious inequities presently existing
in the current schedule of commercial vehicle registrations. (See Appendix)

Table 1 shows the present fee 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 1558,

Table 2 points out one of the serious inequities that exists under
the present schedule of fees for commercial vehicles. For example, a
truck and traller combination may presently be registered for a combined
gross weight of 24 tons for a combined annual registration fee of $210

by using a traller 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 registersd for these same 24 tons must pay an annuzl fee of

$595. Thris inequity in fee schedule can be corrected by requiring thre
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power unit of a combination, whether it be a truck or truck-tractor, to
be registered for the total gross weight of the combination.

Table 3 shows the annual, the average and the average registration
feas per ton of registered gross weight for single unit trucks and buses
and for trucks with trallers. 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 semitraller 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 fes inequity and which will partially eliminate 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 welght of the combination and charging a
flat five dollar registration fee for all trailers and semitrailers
regardless of gross welght, 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. Additional Sources of Revenue

The Public Adminlstration Service suggested several sources of additional
revenue for highway purposes. (Pages 44, 45, L6, 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 highway purposes as suggested in the Public Adminis-

tration Service report with the view of meeting the needs of all
of the highway systems.

C., Prior Allocations of Road Use Tax Funds

There are certain expenditures now chargeable to specific allocations of the
rozd use tax fund that bear little relation to the purposes for which the alloca-
tiens are made, Such as payment of engineering costs of the State Highway Come
mission which are attributable to county roads or municipal streets and payment
of costs of construction and maintenance of state park and instltutional roads
from primary road funds.

To correct this situaticn, 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

2. Engineering costs of the State Highway Commission that are

attributable to secondary roads,

b. Engineering costs of the State Highway Commission that are

attributable to roads and streets in cities and towns other

than extensions of primary roads,

¢, Costs of construction and maintenance of state park and in-

stitutional roads,

The higlway grade crossing safety fund, and
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e. Costs of highway research and planning, all before allo-

cation of the road use tax fund for any other purrose.

E. Allocations of Road Use Tax Funds

Cn the basis of results of an earaings c¢redit analysis for the determi-
nation of fiscal responsibility for _he highways of Iowa, the Public Adminis-
tration Service concluded:

1, That 55 per cent of revenues from 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 15 per cent, to the cities and towns for use
on city and town streets other than extensions of primary
reads,

This agency also concluded that these allocatlions provided for a distri-
bution of user revenues such that each local unit of government could meet its
needs (presumably the costs of the proposed highway improvement programs) if
i1t operates with reasonable efficiency and makes a reascnable local tax effort,

Formula now used allocate 42 per cent of the road use tax fund as now
constituted to primary roads, 50 per cent to secondary roads, and 8 per cent
to cities and towns. A two per cent preallocation deductlon from the road use
tax funds provides the cities and towns with about 10 per cent of the total
road use tax fund, [irect receipt of the net revenve of a special two gent
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 by the Public Administration Service
the primary road system would have a surplus of $9 million over the costs re-
quired for the 20-year program of highway improvements that was developed in

the needs study 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 due principally

tc payment of interest on the boends,

with this formula, the counties would have a deficit of about $20 million
per year or a total of $392 million over the 20-year period required for the
execution of the proposed secondary road improvement program, The Public Ad-
ministratior. Service suggested that +2.1 million per year or a total of $42
million of this deficit e covered by increase in property taxes and use of
special assessments and that the remainder, $17.5 million per year or a total
of $350 million be met by apprepriations 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
rillion per year or a total of $69 million over the 20-year period given for
the executicn of the proposed program of rcad and street improvements in these
places, The Public Administration Service proposed that all of this deficit -
be met by increases in local taxes,

Under this formula, divislon of the allocation to the counties among the
counties is con the baslis of need, first, of each of the three systems, County
Trunk, County Feeder and Local County foad System as a whole, and finally,
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 systems 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 1l per cent of the total state user revenue to the —
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arterial strest 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 1
street system of the clities and towns of the state as a whole. 1
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 Committea 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 beoards 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,
— recommends:

1. That the General Assenbly enact legislation providing for the

allocation of fifiy rer 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 clty and town street funds, on and

_— after January 1, 1662, and, continuing the same allocations now

provided by law from July 1, to and including December 31, 1961,

{See Tabulation of Distridbution of 35 per cent of Road Use Tax
Fung to counties and Tabulation of Distribution of 15 per cent of
Road Use Tax Fund among ¢ities 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 wvery best system of roads that Iowa could bulld and maintain. Safer and
more convenient transportation can come only by concerted efforts of the people
of Iowa to plan and establish long-range highway safety programs. Whlle safety
starts and is centered in the individual, state Organizations, outside and within
government, need to provide the impetus for safety programs. The long-range
planning and public policy that were esstantial in building good highways are
necessary in dealing with our highway safety problems.

A, Driving a Right or a Privilege

A "right to drive" proponent c¢an say that nationally the number of deaths per
1CC 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 lowans 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
Highway Safety.) Also at hearings of the full committee held in Storm Lake,
Atlantic, Ottumwa, and Waterloo, some of the liveliest discussionsg concerned
highway safety,
The major 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 providing this leader-

ship and funds necessary to implement action programs.




r_'_—_——_

67

C. Work of the Subcommittee
— Many ideas and suggestions for possible study were given to the subcommittes
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 subcormittee suggested that
— the Road Study Committee 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 contains listings
of some of the problems given to this subcommittee that should be given further study.
(See pages 19 to 31 of the Report of the subcommittee on Highway Safety)

-— D, Recommendations

The following are the recommendations of the subcommittee on Highway Safaety
to the Road Study Committes.
Concurring in these recommendations, the Road Study Committee recommends:

1. Traffic Coordinating Committee of State Officials

- That the ral Ass 1 act legislation creatin t ig fot,

coordinating committee of state admindstrative officials, This

committae 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 view point. This committee could be created as an inde-

- pendent study committee, or it could be a subcommittee of the

Logislative Research Committee. Two menbers of this committee

should serve on the coordinating committee in an advisory capacity.




3.

6'

State Citizens Safety Council

That the General Assembly enact legislation encouraging the es-

tablishment of a statewide citizens safety council. Both the

coordinating committee and the legislative study comsittee

suggested in "1" and "2" above should encourage the creation of

such a citizens council to lend 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.

Traffic Safety Coordinator

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 committee. This

pesition should be filled by a qualified person in the traffic

safety field. He would work with the state safety committees and

the state departments in planning and carrying out safety pro-

grams, and would assist state, community and county safety

councils, His duties should be similar t0 those for the director

of traffic safety in the Indiana law,

Local Traffic Safety Programs

That it should be the policy of the coordinating committee, the

traffic safety coordinator, and the state citizens safety council

to help counties and municipalities establish local safety

councils to carry ocut safety prosrams.
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 Uniform Motor Vehicle Code
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- discloses that some'changes are necessary. In some respects, the

Towa Motor Vehicle laws are better and more corplete than the Uni-

form Motor Vehicle Code. This comparison will be on file in the

Legislative Research Bureau for study and review by members of the

legislature and by legislative committees.

- 7. Probationary Licenses for Young Persons

That the Gereral Assembly enact legislation providing that drivers

iicenses issued for persons 15 to 20 years of age be probationary;

that such licenses would be suspended for a minimum of six

months upon c¢inviction of any moving traffic violation as defined

by law; and that such licenses could be suspended for a longer

period of time at the discretion of the courts. Consideration

should be given alse to restriction against driving on thase

licenses between 12, midnight, and % a.m.,, except when accompanied

by a parent or guardian, or when authorized by written permission

from a superintendent of schools, a mayor, or of such other

putlic official as the legislature may designate, for use of a

motor vehicle to travel to and from or angage in work or for other

- essential purcose.

8. legislation Concerning the Drinking Driver

That the General Assembly enact legislation sirengthening Towa law

with respect to the "drinking driver" and in so doing consider the

alternative types of control set forth in the report of the Sub.

commitiee on Highway Safety to the Road Stﬁdy Committee and make

its own decision as to which might best serve to correct the

LS
problem of "driving while ability is impaired Yy alcohol.®

E. Report of Subcommittee on Highway Safety

The report of the Subcopmittes on Bighway Safety to the Road Study Com-

mittes has been published and distribtuted as a separate document. Reference




should be made to that report for the detailed information forming the basis

of the foregoing recommendations,



CHAPTER VII

Miscellaneous Recommendations
I. Introduction
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 Arencises

One of these matters is the situation of the Motor Vehicle Fuel Tax
Department of the Office of th; Treasurer of the State and of the State Highway
Commission with respect to the budget law. Neither agency is now subject to
the provisions of that law,

The Road Study Commitiee recommends:

1. That the General Assembly enact legislation placing the Mctor

Vehicle Fuel Tax Department of the office of the Treasurer of

State and the State Highway Commission under the budget law

except for funds whieh are required 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 ITowa
is so0 great as to make highways a subject of constant interest to the General
Assemblies and to the people of Iowa,

The Road Study Comrittee recommends:

1. That the Ceneral Assembly enact legislation oroviding for the

creation of a road study ¢ommitiee, simllar to that authorized

by Houge Joint Resclution 12, Acts of the 58th General Assembly,

to further review, during the interim between the 5%th and the 40th

General Assemblies, the many problems with respect to highways
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which will continue to confronmt the people of Iowa,

C. DBodget, Program, and Inventory
Any and all units of government of the state participating in the expendi-

ture of road use tax funds for highway purposes should be required to budget -
all road funds, local road property tax funds and other migcellansous funds

for constructicn and maintenance work; to program all construction work by

individual projects; and to program the maintenance work into various classifi-

cations, all &s now required of the counties for the secondary road system,

Further, an annual repert should be required from each unit of government —_
having jurisdiction over any road system participating in the expenditure of
road use tax funds. These reports should show actual expenditures and compare
them with the budget and programs established for the period involved in each
case.

All secondary road budgets. programs, and reports mast be on a calendar -
year basis due to dependency on property tax income and legislation affeeting the
secondary road system should become effective as of January 1, 1962,

It should be mandatory that the unit of government in charge of each road
system revise and keep current annually the Automotive Safety Foundation engi-
neering inventory sheets covering rcads 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 Committee recommends:

1. That the General Assembly 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 in 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




road or street programs involving expenditures of road use tax

funds, except as otherwise provided for the primary rcad systems,

show proiject-by~-project intentions for a three-year period in

advance for county programs: a five-year period for those for

cities over 5,C000; and a one-year period for those for clities

and towns under 5,0G0 population and be subject to annual review

and revision as circumstances may require.




. MINORITY REPORT NO, 1

Chapter VIII

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, will provide adequate and essential roads for the general
travelling public, trade, commerce and agricultural enterprises in Iowa, as well
as provide necessary means of transportation for the economic, soctal 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 cut of the Road Use Tax

fund, will be of material benefit tc them,

Therefore, it is our recommendation that the Road Use Tax fund be allocated

as follows:

A, The exigting 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.
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Chapter VIII, Minority Reports

Minority Report No, 2

The Automotive Safety Foundation report "Iowa Highway Needs” shows that
the average annpual costs for highway improvements over the naxt 20 years total
$278,006,000, The Public Administration Service report "Financing Iowa's
Highways” indicate that the average annual revemue for highways over the same
period will be about $258,150,000 or $19,856,000 less than the amount reguired
to meet the needs for highway improvements,

Further analysis of these data reveals that funds anticlpated to be avail-
able for sach of the road or street systems is less than required to meet the
needs of the system, $5,704,000 less for the primary road system, $2,89%,000
less for the secondary road system, and $11,256,000 less for the city and town
street systems, or $13,360,C00 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 tre 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 problem (1) equalize the
deficiencies among 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 both of the other systems, (2) increase the total revenue available for
highway purposes and either reduce and equalize the deficits or eliminate them
entirely.

I ovvosed the action of the Bighway Study Committee in adeopting fthe formula
for allocation of the road use tax fund which provides 50 per cent for primary
roads, 35 ver éent for secondary roads, and 15 per cent for city and town streets
because it reduces the deficit for city and town streets at the expenss of an

increase in the defiecit for secondary roads, in fact, leaves these roads with
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about twice the deficit for primary roads and nearly five iimes the deficit for
city and town streets, This practically reverses the situation between second-
ary roads and city and town streets under present method of divislon of highway
revenues, 1 am in favor of a more equitable solution, threrefore, I recommend

1, That the General Assembly enact legislation providing for the allocation
of SC per cent of the road use tax fund to the prirary rcad fund, 38
per cent to the secondary road funds, and 12 per cent to city and town

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,C0C, increase that for secondary roads to about $8,000,000, and reduce
trat for city and town streets to about $6,000,000 or to about $8,0C0,000 if
service to present indebtedness be taken into account.

A better solution would be to increase the revenue for highway purposes.
Te that end I recommend wholly on my own motion:

l. That the Ceneral Assembly enact legislation increasing the motor

vehicle fuel tax to seven cents par gallon and dividing the revenue
as follo;s; 5C per cent to the primary road fund, 38 per cent to the
secondary rcad funds, and 12 per cent to the ¢ity and town street
funds,

At current rate of consumption of motor wehicle fuel the additional one
cent per gallon tax would produce about $9,500,000 per year and, if the antici-
pated increases in consumption are realized, would produce an average of about
$13,000,CC00 per year in additional funds during the next 2C¢ years. This would
reduce the anticipated deficit for the 20.year Jowa highway improvement program

and for the individual systems incidentally by about 65 per cent.

Respectfully submitted

Harold J, Tegaéout |

Member of Highway Study Comrittee




PROPOSED DISTRIBUTION

OF

35% OF ROAD USE TAX FUNDS TO COUNTIES

ON A

60% NEED - 40% AREA BAS1S

TRIBUTION OF ESTIMATED 1961 )
AREA DISTRIBUTION OF ESTIMATED 196
N 19680 ‘ s
COUNTY SQUARE| ROAD USE TAX | ALLOCATION | ALLOCATION TOTAL
APPORTIONMENT FOR FOR
MILES L ALLOCATION
F~M ONLY - SECONDARY

ADAIR 5713 432,767.3%3 1075320 244,765 352,08%
ADANMS 427 4434271439 1064463 2514426 357889
ALLAMAKFF 671 9824062438 1404668 3264529 4674197
APPANONSE %13 451,453.54 101,114 258,586 359,700
AUDUBON 443 3185,159,53 112,781 218,918 3314699
RENTON 712 5414846435 1504846 343 4431 4944277
BLACK HAWK 566 58B,663.76 1064507 2854257 301,764
BOONE 518 433,535,133 1064671 220,571 337+242
RREMER 4734 152 ,240,96 924639 220,+890 3134529
BUCHANAN 567 548,962.76 1344252 2564014 31904266
BUENA VISTA 580 4394829491 117,821 290,421 40R 242
RUTLER 577 4334376433 1234160 300,717 4234877
CALHOUN 571 632443) 433 118,020 289,658 4074678
CARROLL 572 437,591 4%33 1174459 2774132 3944591
CASS 564 5265s70%76 133,242 3094658 4474900
CEDAR 578 499,077.33 1344+010 299,737 433,747
CERRD GORDO 575 433,06133 1344828 783,353 4184181
CHFROKFE 673 432,747 433 100+324 253,989 354,313
CHICKASAW 497 46273382640 1004177 259,860 360,037
CLARKE 428 339,141.39 924234 2264715 3184949
CLAY %773 432,748433 108,719 260,971 169,690
CLAYTON 7190 643,053.18 1694138 360,328 5294466
CLINTON T09 5343582416 1474361 352,746 5004107
CRAWFORD 715 782,343,335 206,207 4064821 611+028
DALLAS 592 44743697448 98,720 225,356 324,076
NAVIS 502 388,031.97 119,332 283.141 4024473
CECATUR 533 5504705404 1044331 2614522 3655853
DELAWARE 571 432,432,433 107,903 300,890 608,793




PROPOSED DISTRIBUTION
OF
35% OF ROAD USE TAX PUNDS TO COUNTIES
ON A

60% NEED - 40% AREA BASIS

DISTRIBUTION OF ESTIMATED 108]
*ﬁ:‘ 1960 ROAD USE TAX FUNDS
COUNTY SQUARE| ROAD USE TAX | ALLOCATION | ALLOCATION TOTAL
MILEs |APPORTIONMENT FOR FOR

, F-M ONLY WALL SECONDARY] ALLOCATION
DES MOINES 429 | 360:014.39 954225 321,334 3164559
DICKINSON 411 | 311,560.82 885197 224,785 312,982
DUBUQUE 616 | 489,810.62 104,108 223,029 327+137
EMME T 417 | 312+:506.82 794669 200,926 2805595
FAYETTE 724 | 549,574.90 1534056 333,948 487,004
FLOYD 495 | 379,999.40 924,903 2064610 299,513
FRANKL IN 578 | 439,299,133 124,968 279,136 404104
FREMONT 522 | 428,287.47 107,373 231,493 338,866
GREENE 576 | 433,218,33 113,819 2645249 358,068
GRUNDY 501 | 379,549.97 1174416 2524677 370,093
GUTHRIE 597 | 448,485.48 115,723 301,381 417104
HAMTLTON 570 | 432,274.23 99,206 235,510 134,736
HANCOCK 573 | 4232,74733 108,182 293,827 402009
HARDIN 569 | 426,137.76 119,139 252,085 371,224
HARR I SON 712 | 5B6,078.35 153,322 367,641 5005963
HENRY 427 | 427,564.39 865981 213,184 300,165
HOWARD 468 | 426,748.68 899412 195,708 2854120
HUMBOLDT 434 | 3274143.96 77,032 1694858 2465890
10A 430 | 3265512496 944126 2154364 309,490
10WA 583 | 5365974491 142,725 319,193 461,918
JACKSON 649 | 733,498.31 134,481 340 4479 4744960
JASPER 730 | 6074512446 163,255 398,118 5619373
JEFFERSON 431 | 4646,519.96 875109 244,954 332,063
JOHNSON 611 | 480+007.62 136,183 295,615 431,798
JONES 569 | 4265137476 1285720 326,077 452+797
K EOX UK 578 | 625,037.%33 133,363 318,887 4529245
KOS SUTH 074 | 760,383,172 201,228 5674519 768,747
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PROPOSED DISTRIBUTION
OF
35% OF ROAD USE TAX PUNDS TO COUNTIES
" ON A
60% NEED - 40% AREA BASIS
DISTRIBUTION OF
AREA ( _______BQAQI STIMA ]
" 960 | USE_TAX FUNDS
COUNTY SQUARE| ROAD USE TAX | ALLOCATION | ALLOCATION TOTAL
APPORTIONMENT FOR FOR
MILES o ALLOCATION
F~M ONLY SECONDARY]
LEE 545 | 4602341462 1114492 257 4340 SEB 832
L INN 717 | 6564+854,35 1819517 416,061 5974558
LOUTSA 426 § 360,863,729 704643 1554019 27254662
LUCAS 432 3664826496 1044415 2644930 3694345
L YON 582 | 4£640,165.91 1084843 32948134 4384677
MADTSON 563 | 425,191.76 119,704 253,374 373,078
MAHASKA 575 | 591,912.33 136,120 294,542 430662
MARTON §77 | 486437733 130,156 4174792 4474948
MARSHALL 572 | 4324589433 108,635 313,816 4224451
MILLS 467 | 351,178.53 113,660 242,358 3156+018
MITCHELL 463 1 354,125.68 89,4416 195,840 2854254
MONONA 708 | 783,791.77 153,625 3364613 490,238
MONROE 433 381050496 894540 214,788 304+328
MONTGOMERY 424 | 373,286.29 112,126 2224397 334,523
MUSCAT INE 455 | 422,063.11 99,R15 214,581 314,396
OBRIEN 569 | 4261137.76 1134544 2664818 380,362
OSCEOLA 395 297,0R2.67 804156 183,908 264,064
PAGE 531 463,130.04 117,290 287,887 405,177
PALO ALTO 572 | 432.589.33 115,630 2624023 3774653
PLYMOUTH 861 656,866478 210,833 418,239 629,072
POCAHONTAS 580 | 4393828491 112,438 2754744 388,182
POLK 596 | B6T7:803.48 147,495 331,060 4781555
POTTAWATYTAMIE 958 [ 1093,347.44 245,064 490,143 735,207
POWESHTEK 580 | 540,709.91 92,958 252,879 345,837
RINGGOLD 540 | 409,61267 110,956 2774177 31885173
SAL 576 | 433,219.3% 1294533 302,528 432,061
SCOTT 470 | 405,882.25 1104139 263,975 354,114
SHFELAY 589 | 825,502.91 154,860 376,524 531,384
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PROPOSED DISTRIBUTION
OF
35% OP ROAD USE TAX FUNDS TO COUNTIES
ON A
60% NEED - 40% AREA BASIS
DISTRIBUTION OF ESTIMATED 1961 |
“7:* 1960 r___.amq DS
COUNTY SQUARE| ROAD USE TAX | ALLOCATION | ALLOCATION TOTAL

| MiLes JAPPORTIONMENT FOR FOR ALLOCATION

F~M ONLY SECONDARY| ALLOCATIO

S10UX 760 589,236415 1574317 431,786 589,10
STORY 567 425,821.76 116 4064 257,710 37377
TAMA 720 545,58B497 1284390 333,625 462501°
TAYLOR 534 448,019.064 1154395 2714248 386164
UNION 427 340,067.39 1134566 261,038 374360
VAN BUREN 490 475+642 440 9541665 234,569 3295734
WACELLOD 438 414,890,496 1074941 2164759 3245700
WARREN 571 5524337433 153,860 3284927 482,78
WASHINGTON 559 4744861419 103,971 278,664 1821615
WAYNE 5§24 395,134 ,47 124 4442 2884543 412 +9R%
WEBSTER 723 572,911.90 138,225 319,075 asv.aod
WINNERAGO 299 2973711467 88,031 215,785 303316
WINNESHIEK 686 609466463 1554189 406,108 5614297
WOODBURY 878 66690877.83 193,774 442 4155 635,929
WORTH 199 320:753.67 V4,794 173,251 2484045
WRIGHT 578 433,534 ,33 1244107 2744648 398,755
STATE TOTAL 569147 [48035+D58496125,0005000[28:060+:565] 4050605565




COMPARISON OF MRTHODS

DISTRIBUTION OF ROAD USE TAX FUNDS

For

AMONG CITIES AND TOWNS

DISTRIBUTION OF ESTIMATED 100
oF ROAD .;JJ:J::T 100% 100%, Oot.o: NEEZD
: CITY OR TOWN POPULATION [ARPORTIO oN oM AND
§ POPULATION| ASE NEED |40R0N POR
1| DES MOINES 208,982 99729634531 1,8784+224] 3,036,106 2957241951
1 POP GROUP TOTAL 208,982 9974963453 1,8784+224] 3,036,108 2.572'95%
2| CEDAR RAPIDS 924035 4054395,23 827,164{ 1,045,9] 958441
2 | DAVENPORT 88,981 418,028:91 799,715 768,431 T780+87
2] sioux c1vy 89,159 4705974433 8014316 916432 870432
2 POP GROUP TOTAL 2709275114294 4398.57F 2+428,195 2.730.55q 2609181
3 § COUNCIL BLUFFS 543361 2544+740,28 488,569 629,737 453,427
5 DUBUQUE 564606 2784527.05 508,746 388,763 436475
B | WATERLOO 714755 365+593.72 644 4898 869,955 779493
o) POP GROUP TOTAL 1824722 898186105 146424213 1,688,455] 1,669,958
AMES 274003 1284+399,09 2424689 2074870 221,798
BURL INGTON 324430 1714660448 2912464 209,647 2664373
CLINTON 33,589 170+348.36 301,881 298,570 2754895
FORT DOOGE 28,399 140,830.81 2554236 2184616 233,264
IOWA CITY 33,443 152,589.59 300+568 2574446 2744694
MASON CITY 3046642 1564896.+09 2754395 235,883 251,688
OTTUMWA 33,871 188,583,75 3062415 260,740 278,210
POP GROUP TOTAL 219+37711,109,308.17| 1,971,648} 1,688,772 1+801+922
BOONE 12,468 68,208.81 112,056 8,455 97,895
CEDAR FALLS 214195 BOy376497 190,490 150,369 1669417
CHARLES CITY 94964 57:807403 89,551 704690 78+23%
FT MADISON 15,247 B3,853,6n 137,033 108,170 119,715
KEQK UK 164316 B04+526445 146 4,640 1154755 1285109
MARSHALL TOWN 224521 111414%.00 aN2.407 159,776 176+829
MUSCAT I NE 20+997 1064771435 188,711 148,964 1641862
\ —" B




COMPARISON OF METHODS
For
DISTRIBUTION OF ROAD USE TAX PUNDS
AMONG CITIES AND TOWNS

DISTRISUTION OF ESTIMATED 1984
ROAD USE TAX FUNDS

100% 0ot

MNAME
OF
CITY OR TOWN

1980
ROAD USE

TAX

+OPULAT10N POITDNNC NT

ON
POPULATION

ON
ASE  NEIED

w0 PP GROUP

crro0rrr TR

NEWTON
OSKALOOSA

POP GROUP TOTAL

ALGONA
ATLANTIC
BETTENDORF
CARROLL
CENTERVILLE
CHARITON
CHEROXEE
CLARINDA
CRESTON
DECORAH
ESTHFERVILLE
FAIRFIELD
ORINNELL
INDIANOLA
KNOXVILLE
LE MARS
MARION

MT PLFASANT
QELWFIN
PERRY

RED OAK
SHENANDOAKM
SPENCFR
STORM |LAKE
WASHINGTON
WAVERLY
WERATER CTITY
w DES MOINES

POP GROUP TATAL

15,381
11,053
145,142

54702
651+890
114534
T+682
621629
5+042
T o724
44903
T+667
61435
T«927
8,054
T+367
T+062
TeB17
6767,
10,882
741339
B+282
E1+442
&E+421
6+567
8485406
72728
64037
64357
RyS20
119949
210,590

65+73%.9
624377
726’802.1

30+36442

36933641

28+ 777430
3144939.9

42975646

79+831,5

43420543

28451943

4656737.00
33,981.01
31746763
40,928.64
38428754
cB8s85N.2%
424756 468
32+,769.81
33,173495
A2+ 764,27
44,063,250
344620431
36959441 5
TH €04 425
12752496
384994412
3135095 .06
?8’7??0“’2
“2+678.109
114743054

Ta215+5763.94

138,234
99,339
L4304 4467

51267

6149273
103466
69,04
59,457
45,31
59941
444306
68,90
57,83
T1.24°
12 4+38
665421
63447
TN +25
604+81
97,801
65,986
Ta+473
57 +89
S7570
59,021
79,665
63,455
54,258
57,1273
Th 4,874
107,75
1,892,675

1094+12]
TR 4414
10294714

50+189
60644
10145243
6T+617
58,349
L4 4381
67 4984

43,154
67248
S6 464
60,77
70 +89
64 484
62,15
68,80
59,56
95,78
£4 4590
72489
S6+70
56451
57480
784021
68,02
53413
59,955
74,00
105,17
14853,A15

1204+76]

86!78%

191394614

950+61]
61»15

102379

i

;

68.+18
58+84
46475
68+56
43,52
68105
5711
70436
71+48
65439
62468
69438
604086
96459
6514
73151
57418
56199
5829
78,67
68459
53458
564472

75462F¢

106406
12869424
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COMPARISON OF METHODS
For
DISTRIBUTION OF ROAD USE TAX FUNDS
AMONG CITIES AND TOWNS
DISTRIBUTION OF ESTIMATED 1982
§ NAME 1980 1960 ROAD USE TAX FUNDS
of ROAD USE TAX

§ CITY OR TOWN H'OPULATION ARPORTIONMENT looou,. 'g:,. ‘omutm
POPULATION | ASE NEED [40R0N POR
71 ALBIA 415823 - 272128.74 414187 354451 3T 74
7| ANAMOSA 44616 21592540 414486 35,71 38,02
T| AUDUBON 2+928 15+745,.6 269311 22465 24412
7| BELLE PLAINE 2192 17+136.3 264271 22461 24507
7] BLOOMFIELD 2’771 15407247 24,904 21444 22+82
7| CLARION 342334 17+663 .40 2904 2500 26162
T} CLEAR LAKE 6+154 27+908.1 55434 47465 50,72
7| CRESCO 34809 20+399.8 34423 29447 31,37
7| DENISON 4,930 25453642 444,30 38s14 40961
7t DE WITT 3422 14+826.0 28,97 24594 26156
7] EAGLE GROVE 4438 23441646 39437 33,90 36,08
71 ELDORA 3225 17+422.2 28,98 24,95 261456
7] EMMETSBURG 3,887 21,083.9 34,93 30,07 32.02
7] EVANSDALE 5+738 20+024.1 51457 44440 47426
7] FOREST CITY 25930 1545101 26337 22467 24513
7§ GLENWOOD G783 26+153.0 42,98 37,01 39,40
7] HAMPTON 445501 24485241 40+45 344,82 37407
7] HARLAN 49350 215953411 39,09 33,66 35483
7| HAWARDEN 21544 14,719.4 22486 19.68° 2095
T|] HUMBOLDT 44,031 18405042 3622 31419 32,20
7] INDEPENDENCE 54498 27928041 49441 42454 454,29
Tt [OWA FALLS 54565 274764 50401 43,06 45,84
T JEFFFRSON 44570 2469257, 7" 41 +G7 25436 37+64
7| MANCHESTER 44402 22+356.8 394567 34406 36426
71 MAQUOKETA 53209 245151 .1 53,10 45472 48467
7] MO VALLEY 343567 19,883.9 32,05 2760 294,38
7| MONTICELLO 34190 16+194,20 28467 24 s HRYL 26427
71 NEVADA 44277 211210047 37499 324,70 34,82
7| NEw HAMPTON 3v456 18+63344 31+061 26474 28,47
7| ONAWA 34176 19+614.8¢ ?Bs54 U457 26516
7{ OSAGE 34753 19+267.1 33,73 29+04 30,91
7| 0SCEOLA 34350 19:188.5 30,10 25492 27+59
71 PELLA 5+198 2hsB2G L)1 46 7) 40,22 42+82

LAl i
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COMPARISON OF METHODS
PFor
DISTRIBUTION OF ROAD USE TAX FUNDS
AMONG CITIES8 AND TOWNS

DISTRIBUTION OF ESTIMATED (084
NAME 1960 990 ROAD USE TAX FUNDS
oF ROAD USE TAX .
‘ | . : LON
CITY OR TOWN |POPULATION |ARPORTIONMENT %‘:“‘ ) ; 0 mo““o
' | POPULATION: Aqspu POR -

ROCKRAPIDS 2,780 143803.54 244,989 22190
SAC CITY 34354 174775454 AN, 14y 76 ] 271624
SHELDON , 44251 224435431 18,204 )4 BOS 3545011
SIBLEY . 249852 14434943 254633
TAMA : 2+925 16+429, 7! 264289
TIPTON 29862 1457644 34 254722
VINTON . 44781 24+151.1 42196 § :
WAUKON : 34639 175708427 324706 k T
WINTERSET 34639 205018.457 324709 L; 1

POP GROUP TOTAL 1665487  R523,192.57 154965301 > 267 143715474

4

=
7
7.
7
7
7
7.
7.
7
i

ADEL 21060 104087 7% 184518 16151
AKRON 14351 74014421 . 4958 10482¢
ALTA 13934 7+55B.81 ? : 11116]
ALTON 1,048 5+820.48 ‘ 2 81401
AMANA VILLAGES 1,678 83837429 ? 4 364 13,457
ANITA 19233 6+235441 : 2 QB¢ 9.884
ANKFNY 241964 63891 .50 . ‘ > 23,764
ARNOLDS PARK 953 6+064,.77 ; >} 76394
AVOCA 14540 835943 ,87 12534
BEDFORD 1,807 112146484 ‘ 13y 1448
RELLFEVUE 24181 104,822 ,52 17448
RELMOND 24506 124162450 . > . 20,08
BRITT 25042 10698496 165369
RROOKL YN 15415 7+418.61 _ . , 115347
BUFFALO CENTFR 14140 64095424 . 945138
CAMANCHE 24225 63796415 , 17+838
CARTFR LAKE 24287 64633456 184337
CASCADE 1,601 T+284 404 12+8373
CLARKSVILLF 1,328 64784 ,96 ? 104664
COLFAX 25,331 124779425 ; 18+686

ACKLEY 1+731 9s016¢65 1541557 . e 13a873




COMPARISON OF METHODS

ror

DISTRIBUTION OF ROAD USE TAX FUNDS
AMONG CITIEB AND TOWNS

DISTRIBUTION OF ESTIMATED 1084
E NAME 1960 1980 ROAD USE TAX FUNDS
of ROAD USE TAX
g CITY OR TOWN POPULATION [ANPORTIONMENT | 20, o0 | sotonweeo
POPULATION| ASE NIED |40R0N POR
8| coLumBus JCT 1,016 65297408 9,131 7448 8s14%
8| COON RAPIDS 1+560 9,398.407 145020 11 5494 12+50%
8| CORNING 2s041 115798407 1By344 15,04j 1643664
gl coryDON 1,687 10+4854973 15,167 12,43 134524
8] DUNLAP 1,254 7+900484 11,270 94,240 10051
8| DURANT 14266 62027495 11,374 94324 10514
B} DYERSVILLE 2,818 13,547 57 25,3217 20,764 22,58
8] DYSART 1,197 69106467 10,75¢ 8,82( 9,59
8| ELOON 1,386 85170404 124457 10,213 1111
8] ELKADER 1+526 B+882413 13,719 11,2644 1223
Bl EXIRA 1,111 6+330680 9,984 8,186 81,90
8| FAYETTE 1,597 8,237.31 14,35 11,764 12,80
8| FonDA 1,026 64280429 9,221 74560 822
8| GARNER 15990 9,510.21 17,88 145667 15+95
8| GEORGE 1,200 6784496 10,78 B,841% 9,61
8| GOWRIE 15127 55899401 10,12 84304 9,03
8] GRAETTINGER 879 55697415 7,90 6,477 704
8| GRAND ucCT 949 54809426 8,52 63997 7560
8| GREENE 1,427 7+553.18 12,825 10,518 11,43
8| GREENFIELD 24243 11,786475 20,159 164528 17,98
8| GRISWOLD 1,207 61442 494 10,848 8,894 9467
8 | GRUNDY CENTER 24403 11597186 21,597 17,704 19,26
8| GUTHRIE CENTER 2,071 114650433 18,613 15,260 16460
8| GUTTENBERG 2,087 10572141 18,757 15,378 16273
8 | HAMBURG 1,647 11+697.08 14,802 12,136 13,20
8| HARTLEY 1,738 9,033.55 15,621 12,807 12,93
8| HOLSTEIN 1,417 74491450 12,699 10,411 11,32
8| HULL 1,289 6£+319.53 11,585 9,498 10433
8| IDA GROVE 24265 124367455 20,356 16,690 18515
8| JEsuP 1,488 62493440 13,374 10,964 11,92
8 | KFOsSAUQUA 1,023 65172475 9,194 7,578 819
8| KEOTA 15096 bst20b7 9,850 8,076 8,78
8] KINGSLEY 1,064 654156497 9,383 74693 8:+37




COMPARISON QF METHODS
For
DISTRIBUTION OF ROAD USE TAX FUNDS
AMONG CITIBS AND TOWNS

DISTRIBUTION OF ESTIMATED 1084

NAME 1960 1960 ROAD USE TAX FUNDS
of ROAD USE TAX

| 100
CITY OR TOWN [PoPuLATION [ARPOATIONMENT 00 % oot 600N NEED

ON
PORULATION| ASE NEED
LAKE CITY 23116 12+:941.92 194000 15,574
LAKE MILLS 1+758 Bs747459 154800 12,954
LAKE VIEW 14165 61493 .39 104470 B 584
LAMON]I 2+173 12+313.88 19530 162012
LANSING 19325 B4612.97 11,309 9763 10+62(
LA PORTE CITY 1+953 94925410 174552 14,4391 154654
LAURENS 1,799 B4+4725414 164169 134256 1442
LE CLAIRE 11546 64+302.74 13,894 11,392 12+39
LENOX 1,178 5+566.28 10,588 8,680 EEL T
LEON 2,004 11+994.27 184010 14,4766 1606
LOGAN 1+60% 84691.48 144625 11,827 12,86
MCGREGOR 1,040 6£+381.20 Gs347] T+663 84+33
MADRID 21286 10+255.99 20546 16844 18432
MALVERN 1+193 7+082.17 104722 8,791 2456
MANTLLA 939 5:803.67 B+439 65+319 7152
MANL Y 15425 B+259.72 12807 10,500 11+42
MANNING 14676 10+,098.97 1%+063 124349 13,43
MANSON 1,789 95095421 16,0769 13,183 14434
MAPLETON 11686 10+417.98 15,153 124423 13,51
MARCUS 1,307 7,082.18 114747 94631 10247
MARENGO 24264 12,061452 201347 16,682 18+14
MILFORD 1+476 Te710.22 134266 10876 11+83%
MONONA 14346 7+547 54 12,097 9,91R 10790
MONROE 14366 £+212.98 12,277 10065 101949
MONTEZUMA 1+416 B+186.82 12,726 10,434 11351
MOUNT AYR 1.738 10,054,411 154620 124806 134932
MT VERNON 2+593 13,009.25 234305 19,107 20788
MYSTIC 761 6£.913,.92 6£.839 54607 65100
NASHUA 14737 95022433 15,612 12,799 13,924
NEW LONDON 1694 B8,467422 15,225 12+482 134579
NEW SHARON 1,063 61106.47 94553 T4833 B1+521
NORA SPRINGS 1,275 72048450 114459 94395 10,221
NORTHWOOD 1,768 3,908,390 154+890 13,027 145172

TR DD DORDDOEPRDDOITRNIORRDIDOERRODODOO POP GROUP
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COMPARISOM OF METHODS
For
DISTRIBUTION OF ROAD USR TAX FUNDS
AMONG CITIES AND TOWNS
DISTRIBUTION OF ESTMATED 1088
g NAME 1060 1980 ROAD USE TAX FUNDS
orF ROAD USE TAX
§ CITY OR TOWN POPULATION |AMPORTIONMENT '%?"' ";‘,’." Oot‘.::;um
POPULATION| ASE NEED |40Q0N POR
B OAKLAND 1,340 7926747 12,043 9,874 10741
8| ODEROLT 1,331 75171.88 1149673 94808 10167
8] OGDEN 14525 B1332.56 13,706 11,23 12229
8| ORANGE CITY 24707 125145467 244329 19,94 214699
8] PANORA 14019 5,955, 06 9,158 7550 83164
8| PERKERSBURG 1468 72289463 13,194 10,81 11767
8! PAULLINA 14329 7422792 11944 9,79 10654
8| POCAHONTAS 25011 10:928.86 18,074 14,81 16312¢
8| POSTVILLE 1,554 7+530475 13,967 114451 125457
8| PRIMGHAR 15131 61659,73 104164 8433° 906
8| REINBECK 11621 8+186.79 144569 11,94 12599
8] ROCK VALLEY 1,693 84865432 154216} 124475 13,57
8| ROCKWELL CITY 2+313 13:082.10n 20,7sen 17,04 18554
8| SANBORN 1+323 74497412 11,890 Qy T4 10560
8| SEYMOUR 15117 64857483 10,040 8,231 895
8{ SHEFFIELD 14156 61521 e41 10,389 8,518 926
8| SHELL ROCK 15112 5,680429 9,994 8,194 891
8| SIONEY 1,057 6+347,59 9,500 7,788 Bs87"
8| SIGOURNEY 24387 13+138.21 21,653 17,589 19,1 3¢
81 SIOUX CENTER 2,275 10+429.76 20,647 16,763 18423
8] SI0UX RAPIDS 962 59663445 Bs646 7,088 7+717%
8| SPIRIT LAKE 24685 13,833.48 24,5131 19,785 214522
81 STATE CENTER 1+142 54831470 10,264} 8,415 9,159
8| STORY CITY 14773 81663 ,46 15,935 13,064 16213
8| STRAWBERRY PT 1,303 61992 .48 11,710 94,601 10444
8| STUART 15486 85411412 135356 10,950 114912
8] SUMNER : 2,170 10+715.78 19+503 15,989 17,399
8| TOLEDO 2 4850 11+809.20 25,614 21,001 22484
8 | TRAER 1+623 94+123,28 14,587 11,959 13+010
8 TRIPOLT 1179 6+3N2 . T4 10,596 Bs687 Q+451
8 | URRANDALE 54821 94964 .39 52,316 42,892 G662 667
8 vILLISCA 1,690 104306443 154189 124452 13+547
8 | WAPELLD 14745 9+841.01 15,683 12,859 13.+988
T R R — T S ——————————————————... |




COMPARISON OF METHODS
Por
DISTRIBUTION OF ROAD USE TAX PUNDS
AMONG CITIES8 AND TOWNS

DISTRIBUTION OF ESTIMATED 1900

§ N::m 1980 1900 ROAD USE TAX FUNDS
ROAD USE TAX
§ CITY OR TOWN POPULATION [ARPORTIONMENT '%?,,” 'g:” ”m“m
POPULATION| ASE NEED qw POR

8| WELLMAN 14085 60065 Q4751 7,994 Bs697
B] W BURLINGTON 23560 G40N60. 34 23,0N8 TR 864 20»52j
8| WEST LIBERTY 23042 103463 .48 18,353 15,048 164369
8] WEST UNION 24551 1200545 22,921 18,797 204449
81 WHAT CHEER 956 H 4274065 84592 7044 71664
B| WILTON JCT 1+750 Ry108.20 154728 12,804 141028
8] WINDSQOR HTS 54906 7+928.86 53,080 434518 474347
8] WOODBINE 1,304 T»212.03 11720 94609 109457
8 ' POP GROUP TOTAL 21543951 1,089,935.,28] 1,935,861 1458745138 1,7264624
9] ACKWORTH 77 53267 692{ 509G 634
91 ADAIR 742 44637.32 6e66ET 5,770 62129
g] AFTON 773 53248.51 629467, 54010 6H+384
2] AGENCY 702 2392R8,25 64309 54,459 54799
9| AINSWORTH 371 Pa22N,52 1,335 ? 48R 3,069
9| ALBERT CITY 722 44127405 6+489 54619 51964
3| ALBION 588 23758478 54+284 44572 44857
9 ALRBURNETT 341 Vo4 284,27 24065 2687 2+8173
9] ALDEN 838 Gesb4R.53 74532 GeB14 6+323
9| ALEXANDER 264 11595483 2642 24286 2428
9| ALLERTON 692 Le257423 62219 5,381 59T1H
9| ALLISON Q&2 44227 ,70 83556 744073 79B6S
Q] ALTA VISTA 776 14746 .68 24481 23146 2+281]
9f ALTOONA 1,458 Gy 2TRah 13,104 11,338 12+0413
9} ALVORD 238 Tavi Tee ia 24139 1+851 19967
9] ANDOVFR 91 G448 ,59 R17 707 751
2] ANDREW 349 19970 ,™7 1,137 25704 21887
9] ANTHON 681 45317468 69121 5,296 54626
91 APLINGTDN 840 3:936,72 Ts549 64532 541935
9] ARCADIA 437 21383.15 3,928 3,398 34610
91 ARCHFER 209 936437 1,878 1,625 1+726
91 AREDALE 153 163,87 15375 1,190 1264

T B
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COMPARISON OF METHODS
ror
DISTRIBUTION OF ROAD USE TAX FUMDS
AMONG CITIES AND TOWRS
DISTRIBUTION OF ESTIMATED 1909
§ NA:I 1980 1900 ROAD USE TAX FUNDS
o ROAD USE TAX
§ CITY OR TOWN POPULATION [ARPORTIONMENT '%?.," '2,‘,’." ”m"‘m
- POPULATION | AN NEED |40R0N POR
9| ARTON 201 1,233.56 14807 1,563 1+66]
91 ARISPE 125 616474 1,123 972 1,033
91 ARLINGTON 614 3,706,417 5,518 49774 51073
9| ARMSTRONG 958 5,287, 8,610 74545 7591
9| ARTHUR 265 15362, 24382 2,061 2,18
9| ASBURY 71 291. 63 552 58
9] ASHTON 615 3,297, 5452 44,783 5508
9l ASPINWALL 95 59949 85 739 78
9] ATALISSA 212 11143, 1590 1,648 1,75
9| ATHELSTAN 75 64t 67 583 62
9| ATKINS 527 2,170. 4573 44509 4535
9F AUBURN 367 1,962, 3,298 2,85 3503
9| AURELIA 904 45525, 8,125 7,03 7546
9] Aurora 223 1,261, 2,00 1,73 1184
9| AYRsHIRE 298 1,872, 2,67¢ 2,31 2446
9| BADGER 340 1,687, 3,055 2,64 2481
9| BAGLEY 406 24198, 3,64 3,15 3435
9] BaLOWIN 228 15166. 2,049 1477 1,88
9| BALLTOWN 43 274471 387 23 35
9] BANCROFT 14000 550524 84987 7,77 8126
9| BANKSTON 36 224.28 32 28 29
9| BARNES CITY 273 15807, 2,454 24122 2,25
91 RARNUM 154 1,082.19 1,384 1,198 1+27
9| RASSETT 130 7C0.88 1,168 1,011 1507
9{ BATAVIA 533 21938.25 45790 byl 4540
9l BATTLE CREEK 786 44895.29 7,064 65113 6449
9| maxTER 681 35465428 6,121 5,295 5462
9| RAYARD 597 3,555.,08 55365 45642 4,93
9| BEACON 718 25080431 61454 5458 5493
9| BEACONSFIFLD 71 583412 638 552 58
9] REAMAN 247 1+1070.98 2,220 1,592¢ 2,06
9| REAVER 115 639419 1,033 o5 95
9| RENNETT 374 2,001.80 3,36) 2,908 3508
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COMPARISON QF METHODS
For
DISTRIBUTION OF ROAD USE TAX PUNDS
AMONG CITIE8 AND TOWNS

DISTRIBUTION OF ESTIMATED 1088
é NA:S 1960 1900 ROAD USE TAX FUNDS
o} ROAD USE TAX

§ CITY OR TOWN POPULATION |[AMPOATIONMENT '%?," ‘3’,’," oot&r;nuo

POPULATION | ASZ NEED [40R0N POR
9] BENTON 8 717477 759 65 1 694
9| BERKLEY 5 39840 523 491 47
9] BERNARD 17 835.47 15554 14344 1942
9] BERTRAM 17 71774 15528 1+32: 1440
9| BEVINGTON 5 269414 499 427 45
9| BIRMINGHAM 441 3,605454 3,967 34429 3164
9] BLAIRSBURG 28 1s441 409 2 5 58(] 2423 2437
91 BLAIRSTOWN 58 21932 .64 54239 44534 481
91 BLAKESBURG 401 22248453 34,604 1,114 3,313
91 BLANCHARD 17 14199.94 1:564 14357 1:634
9| BLENCOE 28 1,839,186 2457( 24224 21364
91 BLOCKTON 343 21282424 3,087 2,667 2483
9| BLUE GRASS 568 15889.67 54109 44417 44969
9l RODE 43 2,758.78 31,869 145344 3355
91 BONAPARTE 5 744 3,599,998 54159 4 4467 4474]
9| BONDURANT 389 1+839.14 3,496 3,029 3,21
9 BOUTON 145 891457 15303 14127 1919
9] ROXHOLM 250 147044632 22247 1 3949 206
91 BOYDEN 562 34033454 5,091 445371 4364
9| BRADDYVILLE 176 15396421 15581 14368 1145
9{ BRADGATE 166 1505441 14492 14291 1+37
9] RRANDON 322 178847 23894 21504 266
9] BRAYTON 225 1+340411 2,023 1,754 1+85%
9| BREDA 5473 21837.35 445880 44222 42484
9| BRIDGEWATER 22% 11659475 25,022 1+75( 12859
9| BRIGHTON 724 1,953,17 65507 546720 5+98(
9| BRRISTOW 223 1,755410 2,004 15734 14847
9| BRUNSVILLE 128 628.03 15151 995 1,091
9| BUCKEYE 190 1076458 1,707 1,478 1+57(
9 RUCK GROVE 40 375,66 360 311) 33
91 BUFFALO 1,088 3,897.14 9,778 B 460 84989
91 BURT 620 34207440 54572 4,821 5312(
9] BUSSEY 567 3:549.48 5,006 44332 43603
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COMPARISON OF METHODS
For
DISTRIBUTION OFP ROAD USE TAX FUMDS
AMONG CITIES AND TOWNS
DISTRIBUTION OF ESTIMATED 1084
g NAME 1960 1900 AROAD USE TAX FUNDS
OF ROAD USE TAX
§ CITY OR TOWN POPULATION |ARPORTIONMENT IOO?". Ig:'. ‘om“zm
POPULATION ! ASE NIED ﬁON rOR
g CALAMUS 435 2:136.38 3,910 3,38 3459
9] CALLENDER 358 2417005 34+21 2784 2995
9! CALMAR 954 59256.1% BgSTZ. Tss18 7+88
g1 CALUMET 225 1+401482 2+023 1,750 1+85
9| CAMBRIDGE 587 34213403 54275 4,569 L84
9] CANTRIL 299 19979435 2+688 243725 247
91 CARBON 162 1+581.26 1+4584 1,264 1+33
9} CARLISLE 12317 53063444 11,838 10240 1087
9| CARPENTER 177 225420 14591 143773 1+46
91 CARSON 583 34+342.00 5s240 44537 4281
3| CASEY 589 34942,.,02 54293 4458 4486
9} CASTALIA 216 14239422 149461 1.68q 1+78
9| CASTANA 230 1+485.92 21068 19783 1+89
9| CASTLE HILL 9132 2+383.13 B+374 Ts24 T1+69
9| CENTER JCT - 201 857.92 1,808 1,561 11266
9! CENTER POINT 1,236 $4534,49 11,109 9,86] 1021
21 CENTRAL CITY 1,087 59411412 Ve 769 8945% Bs98
9| CENTRALIA 85 43743 764 661 T0
9] CHARLOTTE 417 25394434 34748 34247 3244
9| CHARTER OAK 665 3,981.26 5+977 54171 5949
9] CHATSWORTH 84 571492 755 6573 69
91 CHELSEA 453 2270273 44071 34522 3y T4
9| CHESTER 211 14267426 1896 1,641 1+74
S| CHILLICOTHE 148 1:099.01 19331 15151 122
9| CHURDAN 586 34325.18 59266J 44597 4484
93 CINCINNATIE 583 39942.072 59240 44533 4+814
9| CLARE 245 1+003.66 7202 1,904 2024
9| CLARENCE 856 4343544 7720 E+619 7,094
91 CLAYTON 130 762461 11168 1,011 1+0773
1 CLFARFIELD 504 34067427 44530 34919 44164
@] CLFGHCRN 228 1+379.39 2049 147773 1,887
9] CLEMONS 198 1+132468 1+780 14540 14639
3| CLERMONT 570 2,504 ,58 52123 Gafs32 445709




- Akt AT vm TeRi TR .

. gl

. M 1 b ) B | | ) 9 M ) -1 B |
COMPARISON OF MBTHODS
Porx
DISTRIBUTION OF ROAD USE TAX FUMNDS
AMONG CITIES AND TOWNS
DISTRIBUTION OF ESTIMATED I98t
g NaE 1960 v ROAD USE TAX FUNDS
5 CITY OR TOWN POPULATION [AnPORTIONMENT | 100 % ’g:" SO%ON MEED
POPULATION| ASF NEED _.3_3&3%
cLio 120 S0B< 35 ISUTE G A
CLIVE 752 44340411 645759 52848 64211
CLUTIER 292 10693442 24624 25271 2+413
COBURG 54 465,39 485 420 446
COGGON 672 3+386483 640640 54225 5,551
COIN 346 2+282.20 3,110 24691 2+858
b | COLESBURG 365 1+827.97 3,280 2,838 3,015
b | COLLEGE SPRS 290 2,063.53 22607 24255 21396
b | COLLINS 435 24422438 35909 3,382 3+593
b | coLo 574 3,016475 5,159 4464 47642
b | cOLUMBUS CITY 327 1,962457 24939 24543 2.701
b | COLWELL 119 684407 15069 92% 983
b | CONESVILLF 248 14413404 2.,229] 15929 24069
5 | CONRAD 799 3,639419 7,181 64213 6 1600}
b | conway 82 942400 737 637 677
5 | coppoCk 61 454416 548 475 504
5 | CORALVILLE 21357 54478441 214184 18,328 19+471
9 | CORRECTIONVILLF 912 543562057 84197 7,092 7453
9| CORWITH 488 2,691.56 44385 3,795 4403
9 | COTTER 52 274471 468 404 42
9 | cOULTER 315 15519460 2,831 24449 2460
9] CRAIG 117 796418 1,051 910 96
9| CRAWFORDSVILLE 317 1+603.69 2,849 2,465 2461
9| CRESCENT cCITY 296 1,288.08 24661 24302 2444
9| crOMWELL 138 824475 1+240 1,073 1s14
9| crRYSTAL LAKE 267 14603471 24400 2,07 2420
9| CUMBERLAND 425 25764445 3,819 3,305 3,51
9] CUMMING 148 734454 1,330 1,151 1,22
9} CURLEW 134 846.68 1+20% 1,04 1510
9| CUSHING 261 11390462 2,346 2,03 2515
9| CYLINDER 161 801.82 15447 1425 133
9| oakoTa crTY 706 3,571489 64345 5449 5583
9] pALLAS 392 25360471 35523 3,06 35273
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COMPARISBON OF METHODS
For
DISTRIBUTION OF ROAD USE TAX FUNDS
AMONG CITIES AND TOWNS
DISTRIBUTION OF ESTIMATED 1988
§ NAME 1980 1900 ROAD USE TAX FUNDS
oF ROAD USE TAX

§ CITY OR TOWN POPULATION JARPORTIONMENT '%?,," '3‘,’," ”m"w
POPULATION | ASE NEED c_osON POR
9| DALLAS CENTER 1,083 54293439 9,733 ‘B y2] Bs94
9| DANA 123 1s031.7% 1,104 95 7 101
91 DANBURY 510 3337002 4455879 345968 4421
91 DANVILLE 579 2952330 %4204 44503 4,78
9| DAVIS CITY 346 21422438 3,114 2+69] 2485
9| DAWSON 257 14603469 2,310 1,994 2412
9| DAYTON 820 43446470 T4+36 64374 6177
9| DECATUR CITY 203 1:099.0% 1+82 14579 1467
91 DEDHAM 322 2+018.685 2189 21504 2+66
91 DEEP RIVER 329 2+125.14 2495 24558 271
9| DEFIANCE 386 2+063,53 3446 3,007 3,18
91 DELAWARE 167 150764.58 14501 1,294 138
9| DELHI 464 241474673 4417 3,608 3,83
91 DELMAR 556 2+327.0% 4499 44324 4459
o] DELOIT 222 19317.64 1,99 14728 183
9| DELPHOS 48 414,90 43 37§ 39
9| DELTA 514 35151436 4461 3,99 4424
9| DENVER 831 15560468 7446 69467 6186
2| DERRY 151 15087.81 1435 1,179 1+24
9| DE SOTA 273 145704073 2+45 2s127 225
9{ DEXTER 670 3,605,458 6402 54209 5,53
9| DIAGONAL 443 2+s646.67 3,981 3,445 3465
9| DICKENS 241 }1+743,88 2416 11874 1499
9| DIKE 630 2+899.01 54663 44,899 5420
9| DIXON 280 1+166429 2451 24178 2431
9{ DOLLIVER 122 728.91 1409 946 1,00
9| DONAHUE 133 588476 1+19 1+035 1409
9t DONNAN 32 20186 28 249 26
9| DONNELLSON 709 3+302.75 69373 5,514 5,85
S| DOON 436 ?7sB899,01 3491 3,390 24960
9| DOUGHERTY 398 1+188.77 3457 3,099 3,28
9| oOw CITY 531 2:938425 44173 44129 4438
9| pows 882 54315482 7492 64859 7428




COMPARISON OF METHODS
Por
DISTRIBUTION OF ROAD USE TAX FUNDS

AMONG CITIES AND TOWNS

DISTRIBUTION OF ESTIMATED 1084
§ NAME 1960 1980 ROAD USE TAX FUNDS
OoF ROAD USE TAX
g CITY OR TOWN POPULATION [ARPORTIONMENT l%:,' 'g:,. .O%:::;Nl:m
POPULATION | ASE NEED AKON POR

9] DRAKESVILLE 197 14244486 1.770 1.532 1627
S| DUMONT 719 42026011 Habb?2 54591 5,940
31 DUNCOMBE 355 2+119.55% 3,191 2+760 2932
91 DUNDEE 185 986871 1662 1,438 1528
91 DUNKERTON 507 2+293.36 44557 34943 4+188
9 | DURANGO 37 39809 332 288 306
91 EARLHAM 788 44323,32 7,083 61127 63509
9| EARLING 431 14912410 3,873 34352 34560
9] EARLVILLE 668 370647 6004 54194 5,518
91 EARLY 824 443160467 72406 63408 6+808
9| EAST PERU 173 1+143.87 1+554 1,345 1+429
9 | EDDYVILLE 1,014 54276498 94114} 74+885 Bs376
9| EDGEWOOD 767 3,902.713 6,893 54965 6+336
9 | ELBERON 211 14261463 1:896 14640 12743
9 | ELDRIDGE 583 2+1084.37 54,240 44534 44816
9 ELGIN H44 3+599.98 5,788 5,008 S$+320
9 | ELKHART 260 1e244,85 2337 2+021 29147
9| ELK HORN 679 3+173.81 6.102 542280 54609
3 | ELKPORT 100 555,09 899 778 826
9 | ELK RUN HTS 1s124 869.10 10,102 8,740 94286
9| ELLIOTT 459 2+702e73 445125 34569 3,791
3| ELLSTON 116 885,93 1,043 902 358
9 | ELLSWORTH 493 22461461 44431 3,834 44072
2 | ELMA 706 4,099.073 64345 54490 54832
%] ELY 226 B6E9410 2,031 1,787 1+868
S | EMERSON 521 3311767 44683 44082 43304
S | EPWORTH 698 3,005456 6+273 S 4627 54765
9 | ESSEX 767 443278444 65+893 5,965 64336
S | EVERLY 668 3,0674272 64004 55194 54519
9 | EXLINE 223 14917468 2+004 1,734 1+842
9 | FAIRBANK 650 34661461 51842 5:055 54369
9| FAIRFAX 528 1+878.46 44745 45,106 44361
9 | FARLEY 920 4417750 84269 74154 72601




COMPARISON OF METHODS
Forx
DISTRIBUTION OF ROAD USE TAX FUNDS
AMONG CITIES AND TOWNS

OISTRIBUTION OF ESTIMATED 1984
r § NAME 1960 1980 ROAD USE TAX FUNDS
. OF ROAD UST TAX
8 CITY OR TOWN |PoruLaTioN lAmorTiONMENT| ‘00 100% | solan neeo
POPULATION{ ASE NEED qoal POR
9] FARMERSBURG 250 1547475 224 1944 2406
91 FARMINGTON 902 5406105 Bs10 7,014 1+45
9] FARNHAMVILLE 409 29237.33 34,67 3,180 3,38
9| FARRAGUT 495 24775465 IR 3,849 4,08
S| FENTON 440 2+500.90) 3,95 30422 3,63
9l FERGUSON 186 998.09 15671 1,444 1+53
9] FERTILE 3186 24226408 3,46 3,007 3,18
9} FLORIS 187 13205456 1,681 1,453 1+54
9] FLOYD 401 254674273 3460 3411 3,531
9| FONTANELLE 729 49553422 6455 55669 6102
9] FORT ATKINSON 3153 15530477 3,172 24745 2591
9] FOSTORIA 167 824425 1,500 14298 1+37
9] FRANKLIN 174 B18.6% 1456 153573 1+43
9] FRASER 134 1+227.98 15205 1,042 1410
9] FREDERICKSBURG 797 3,930. 76 74163 61194 658
9] FREDERIKA 249 15177454 2,23 1,934 2505
9] FREDONIA 147 745477 14321 14143 1921
9| FREMONT 461 2:641406 445143 3,585 3,80
ol GALT 75 656406 674 58 61
9] GALvA 469 23758478 44215 34,64 3,87
9| GARBER 148 B57.97 15330 1,151 14227
9 | GARDEN GROVE 335 2+338.27 3,011 2,605 2476
9! GARNAVILLD 662 3,257.88 5,950 54148 5946
9! GARRISON 421 2:562.58 3,784 3,274 3147
9! GARWIN 546 25906,62 44,907 64245 4451
9| GENEVA 219 19356495 1,968 1.704 180
¢! Gleson 77 459,75 692 598 63
9| GILBERT 318 11665439 24858 2+473 2162
ol GILBFRTIVILLE 533 2+237.33 4,790 441465 4240
9| GILMAN 49] 2+8648.53 AL 1,818 4409
91 GILMORE C1TY 688 4+183,10 65184 5,350 5468
9| GLADBROOK 949 432833457 8,529 7+379 7184
9{ GLIDDEN 993 54585, 0N 8,924 7,722 Bs20




COMPARISON OF METHODS
For
DISTRIBUTION OF ROAD USE TAX PUNDS
AMONG CITIES AND TOWNS

DISTRIAUTION OF ESTIMATED 1084
g NAME 1960 1280 ROAD USE TAX FUNDS
OF ROAD USE TAX
§ CITY OR TOWN POPULATION IARPORTIONMENT '%?,," '3‘.’," Oomutm
POPULATION| ASE NEED |4080N POR

9| GOLDFIFLD 682 34778492 64130 S 43073 %963
9{ GOODELL 231 19356 .94 2,074 1+791 1+909
9l GOOSE LAKE 191 829.85 1,716 1+489 19577
9| GRAF 47 266.71 42 3) 365 384
9| GRAFTON 273 141558.83 25453 2,121 29254
9| GRAND MOUND 565 2+949.48 5,078 445394 49667
9] GRAND RIVER 284 10962.57 24553 2,204 24344
9} GRANDVIEW 300 1’743.8ﬁ 24696 24+33% 2,474
9| GRANGER 468 1+682.15 44206 3,639 3,864
91 GRANT 180 11328.95 1+618] 12400 1487
9| GRANVILLE 381 19962457 39424 24,962 35147
91 GRAVITY 27% 2+069.08 24072 2,139 24273
9{ GRAY 152 1402611 14366 1,183 12256
9t GREFLFY 369 2+018.65 34316 2869 34047
9| GREEN ISLAND 97 672.88 872 754 804
9| GREENVILLE 173 970,09 1+55% 1,34 13429
9| GRIMES 697 14263.51 61264 5442 5+758
9| GRUVER 140 756497 19258 1,08 1,154
9| GUERNSEY 108 633.64 971 839 893
9| HALBUR 214 1931766 1,923 1,664 1+764
91 HAMILTON 197 1+373,78 1,771 11532 1162
9| HANCOCK 252 14480434 21265 159605 2508
9| HANLONTOWN 193 12441.09 1+734 1,501 1459
9| HANSELL 168 1+065.38 14510 1,306 1+38
9| HARCOURT 268 1+699,00 2+409 2,084 2421
9§ HARDY 110 779440 989 856 90
9{ HARPER 177 11020451 11590 1+376 1446
9| HARPERS FERRY 211 1+413.02 1+897 1+641 Ls74
91 HARRIS 258 1+788.75 2,318 2,006 2413
9 | HARTFORD 271 1:239.22 24+636 2,107 21923
9 | HARTWICK 126 509491 1+132 980 15061
9 | HARVEY 270 1940414 242427 24,099 2423
9 | HASTINGS 260 19727.06 2,337 2,022 2+10




COMPARISON QF METHODS
PFor
ROAD USE TAX PFUNDS
AMONG CITIRS8 AND TOWNS

DISTRIBUTION OF

DISTRISUTION OF ESTIMATED 1984

\g N;:‘E 1900 1900 ROAD USE TAX FUNDS
ROAD USE TAX
5 CITY OR TOWN POPULATION |ANPORTIONMENT|  'O0% '00% | So%ON neep
POPULATION| ASX NEED | 4oRON POR

9| HAVELOCK 289 19721.43 2,597 2,247 21387
9| HAWKEYE 516 25865435 45638 4,013 4262
9| HAYESVILLE 122 768421 1,096 949 1,009
9| HAZLETON 665 34084405 54977 5,171 51492
9| HEDRICK 762 45110421 61843 5,925 6+295)
91 HENDERSON 191 15166429 1,717 1,485 15579
9| HEPBURN 49 358,84 440 382 404
9( HIAWATHA 1,336 15222443 12,008 10,388 114037
9| HILLS 310 11390462 2,786 2,411 21560
9| HILLSBORO 218 1,418.66 1,959 1,695 1,801
9] HINTON 403 11934450 3,622 3,134 3,329
9| HOLLAND 264 15239.22 2,373} 2,053 2,181
9] HOLY CROSS 157 779440 15411 1,221 1,297
9| HoPKINTON 768 45099403 65902 54,972 65364
9] HORNICK 275 15738.23 24472 2,138 2,272
9| HOSPERS 600 3,386.84 54392 45666 4,956
9) HUBBARD 806 4+687.77 75244 64267 6+658
9| HupsON 1,085 35437429 9,752 8,438 84963
9| HUMESTON 638 45205453 5734 44961 5,270
9] HURSTVILLE 105 465,38 943 816 868
9| nuxLey 486 2+366431| 44368 3,779 45014
9| 1MOGENE 264 15536440 2,373 25053 2,181
9| 1nwoop 638 3,611.13 54734 45961 5,270
91 IONIA 265 1,687.82 2,382 2,061 24189
9| TRETON 510 3,213.03 45583 3,966 41213
91 IRWIN 425 25136439 24820 3,305 34511
9| sackson sct 89 599.93 800 692 736
of JAmarCa 256 11699.00 2,301 1,990 24114
9| sanesvILLE 648 24495430 5,823 5,039 5,352
9{ JEwELL 15113 54455497 104004 84655 94195
9| JoIcE 231 14368417 2,076 1,796 1,908
9| JoLLEY 120 11093439 1,078 934 992
9{ KALONA 15235 51310424 11,100 %5603 105201




COMPARISON OF METHODS

ror

DISTRIBUTION OF ROAD USE TAX PUMDS
AMONG CITIES AND TOWNS

, © DISTRIBUTION OF ESTIMATED Isgd

é NAME 1960 1900 ROAD- USE« TAX FUNDS

of ROAD USE: TAX [ A7 ey :
§ CITY. OR TOWN POPULATION |ARPORTIONMENT | '%2,"' : 'g:’:‘ : ”mf"m

- POPULATIONS ASE: NEED) | AOKON. POA.

9] KAMRAR 264 15463449, 2+408 2408 2+21p
9 KANAWHA 739 44188.7% 6,604 EXWAY A 6+07P
9| KELLERTON 34, 2,708.34, 3,06% 2465 2+81p
9 KELLEY 239: 1 '.368_0.1-,: 2y 148 1,859 ;
9| KELLOGG 62%; 3,756.9%) 54599 44844
9] KENSETT 409; 2+377.5Y; 3,674 3,18{:
9l KENT 94 947,64 84 731
9| KESWICK 269: 1,547.6%: 2,38]: 25068
9], KEYSTONE 529: 2:456.0%: 4469%; 406
9f KIMBALLTON 38¢: 25,399,944 1,419 2,95
9] KINROSS 109, 588478 924 80
9f KIRKMAN 93 734.54: g2y T
9 %IRKVILLE 20%; 1519437 1,824 1457
9 KI1RON 27 144299 24,434i 2,10
9| KLEMME 614, 3511240%; 54521t 4,78
9] KNIERIM 15 74579 1,379 1,19
31 LACONA 394; 254611419 3,559 34,07
9| LADORA 107 1+530.7F: 24,759; 2+38
S| LAKE PARK 95 5+181.23: 84559 7440
9| LAKESIDE 30 14227494 2,75q. 2,38
9| LAKOTA 45 2+484.04 4,12 3,56
9] LAMBS GROVE 23 611.2q 2510 1,82
9| LAMONT 554 3,218.67 4,97 4430
9] LA MOTTE 323 15570401 2590 2451
91 LANESBOROD 25 1,570.0 2431 2,00
9| LARCHWOOD 531 243270 4477 4413
9| LARRABEE 16 88549 1,50 1,29
9! LATIMER 4495 2,633,5 4400 3446
91 LAUREL 223 1144140 2,00 1,73
91 LAWLER 532 3402243° 4478 4413
9 LAWTON 324 1162442 2,91 2,52
91 LEDYARD 289 1,833.5 2459 2424
9] LE GRAND 465 2320346 4418 3,616




COMPARISONM OF MERTHODS
Por
DISTRIBUTION OF ROAD USE TAX PUNDS
AMONG CITIRS AND TOWNS

OISTRIBUTION OF ESTIMATED I98d
g NAME 1960 1960 ROAD USE TAX FUNDS
oF ROAD USE TAX
§ CITY OR TOWN POPULATION [ARPORTIONMENT '%2," '3‘,’.” oomnuo
POPULATION| ASE NEED |40R0N POR

9| LEMIGH 846 44940411 7560 6579 61908
9| LEIGHTON 167 661 .60 1,501 14298 1,379
S5 LELAND 209 15171492 1487 1626 1,727
9| LE ROY 70 51025 62 544 57
9| LESTER 239 15216476 214 1858 1,97
9f LETTS 392 29265400 3452 3,049 3423
9] LEWIS 501 21865436 6450 3,894 4913
9| LIBERTYVILLE 368 1+743,88 3,30 24863 3,03
9| LIDDERDALE 201 1,009.31 1,80 1,563 1,66
9| LIME SPRINGS 581 3,089,684 54222 4451 4479
9| LINCOLN 183 1,087.81 1164 1,427 1,51
9! LINDEN 258 11626413 2,319 24004 24131
gy LINEVILLE 452 21702477 4406 345185 35724
9| LINN GROVE 330 15794.,33 2496 2 4564 25721
9| LISBON 19227 54338427 11,02 94,54 104134
| LIscoms 295 1,558,873 2465 2,294 2143
9| LITTLEPORT 119 779440 1506 924 981
9| LTTTLE ROCK 564 24988473 5,06 4,384 41659
9} LITTLE Sioux 295 15956493 2,651 2,294 24434
9| LIVERMORE 545 3,aaa.sj 4489 44237 4,507
9| LOCKRIDGE 206 19306452 1,852 1,602 1,70]
9| LOHRVILLF 653 3,913.96 5,869 5,078 5,394
9] LONE ROCK 185 1,0564.18 1,662 13438 14528
9| LONE TREE 717 3,58%11 6s4b4 5 457§ 54,923
9| LONG GROVE 182 874,773 11636 1415 1,504
21 LORIMOR 460 2+831.73 L 4134 35T 3,80(
9| LOST NATION 567 35123432 54,096 44609 44684
9| LovILIA 630 34470499 S 4662 4,899 545204
9 | LOWDEN 641 3,599,98 54761 4,985 545299
9| LOW MOOR 143 14564467 3,083 24667 24834
9 | Luana 276 1,233.56 2,481 2,144 2,274
9 | LUCAS 357 2+355.,09 3,208 2,776 24954
9 LUTHER 147 T34 454 1+321 14143 1+214
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COMPARISON QOF METHODS
For
DISTRIBUTION OF ROAD USE TAX PUNDS
AMONG CITIEB AND TOWNS

DISTRIBUTION OF ESTIMATED Is8d
NAME 1980 1900 ROAD USE TAX FUNDS
oF ROAD USE TAX
: 100
© CITY OR TOWN POPULATION [ARPORTIONMENT %?," ou,' SO0TON NEED

POPULATION | ASE NEED

LU VERNE 468 34100.8% 442079 34641
LUXEMBURG 159 677488 1,429 14234
LUZERNE 136 15042.57 15227 14058
LYNNVILLE 411 23276459 3,694 3,194
LYTTON . 376| 24091454 34379 2492
MCCALL SBURG 272 14626419 2,449
MCCAUSLAND 173 841407 14554
MCCLELILLAND 150 891451 15349
MCINTIRE 270} 19682417 29428
MACEDONTA 290 15671400 24607
MACKSBURG 174 19233.5% 14563
MAGNOL I A 215 1116046 1,93%
MALCOM 416 2477645 3,738
MALLARD 43)] 2227743 3 4B T4
MALOY 68 5S04 .6 611
MARATHON 516 35316841 4y63
MARBLE ROCK 442 2963544 3,97
MARNE 205 1,199,9 1+84
MARQUETTE 572 3,594,3 5,14
MARTELLE 247 1s278+4 2,22
MARTENSDALE 316 90247 2,84
MART INSBURG 172 1427749 1,54
MARYSVILLE 113 925,2 1501
MASONVILLE 168 74547 1,51
MASSENA 456 29573477 44,098
MATLOCK 103 583412 926
MAURICE 237 1+435.,45 25130
MAXWEL L 773 4+497.08 6994 7]
MAYNARD 515 24551431 4629
MAYSVILLE 126 392447 14132
MECHANTICSVILLE 1,010 42766433 9,078
MEDIAPOLIS 15049 441676458 94346
MELAOURNE 517 ?2:859,7% 64647
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COMPARIBOM OF METHODS
For
DISTRIBUTION OF ROAD USE TAX FUNDS

AMONG CITIES AND TOWNS

DISTRIBUTION OF ESTIMATED 1988

§ NAME 1900 1900 AOAD USE TAX FUNDS
of ROAD USE TAX
§ CITY OR TOWN POPULATION |ANPORTIONMENT '%?," 'g:" ”m"m
POPULATION| ASE NEED | 40RON POR

9| MELCHER B67 54035,45 74792 65741 74163
9| MELROSE 214 1,738,423 1,923 1,66 19767
9| MELVIN 364 1+822439 3,272 2,831 35008
9| MENLO 421 2+360.71 3,784 3427 35479
9{ MERIDEN 192 919.58 14725 1,49 ) +589
91 MERRILL 645 3,292,464 54797 5401° 54329
91 MESERVEY 331 19665437 24975 2,57 2,734
9| MIDDLETOWN 245 19284 ,06 21202 1,905 2,024
9| MILES 376 1+928490 3,379 2:924 345108
9| MILLFRSBURG 186 15121446 1,672 1544 15534
9] MILLERTON 90 784,98 809 69 744
9f MILO 468 2+19432,89 44206| 346640 3,864
9| MILTON 609 4403171 54,473 44735 55073
9| MINBURN 157 15979435 3,209 2,776 2+95(
9] MINDEN 355 1+839.18 3,190 2,761 2932
91 MINGO 260 1,272.81 2,337 2,022 2+148
9] MITCHELL 237 628.00 2+130 14843 1,954
9| MITCHELLVILLE 957 55080432 Bs601 74441 71,904
9| MODALE 276 19586490 24481 2,146 2128(Q
9| MONDAMIN 436 2:742.00 3,918 3,391 35602
9 MONETA 76 499,05 683 591 627
91 MONMOUTH 291 15110425 2,616 2,763 21604
9 | MONTOUR 452 2,130.81 4,062 3,515 3,734
9 | MONTROSE 632 3,605458 5,680 4,914 54221
% | MOORHEAD 313 25198411 2,813 25434 24585
9 | MOORLAND 281 15390462 24526 2,185 2322
9! MORAVIA 621 3,656400 5,581 4,829 54130
9 | MORLEY 124 880.35 1s114 964 1,024
9| MORNING SUN 875 54265437 7,865 69804 7+228
9| MORRISON 139 94T 64 19249 1,081 11148
g | MouLTON 773 5,523.26 62947 6,011 6386
9| MT AUBURN 186 1+211.15 146172 1,447 19537
91 MT STERLING 86 80T40 773 668 710




COMPARISON OF METHODS

DISTRIBUTION OF ROAD USE TAX PUNDS

For

AMONG CITIES AND TOWNS

NAME
OF
CITY OR TOWN

80
POPULATION

OISTRIBUTION OF ESTIMATED 1084
ROAD USE TAX FUNDS

ROAD USE TAX
ARPORTIONMENT

100%
ON
POPULATION

GOLON NEED
AND

AR 0N POR

VOV VOV V DLV VOVOVVODVVDVVODO VLY OV 0D D0 0L 0] POP GROUP

MT UNTON
MOVILLE
MURRAY

NEMAHA

NECLA

NEW ALRIN
NEWELL
NEWHALL

NEwWw HARTFORD
NEW LIBERTY
NEW MARKET
NEW PROVIDENCE
NEW VIENNA
NEW VIRGINIA
NICHOLS
NODAWAY
NORTHBORO

M BUENA VISTA
MORTH ENGLISH
NORTH LIBERTY
N WASHINGTON
NORWALK
NORWAY

NUMA

QAKVILLE
OCHEYEDAN
OKOBOJI

OLDS

OLDTOWN

OLIN

OLLIE

ONEIDA

ONSLOW

176
14156
613
151
870
643
893
495
649
145
506
206
265
381
329
204
135
150
1,004
334
156
1+328
516
202
346
662
330
189
27
703
291
76
269

974,138
S5+40%.48
43300489
15031.74
4704 4610
34184,97
44956,.,9
2305242
1927446

70644
3+213.0
1+188.7
1’14“‘.8
1+917.68
14951.33
1+306.,52

936.38

829.85
44+783,11
13732466

891 .51
2+439,.16
2+472.87
19390462
?s018.6%
3+925.18
1+884,10
15048.5%

224426
34510.273
1+4671.00

420453
1+368.17

14581
10,39
% +509
14357
T,820
5,774
8,025
&4 4449

5483
130
4454

1+851

24383
3,424
21957
1834
1,213
1.348
94,023
3,002
1,402
114936
44637
1+816
3,109
5.+950
Z2+366
14699
242
()|319
23615
683
2s418

104,327
44,012
1,571
2691
54147
21567
14469
210
5,467
24263

590}

24+092

14454
9»54%
5406
1+24]
74187
5+31
737
408
5136
1+19
4417
1,70
218
3:14
2s71
1+68
1+11
123
8129
2+75
1+28
10297
H426
1+67
2185
5146
2272
1+56
22
5+80
2+40
62
2422




COMPARISOM OF METRODS
For
DISTRIBUTION OF ROAD USER TAX PUMDS

AMONG CITXES AND TOWRS

DISTRIBUTION OFf ESTIMATED (ogt

‘§ NAME 1980 1960 ROAD USE TAX FUNDS
of ROAD USE TAX
§ CITY OR TOWN POPULATION [ARPORTIONMENT '%‘:," 'g:” comutu
POPULATION| ASZ NEED |40R0N POR

9| ORCHARD 116 639,19 1,042 902 954
9| ORIENT 341 29394437 3,065 2,652 24817
9| ORLEANS 280 1,777,654 24516 2,17 22314
9| OSSIAN 827 44508438 7,433 6443 64837
9] OSTERDOCK 45 285.93 40 35 373
9| oTHO 593 3,140413 5»330] 4461 4»89
9l ovo 221 11693.42 1,986 1,71 1,82
9| OTTOSEN 92 712410 827 71 76
9| owasa 104 560472 935 80 85
9| OXFORD 633 350464478 54689 4,92 5122
9 | OXFORD JCT 725 3,717.70 61516 5463 5,98
9| OYENS 116 532.65 1,024} 88 94
9| PACIFIC JCT 560 31084407 54033 4435 4162
9| PACKWOOD 215 15183414 1,933 1,67 1277
9| PALMER 271 11659475 2,435 2,10 2,23
9} PALO 387 1,598.08 3,478 3,01 3519
91 PANAMA 257 11289.68 24310 1599 2,12
9| PANORAMA PARK 140 667424 1,258 1,08 1515
9| PARNELL 200 11155412 1,798 1,555 1165
9| PATON 370 2+265.40 3,325 2,877 3,05
91 PATTERSON 157 745475 15411 1,221 1,29
9 [ PEOSTA 50 336442 450 389 41
9| PERSIA 322 25091,53 24894 24504 2166
9 | PETERSON 565 3,302.75 5,078 44393 4466
9| PrERSON 425 21540416 34819 34305 3551
9| PILOT MOUND 196 11379438 14762 1,524 1+61
9 | PIONEER 448 465438 44026 3,486 3,70
9 | PISGAH 343 1,833,461 3,083 2,667 2,83
9 | PLAINFIELD 445 24170405 341999 3,460 3,67
9| PLAIN VIEW 37 235.45 333 288 30
g} PLANO 87 594,432 782 6717 71
9 | PLEASANT HILL 397 217262.95 34568 3,087 3+28
9 | PLEASANTON 103 728.91 926 801 85
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COMPARISON OF METHODS
For
DISTRIBUTION OF ROAD USE TAX FUNDS
AMONG CITIES8 AND TOWNS

‘DISTRIBUTION OF ESTIMATED 1080
NAME 1980 1900 ROAD USE TAX FUNDS

OF ROAD USE TAX
100 100 SOLUON NEE
CITY OR TOWN POPULATION [APPORTIONMENT ON,. % o °

ON
POPULATION| ASE NEED

PLEASANT PLAIN 147 829.85 1.321 1,147

PLEASANTVILLE 1,025 52007441 32212 7+97(0

PLOVER 182 14362454 1,636 1,416

PLYMOUTH 422 2:214.91 3,792 1,281

POLK CITY 567 15884410 S’qu 44404
8

POMEROY 816 4867427 7,33 61345
POPEJOY 190 1+127.07 1,70 14478
PORTSMOUTH 232 19676459 2,085 1.80
PRAIRIEBURG 226 19177454 2,031 1,75
PRAIRIE CITY 9413 4;676.52' 8,479 745337

PRESCOTT 331 2,085.9 2,975 2457

PRFSTON 819 3,835.50 74361} 6436

PRINCETON 580 2:,775.65 5,213 4,451

PROMISE CITY 161 19222440 1,46 1525

PROTIVIN 302 15586490 2,714 2,34

PULASK 1 299 25136438 24687 24325
QUA SQUETON 373 2:,097.17 343952 2,901
QUIMBY 369 2+231.70 3,317 2,869
RADCLIFFE 615 34577451 55527 4,783
RAKE 328 11968420 2,948 2550
RALSTON 143 93082 1,285 1,112
RANDALIA 114 740417 14025 887
RANDAL L 201 15132.68 1,806 1,563
RANDOLPH 257 1+6564,18 25310 1,998
RATHBUN 203 1+284.06 1,824 14579
RAYMOND 378 19682415 3,398 2+939
READLYN 547 24624427 4,916 44,253
REASNOR 224 15272481 2,013 1742
REDDING 129 1+121447 14159 1,004
REDFIELD 966 5,001.81 84682 75511
REMRRANDT 265 1+659.75 24382 2,061
REMSEN 12338 T9177e07 12,025 104404
RENWICK 477 2965788 44287 3,710

VDO WO DO OO DO OVODOWOOL OO D DO0 OO0 Q000 Q0| POP GROUP




COMPARISON QF METHODS
For
DISTRIBUTION OF ROAD USE TAX FUNDS

AMONG CITIES8 AND TOWNS

DISTRIBUTION OF

ESTIMATED 1004

E "3:“ 1960 m'::: : ROAD USE TAX FUNDS
AX
§ CITY OR TOWN POPULATION |ARPORTIONMENT '%?,," '?,:" ”‘ﬂ;"‘m
POPULATION | ASE NEED |4ORON POR

9 | RHODES 358 2,069,.,08 3,218 2,783 2395
o | RICEVILLE 898 543964,32 8,071 61+983 T+418
9 | RICHLAND 546 3,313,98 44,907 44246 43510
9| RICKETTS 133 930,82 14195 1,034 1,099
9| RIDGEWAY 267 15721443 24400 25077 21206
9} RIDOTTO 6 54 46 49
o | RINARD 99 644482 889 770 817
9 | RINGSTED 559 34241,09 5,024 44347 49619
9| RIPPEY 33] 1,984 ,99 25975 25574 24734
91 RIVERDALE 477 11256401 44287 3,709 3,94(
9! RIVERSIDE 656 3,538,29 54896 5,101 59419
91 RIVERTON 399 24646467 3,586} 3,103 11296
9| ROBINS 426 11525417 3,829 3,312 34519
9| rROCK FALLS 156 779,40 1,402 1,213 1,289
9| ROCKFORD 941 52489,.63 83657 7,318 7+77
9| ROCKWELL 772 44222 ,40 6+938 61,003 6437
9 | rODMAN 144 689,69 15295 1,120 1:18
9| RODNEY 94 712.10 844 731 77
9| rRoLAND 748 3,852,29 62723 5,816 6117
9| ROLFE 819 5,590,57 7,361 64369 6576
9] ROME 117 751434 1,051 910 96
9| ROSE HILL 223 1+362.56 2,005 1,734 1+84
9| roOsS1E 102 628.00 916 793 84
9| ROWAN 273 14704,62 2,454 2,123 2,25
9§ ROWLEY 234 11396421 2,103 14819 1:93
9 ROY AL 475 227795463 44269 34694 3192
9 | rRUDD 436 2+4231.71 3,919 3,390 3460
o | RUNNELLS 322 15721413 24894 2,506 2466
9| rRUSSELL 577 345173481 5,185 4,487 4176
o | RUTHVEN 712 44867423 65399 5,537 5,88
9| RUTLAND 221 19261463 1,987 1,718 1,82
9| RYAN 347 2+029.86 31,118 2,698 2+86
9| SABULA 894 4+979.41 8,035 6543952 7+38
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COMPARISON QF METHODES
For
DISTRIBUTION OF ROAD USE TAX FUNDS
AMONG CITIEE AND TOWNS

DISTRIBUTION OF ESTIMATED I98d
3 Ngrz 1960 1980 ROAD USE TAX FUNDS
] ROAD USE TAX
§ CITY OR TOWN [PopuLaTION |ARPORTIONMENT % 100% | so%aN Neeo

POPULATION | ASE NEED |40R0N POR

ST SRGEVILLE T B5 1.6 CLY B5¢ 0
9] ST ANSGAR 15014 5450084 99111 7,88$ 8537
9] ST ANTHONY 13¢ 981 .26 1164 1,01 1407
9] ST CHARLES 359 141788, 7" 3519] 2+76 2493
9] ST LuCks 21 885.91 15894 1,64 1174
9] ST MARYS 94 499 .04 8414 73 77 T
9] ST OLAF 169 885493 14514 1,31 1,39
9 ST PAUL 124 63346 1,151 991 1,05
9| SALEM 442 2165242 3,974 3543 3,65
9l SALIX ’ 394 1:889,.,61 34541 3,06 325
9| SANDYVILLE 1195 515487 1,034 894 - 95
9l SCARVILLE 109 588,74 943 81 86
9| SCHALLER 894 4971548] 81057 6496 7440
9| SCHLESWIG 785 42211417 75051 6410 6148
9| SCRANTON 865 49996417 Ts»774 6472 Talb
9| SEARSBORO 165 1102641( 1,487 1,28 1536
9| SERGEANT BLUFF 813 31190464 75307 6432 6571
9| SHAMBAUGH 20§ 114074 15853 1,60 1570
9| SHANNON CITY 127 958,.7 15141 98 1,05
9| SHARPSBURG 130 82442 1,166 1,01 1,07
9| SHELBY 533 3,319.5 4,79) 4514 4940
9| SHELDAHL 279 15183.1 25507 2517 2530
9] SHELLSBURG 625 3+543,8 Ss617 4486 5,16
9| SHERRILL 174 90843 1,564 1535 1443
9| sruver crTy 281 1,743.8 21526 2,18 2432
9| sLatEr 717 3,269.1 65444 5457 5492
9| SLOAN 704 3466762 612327 541475 5814
9| smiITHLAND 349 29091453 35137 2,717 21881
o| soLpier 284 1,811.14 24552 24209 2+344
9] SOLON 604 2+9554 06 54425 44697 4+98%
9| SOMERS 203 1+216.78 1+824 14575 1+67]
o| soutH ENGLISH 217 15390462 1,950 1,686 15797
9| SPILLVILLE 389 24035446 34496 34024 2,214




COMPARISON OF METHODS
ror
DISTRIBUTION OF ROAD USE TAX PUNDS
AMONG CITIRS AND TOWNS

DISTRIBUTION OF ESTIMATED 198}
§ NAME 1960 900 NOAD USE TAX FUNDS
OF ROAD USE TAX S0%ON

§ CITY OR TOWN POPULATION |ARPORTIONMENT '%‘,’.," '32," mg"m

POPULATION | ASE NEED |40R0N POR
9| SPRAGUEVILLE 100 644482 899 77 829
9| sPrRINGBROOK 139 611.20 1,249 1,08 1514
9| SPRING HILL 111 482420 998 86 91
9] SPRINGVILLE 785 3,813.04 74055 6510 6148
9| sTACYVILLE 588 35050441 54285 4457 4185
9| srTanHoPE 461 24355409 45143 3,58 3,80
91 STANLEY 156 885,92 15402 1,21 1128
91 STANTON 514 35196422 45620) 3,99 4424
9| STANWOOD 598 3,067422 54374) 4465 4594
9] STEAMBOAT ROCK 426 2,214491 3,829 3,431 3451
9| STOCKPORT 342 15940414 3,074 2566 2,82
91 STOCKTON 164 925,18 15474) 1,27 1435
9| sTouT 145 756497 1,303 1,12 1519
9| STRATFORD 703 3,773.75)- 61318 5,46 5580
9| STRUBLE 74 510423 665 57 61
9| suLLy 508 25534453 44566 3,951 4519
9| SUPERIOR 190 19345,75 1,707 1447 1456
9| SUTHERLAND 883 49682415 7,936 6186 7429
91 SWALEDALE 217 1,149,649 15,951 1468 1579
9| SWAN 168 1087481 1,509 1,306 1,38
9| swea crvy 805 44872484 74235 64260 6164
9| SWISHER 271 15149,49 25636 2510 2124
9] TABOR 909 4+872.85 84170 75068 7450
9| TeEMPLETON 354 25158484 3,181 2,753 2492
9| TENNANT 95 532465 854 739 78
9! TERRIL 382 2,383.13 3,433 2+970 3415
9 | THAYER 101 852428 908 785 83
9 | THOMPSON 689 3,913.98 64192 5,358 5169
9 | THOR 234 1+519.59 25103 1,820 1+93
9 { THORNBURG 101 773,78 908 785 83
9 | THORNTON 449 2+472487 45035 3,492 3570
$ | THURMAN 268 155924645 25409 2,083 29214
o | TIFFIN 311 1,635,45 2,795 2,419 2556




COMPARISON OF METHODS

For

DISTRIBUTION OF ROAD USE TAX PUNDS
AMONG CITIES AND TOWNS

NAME
or

CITY OR TOWN

1960
POPULATION

1860

DISTRIBUTION OF LSTIMATED 1880
ARCAD USE TAX FUNDS

ROAD USE TAX
APPORTIONMENT

100%
ON
POPULATION

V0O O VYO WYY 0 YOO OO D000 YO0 000w of FOPGROUP

WALNUT
WASHMTA
WATERVILLE
WALCOMA
WAUKEE
WAYLAND
WEBB
WEBSTER
WEL.DON
WELLSBURG
WEL TON
WESLEY

WEST BEND
WEST BRANCH
WEST CHESTER
WESTFIELD
WESTGATE
WEST OKOBOJI
WESTPHALIA
WEST PQINT
WESTSIDE
WHEATLAND
WHITING
WHITTEMORE
WHITTEN
WILLEY
WILLIAMS
WILLIAMSBURG
WILL IAMSON
WINFIELD
WINTHROP
WIOTA

WODEN

ﬁ

4:+979439
241259475
151154873
29158484
2+809.3
3536444
15317466
762461
1284406

4491716493
52144
2+854,.1
442328491
4531240
14222447
G644
1526742
B85.9°
89Tel:
3971240
2420346
3’184.9
3971747
3+801.7
975.6
270
2+910.21
6+633.5
1964845
443979.39
3+386484
19272.81
1+525417

6498
2786
11654
34272
6174
54365
29121
1,232
1,815
T+633
791
4yB19
84179
9shb64
29274
1 +680
14924
14536
1,178
61812
3,29
5.77
S+347
6+860]
1:654 1+43]
719 6221
!;.404 3’810
12,061 10,436
24355 24037
Tr»747 62703
54833 53047
1,752 1,516
2544 2+201




COMPARISON OF METHODS

For

DISTRIBUTION OF ROAD USE TAX PUNDS
AMONG CITIRB AND TOWNS

DISTRIBUTION OF

ESTIMATED 1984

4

§ NAME 1060 1960 ROAD USE TAX FUNDS
oF ROAD USE TAX
§ CITY OR TOWN POPULATION JARPOATIONMENT '%?.," 'g:" ”m"‘“
POPULATION | ASr NEeo | 4ogON PoR

9| TINGLEY 278 1:867.19 24499 24,162 24294
9| TiTONKA 647 3,302.75 5,815 5,031 5434
9} TORONTO 144 925420 15294 1.121 1,19
9| TREYNOR 368 1538449 3,307 2,86 3,064
9| TRUESDALE 153 885.9 1,374 1,19 1,26
9| TRURO 338 1598449 3,038 2,62 2479
ol TURIN 163 89741 1,465 1,26 1534
9| upeLL 76 53842 683 59 62
9| uUNDERWOOD 337 1,558.8 35029 2,62 2,78
of uNiON 534 2+74745 45796 4415 4941
o] UNTONVILLE 185 15163.8 11663 1,43 1952
9| UNIVERSITY HTS 841 2+50049 7,558 64564 694
9| UNIVERSITY PARK 569 2956245 5,114 b y42 4570
9| URBANA 5644 253214 4,889 44923 4949
9| ute 511 3415649 4559 3,97 4922
o vaIL 473 2,983.1 44251 3,67 3,90
9| vaLERIA 76 319.5 68 59 62
g9 VAN HORNE 554 2+865436 4 +97 4430 4457
9| van METER 385 24061407 3,46 2,99 3,18
9| VAN WERT 253 157683411 2427 1,96 2,08
9| varINA 162 BOT7e42 1445 1,25 1533
9] VENTURA 510 15045478 4958 3,96 4,21
o| victor 870 4+155.073 74819 6,765 7,18
9! VINCENT 173 15082419 1,555 1,34 1,62
91 VINING 122 628400 1509 94 1500
9| voLGA cITY 361 21371492 3,245 2,80 2,98
9| wapeNnA 275 1,771.89 2,671 2,13 2427
9| WAHPETON 117 71210 1,052 91 96
9| WALCOTT 664 25691456 54,968 5,16 5448
9| WALFORD 264 15106463 24372 2,05 2,18
9| waLkER 584 3,078 64 5 5249 4,541 4,82
9| WALLINGFORD 228 15286406 2,049 1,773 1,88
91 WALL LAKE 812 45222438 7,298 64315 670




COMPARISON OF METHODS
For
DISTRIBUTION OF ROAD USE TAX FUNDS
AMONG CITIES AND TOWNS

DISTRIAUTION OF ESTIMATED i@l

NAME 1960 1980 ROAD USE TAX FUNDS
QoF ROAD USE TAX

CITY OR TOWN POPULATION [APPORTIONMENT '%%” '3‘,2." So%on neeo

AN

N POPULATION| ASZ NEED Aogcmonoa
WOODBURN 202 1+429.88 1+815 15570 15660
WOODWARD 967 55091450 8,691 7+520 7+988
WOOLSTOCK 269} 1,429.88 2:418 25092 24222
WORTHINGTON 360 15889.67 3,235 24799 24974
WYOMING 797 4+059.76 74163 6198 69584
YALE 260 1+642.93 2,337 2+022 2+148
YETTER 85 678446 764 661 702
YORK TOWN 150 818464 1,348 1,166 1,238
ZEARING 528 2,882.23 4,745 4,106 44363
ZWINGLE 110 740.16 989 85% 908
POP GROUP TOTAL 2919431 15558+602e70 2+619+233] 2,266,201] 2,407,413

9
9
9
9
9
9
9
9
9
9
9

STATE TOTAL |1+910+301] 9+544,848427[17,168,813§ 17,168,813} 17,168,813




STATE OF IOMWA
Present Schedule ¢f Reglistration Fees Table 1
for Trucks, Busees and Trxuck Tractors
Clasgified by Gross Weight of Vehicle (1958 Distridution)

Groes Weight Registration Foes Humber Registered ) Pees Produced
(Pounds)
Gross Trucks acd Busees Truck Tractors
Weight
S percent | 25 parcent | Annual |[Average | Ave. feo | Annual | Average |Ave. fee {Trucks & [ Truck Trucks & Truck
over load overload Yee Poe pPor ton Poe Pee per ton Busses Tractors] Total Busoes Tractors Total

3 6,300 . 7,500 25%.00 ] 23.98 7.99 - - - 137,631 - 137,621 | 3,300,535.20 - 3,300,535.20
5 10, 500 12,500 40.00 { 3B.37 7.67 - - - 30,615 - 30,615 | 1,174,6687.51 - 1,174,687.51
6 12,600 15,000 70.00 67.15 11.19 40.09 38.37 6.40 6,448 107 6,555 432,963.38 4,105.55 437,068.93
7 14,700 17,500 95.00 91.13 13.02 65,00 62.35 8.9} 10,433 62 10,495 950,738.12 3,865.74 954,603.86
8 o4 '16,800 20,000 120.00 (115,11 14.39 90,00 | 86.33 10.79 6,899. 616 7.3515 794,137.10 53,180.36 B847,317.46
9 18,900 22,500 155.00 | 148.68 16.52 125.00 | 119.91 13.32 6,846 141 6,987 11,017,880.25 16,906.64| 1,034,786.89
10 21,000 25,000 190.00 | 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
11 23,100 27,500 225.00 | 215,83 19.62 195,00 | 187.05 17.00 4,061 218 4,279 876,483,21 40,777.37 917,260.58
12 25,200 30,000 265.00 | 254.20 21.18 235.00 | 225.42 18.79 2,664 271 2,915 677,186.34 61,089,311 738,275.65
13 . 27,300 32,500 290.00 | 278.18 21.40 260.00 | 249.40 19.18 688 143 831 191,387.92 35,664.6) 227,052.%3
14 29,400 35,000 315.00 ] 302.16 21.58 285.00 | 273.38 19.53 458 149 607 138,389.81 40,734.29 179,124.0)
15 31,500 37,500 340,00 | 326.14 21.74 310.00 | 297.36 19.82 289 120 408 94,255.10 35,683.79 129,938.89
16 33,600 40,000 365.00 | 350.12 21.88 335,00 | 321.35% 20.03 224 201 425 18,427.61 64,590.55 143,018.16
17 35,700 42,500 390.00 | 374.10 22.00 360,00 | 345.3) 20.31 179 291 470 66,964 .67 100,490.17 167,454.84
1. 37,800 45,000 415.00 | 398.09 22.12 385.00 | 369.31 20.52 297 240 537 118,231.35 80,631.94 206,865.29
19 39,900 47,500 240,00 | 422.09 22.22 410,00 | 393.29 20.70 436 396 a2 184,020,95 155,742.50 339,761.45
20 42,000 50,000 465.00 | 446,05 | 22.30 435.00 | 417.27 20.86 ag? 476 863 172,620,336 198,620.61 371,240.97
21 44,100 52,500 490.00 | 470,03 | 22.38 460.00 | 441.25 21.01 305 250 55% 143,358.69 110,312.81 253,671.50
22 46,200 55,000 515.00 | 494.01 | 22.46 485.00 | 465.23 21,15 72 33% 407 35,568.69 155,852,681 191,421.50
23 48,300 57,500 540.00 | 517.99 22,52 510.00 | 489.21 21.27 28 300 328 14,503.74 146,763.99 161,267.73
24 50, 400 60,000 $65.00 | 541.97 22.%8 535.00 | 513.19 21.38 6 246 252 3,251.83 126,245,681 129,497.64
25 52,500 62, 500 - - - 560.00 | 537.18 21.49 - 400 400 - 214,870.16 214,870.16
26 54,600 65,000 - - - 585.00 | 561.16 21.58 - 430 430 - 241,297.27 241,297.27
27 56,700 67,500 - - - 610.00 | 585.14 21.67 - 1312 1312 - 767,700.40 167, 700.40
28 58,800 70,000 - - - ©35.00 { 609.12 21.75 - 1126 1126 - 685,867.49 685,867.48
29 60,900 72,500 - - - 660,00 | 633,10 21.83 - 468 468 - 296,290.6) 296,290.61
30 63,000 75,000 - - - 685,00 | 657.08 21.90 - 128 128 - B4,106,32 4,106,232
3 65,100 77,500 - - - 710.00 | 681.06 21.97 - 184 164 - 125,315.35 125,315.35
32 67,200 80,000 - - - 735,00 | 7105.04 22.03 - 392 392 - 276,376.75 276,376.75
33 69, 300 82,500 - - - 760.C0 | 729.02 22.09 - 239 239 - 174,236.68 174,236.68
kTS _ 71,409 85,000 - - - 785.00 | 753.00 22.15 - 480 480 - 361,442.31 361,442.3)
35 73,500 87, 500 - - - 810,00 | 776.99 22.20 - 40 40 - 31,079.43 31,079.43
‘36 75,600 90, 000 - - - 835,00 | 800,97 22.25 - 26 26 - 20,825.14 20,825.14
31 17,700 92,500 - - - 860.00 | B24.95%5 22 .30 - 1 1 - 824.95 824,95

38 79,800 95,002 - - - 885,00 - - - - - - - -

39 Bl1,900 97,500 - - - 910.00 - - - - - - - -
40 84,000 109,000 - - - 935.00 | 896.8% 22.42 - 4 4 - 3,587.56 3,587.56

41 86,100 loz,500 - - - 960,00 - - - - - - - -

Q2 88,200 105,000 - - - 985,00 - - - - - - - -
43 90,300 107,500 - - - 1010,.00 | 968.84 22.53 - 2 2 - 1,937.67 1,937.67
Total - - - 53.68 - - 473.87 - 914,811 10,056 224,873 R1,531,971.34 [4,765,230.26 |16,297,201,60
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STATE OF IOWA

Presepnt Schedules of Registration Fees for 5ingle Table 3
Unit Trucks and Busses and Single Unit Truck~Traller
Combinations Classified by Gross Weight of Vehicle or Combination
Humber Registered Registraticn Pees Registration Fees Registration
{Trucks & Busses) Tucks & Busses without Trallexs (Trucks & Trailers) Yeas Produced
A
Gross [Trucks & Trucks & |
we., BusEan Trucks Busses Trucks [
[without with Annual | Average | Ave. fee | Annual | Average | Ave. fee without with )
[Trailers |Trailers | Total Pee Pee pexr ton Pee Fee per ton Trailers Trailers Total )
v 1
k) 137,631 - 137,631 25.00 23.98 7.99 - - - 3,300,535.2¢ - 3,300,535.20
5 28,705 - 28,705 40.00 3|17 7.67 - - - 1,101,410.85 - 1,101,410.85
6 5,859 - 5,859 70.00 67.15 11.19 - - - 393,478.84 - 393,478.84
7 9,958 1,058 11,016 95.00 91.13 13.02 60.00 56.88 8.13 907,581.08 60,179.04 967,760.12
2] 6,454 s 6,779 ( 120.00 | 115.11 14.39 90.00 85.66 10.71 743,008.68 27,839.50 770,848,186
9 6,420 833 7.253 | 155.00 | 148.68 16.52 83.77 79.45 B8.83 954,639.82 66,181,34 1,0206,821.16
10 5,488 425 5,913 | 190.00 { 182.26 18.23 123,34 | 117.50 11.75 1,000,362.66 49,936.83 1,050,299.49
11 3,811 513 4,324 | 225.00 | 215.83 19.62 136.87 | 130.215 11.85 822,626.238 66,868,39 889,494,717
12 2,498 374 2,872 | 265.00 | 254.20 21.18 178.45 | 170.31 14.19 635,067.45 63,696.91 698,764.36
13 643 379 1,022 | 290.00 | 278.18 21.40 183.63 | 171.39 13.18 178,891.10 64,957.00 243,848.10
14 422 257 679 | 315.00 | 302.1& 21.58 226,38 | 215,80 15.41 127,526.75 55,551.66 193,078.41
15 262 206 468 | 340.00 | 326.14 21.74 200.15 | 190.62 12.71 85,458 .88 39,267.34 124,726.22
16 203 131 334 | 365.00 | 350.12 21.88 248.55 | 240.97 15.06 71,082.85 31,567.17 102,650.02
17 162 84 246 | 390.00 | 374.10 22,00 247.62 { 236.08 13.89 60,611.43 19,830.67 80,442.10
18 T 283 63 346 | 415.00 | 398.09 22.12 281.75 | 269.00 14.94 112,672 .42 16,947.30 129,619.72
19 423 48 471 | 440.00 | 422.09 22,22 290.10 | 276.73 14,56 178,565,339 13,283.03 161,6848.42
20 ars a7 415 | 465.00 | 446.05 22.30 327.30 | 32.45 15,62 168,627.04 11,560.83 180,187.87
21 299 24 323 1 490,00 | 470.03 22.38 347.08 | 331.40 15,78 140,555.75 7,953.60 148,509.35
22 69 p:4 87 | 515.00 | 494.01 22.46 385,28 | 368.11 16.73 34,090.75 6,625.92 40,716.67
23 26 i3 39 § 540.00 | 517.99 22.52 410.38 | 392.22 17.05 13,469.34 5,098.92 18,566.26
24 5 10 15 | 565.00 [ 541.97 22,58 412,00 | 393.61 16.40 2,710,17 1,934.7M 6,644.94
25 0 8 8 - - - 413,75 | 395.52 15.82 - 3,164.16 3.164.16
26 0 6 6 - - - 478.33 | 457.25 17.5%9 - 2,743,852 2,743.52
27 0 4 4 - - - 510,00 | 487.69 18.06 - 1,950.76 1,950.76
28 o 1 1 - - - 475.00 | 453.61 16.20 - 453.61 453.61
29 0 1 1 - - - 500.00 | 477,61 16,47 - 477.61 477.61 )
-
Total } 209,999 4,818 214,817 - - - - - - 11,032,972.83 | 620,069.88 |[11,653,042.71




Truck-Tractors and Truck-Tractor Seaitrailer
Combinatione Classified by Gross Weight of Combinatiocn

- j ' ] o ’ - 1 _“‘, | 1 ‘ jleae:.: ,led::f,\, (l:g:-u ticm-:a}a !o; . ] o ' ’ ‘ T.ab]n 4 .",

N ] B | 1,

F aund
Registraticon Pee Ragistration Pee
{Truck-Tractor only} {Truck~Trastor and Semitrailer) (Troc ‘xactor)
Gross p V4 [Semit--‘ lar Combs.)
We.ght
Annual Average Ave. Pee Annual Average Ave, Feoe Wambex Feps

Poe Feae Per Ton Peo Poe Per Ton Registered Proqiuced
3 40,00 38.37 6.40 71.98 68.04 11.34 107 7.282.3%
? 65,00 62.35 8.91 96.98 92.02 13.15% 62 © 5,706.506
8 90.60 86.33 10.79 121.98 116.00 . 14.34 616 71,469.25%
9 125.00 119.91 13,32 156,98 145.38 16.62 14) 21,092.89%
10 160.00 153.48 15.35 161.99 183.15 18.32 262 47,990.14
11 195,00 187.05 17.00 226.98 216.72 19.70 218 47,249.04
12 235.00 225,42 18.79 266.98 255.09 21.26 mn1 69,135.23
13 260.00 249.40 19.18 334.70 318.70 24.51 143 45,578,346
14 285.00 173.38 19,53 359,70 342,68 24.48 149 51,063.89
15 310.00 297.36 19.82 384.70 366.66 24.44 120 44,003.01
i 335.00 321.3% 20.08 409.70 390,65 14.41 202 78,52%.24
17 360.00 345.33 31.35 434.70 414.63 24.39 291 120,664.27
18 3B5.00 369,31 20,52 459 .70 438,61 24.37 240 105,272.37
19 410.00 393,29 20.70 484.70 462.59 24.1% 396 183,195.9)
20 435.00 417.27 20.86 509.70 486.37 24.33 476 231,620.16
21 460.00 441.,2% 21.01 534.70 310,55 24.01 250 127,644.5)
22 485.00 465.23 21.15% 559.70 534.53 24.30 3% 179.077.25
23 510.00 489.21 21.27 584,70 %58.51 24.28 00 167,562,032
24 535.00 513.19 21.38 609.70 3582 .49 24.27 2456 141,300.20
25 560.00 537.18 21.49 634.70 606.48 24.26 400 242,600,828
26 $85.00 561.16 21.58 659.70 830,46 24.25 420 271,107.79
27 610.00 585.14 21.67 684.70 654,44 24.24 3,312 858,657.15
28 635.00 609,12 21.75% 709.70 678,42 24.27 1,226 763,929.45%
29 650,00 633,10 21.83 734.70 702 .40 24.22 11 328,735.55
30 685.00 657.08 21.90 759.70 136.38 24,21 128 92,980.15
1 710.00 681.06 21.97 784.70 750.36 24.20 184 136,071.48
32 735,00 708.04 22.03 809.70 774,34 24.20 392 303,552.85%
33 760.00 729,02 22.09 B34.70 798.32 24.19 239 190,805.78
34 18%.00 753.00 22.15 B859.70 822,30 24.18 480 354,719.17
" . 35 Bl10,.00 776.99 22,20 884,70 846,29 24.28 40 33,852.5%0
‘N‘ 36 835.00 800,97 22,25 909,70 870.27 24.17 26 23,627.64
37 860.00 824,95 22,30 934,70 894.25 24.17 1 894,28

B B85.00 - - - - - - -

39 910.00 - - - - - - .
40 935,00 896.89 22.42 1009.,70 996,19 24.90 4 3,864.87

41 960.00 - - - - - - -
42 985,00 968,84 23.07 1059.70 1038,14 24.72 2 2.076.32

43 1010.00 - - - L -~ - -

T Tp—

Total - - - - - - 10,056 5,395,909.14

r

feee paid per unit combination.

1/ There are 1,789 somitrallers registered for gross weigbts of 12 tomy (r less whareas thera are 1.677
truck-—tractors reglstered for gross weights of 12 tons or lese maving 1.06679 semitrallers par truck-
tractor. There are also 10,436 semitrailers registered for grosc se!ghts ewceeding 12 tons wharaas
there are 8,379 truck tractors registered for gross welghts exca~nj 12 tons making 1.24549 semi-
tratlers per truck-tractor. This excess number is reflected i~ tae annval and avérage registration




BTATE OF IOWA
Summary of Annual Registration Pees, Average Registration Pees
and Average Registration Pees Par Ton of Registared Gross Weight
for Trxucks and Busses, Truck-Trailer Combinatjions and Truck-Tractor
Sexitrajler Combinations classified Dy Gross Weight of Combination

Annual Registration Pee Average Registration Faes Average Regletration
Feaes Per Ton
“Trucks & Truck & Track-Tractor Trucks & Truck & Truck-Tractor ~Trucke & —TEuck & Truck~Tr xctn
Busses Trailer Semitrailer Bussas Trailer Semitrailers Busses Trailer Senitrailer
{No Trailers) Combinations | Combinations {(No Trailers) Conbinaticns Comkinations (8o Trailers) Combinations {Combinations
25%.00 - - 23.98 7.99
40.00 - - 38.37 7.67
70.00 - 71.98 67.15 11.19%
$5.00 60.00 96.98 91,13 13.02
120,00 90.00 121.98 115.11 14.39
155.00 83.77 156.98 148.68 16.52
130,00 123,34 191.98 182,26 18.23
225.00 136.87 226.98 215.83 19.62
265.00 178.4% 266.98 254.20 21.18
290.00 183.63 334.70 278.186 21.40
14 315.00 226.38 35%.70 302,16 215.80 342,68 21.58 15.41 24.48
15 340.00 200.18% 384.70 326.14 190,62 366.66 21.74 12.71 24,44
16 365.00 248.55 409,70 350,12 240,97 390,65 21.98 15.06 24.41
17 390.00 247.62 434.70 374.10 236.08 414,63 21.00 13.89 24,39
pt:} 415.00 281.75 459,70 398.09 169,00 438.61 22.12 14.94 24.37
19 440.00 290.10 484.70 422 .09 276.73 462,59 22.22 14.56 24.35
20 465.00 327.30 50%.70 446.05 312.45 486,57 22.30 15.62 24,13
21 490.Q0 347.08 534.70 470.03 331.40 510,5% 22.38 15.78 24.31
22 515.00 i85.28 559,70 494,01 368.11 534.53 22.456 16.73 24,30
23 540.00 410,38 584.70 517,99 392.22 558 .51 22.52 17.05 24.28
24 %65.00 412.00 609,70 541,97 393.61 582 .49 22.58 16.40 24.27
25 - 4113.75 634,70 - 395.52 606.48 - 15.82 24.26
26 - 478,33 659.70 - 457.25 630.46 - 17.59 24.25
27 - 510.00 684.70 - 487.69 654.44 - 18.06 24,24
28 - 475.00 709,70 - 453,61 678.42 - 16.20 24.26
29 - $00.00 734.70 - 477.61 102.40 - 26.47 24.22
30 - - 759.70 - - 726.38 - - 24.21
1 - - 84,70 - - 750.36 - - 24.20
32 - - 809,70 - - 774.36 - - 24,20
k X3 - - 834.70 - - 758,32 - - 24.19
34 — - - 859.70 - - 822.30 - - 24.18
35 - - 884,70 - - 846,29 - - 24.18
a6 - - 909.70 - - 870.27 - - 24.17
37 - - 934.70 - - 894.25 - - 24.17
38 - - - - - - - - -
39 - - - - - - - ~ -
40 - - 1009.770 - - 996.19 - - 24.90
a1 - - - - - - - - -
42 - - 1059.10 - - 1038.14 - - 24,72




STATE OF IOWA
Suggested Schedule of Reqgistration Pees
for Commercial Vehicles and the Estimated
Revenue that would he produced based wpon
the 1958 Distribution of Vehicles

Registration Fee
Power Unita Only

Number Reglstered
Power Units Only

Feeos Produced
Power Units Ox_wlL‘

Annual
Fee

Average
Fee

Ave. Pea
Per Ton

Trucke &
Busses

Truck
Traller
Combs .,

Truck

Tractor Total

Trucke &
Busses

Truck
Trailer
Coabs .

Truck
Tractor

Total

40,00
100.00
200.00
250.00
300.00

350.00
400,00
450.00
500.00
550.00

€00, 00
650,00
700,00
750,00
800, 00

850.00
900,00
950.00
1900.00
1080.00

38.37
95.92
191.84
239.80
287.76

335.72

383.68
431.64
479.60
527.56

575.52
623.48
671.44
719.40
767.36

815,32
863.28
911.24
959,20
1007.16

9.59
15.99
23.98
23.98
23.98

23.98
23,98
23.98
23.98
23.98

23.98
23.98
23.98
23.98
23.98

23.98
23.98
23.98
231.98
23,98

151,983
25,191
14,643
10,603

4,725

875
415
575
739
232

- 151,983
i38 25,858
717 16,630
442 12,143
451 5,996

529
1,270
1,098

820

550
276 456
129 584 1,288
73 799 1,611
36 878

331 1,756

1,147

21 635
12 1,298
4 2,020
- 454
6023

620
46 46
1 1
4 4
2 2

5,831,587, 72
2,416,320.72
2,809,113.12
2,542,599,40
1,359,666.00

293,755.00
159,227.20
248,193.00
354,424.40
122,393.92

10.359.3¢6

50,741.68
243,636.80
263,300.40
235,963.20

184,646.00
105,895,68
55,681.56
35,010,890
18,992,16

12,085.92
7.481.76
2,685.76

13,236.96
137,549.28
105,991.60
129,779.76

111.123.32
174,958.08
252,077.76
383.200.40
321.811.60

343,009.92
801,795.28
1,353,623.04
326,607.60
461,950,772

505, 498. 40
3%,710.88
911.24
3,836.80
2,014,322

5,831,587.71
2,480,299.36
3,190,299.20
2,911,891.40
1,725,408.96

589,524,332
440,080.96
565,952,32
772.635.60
463,197.68

365,455.20
809,277.04
1,3%6,308.80
326,607.60
461,950.72

505, 498.40
39,710.88
911.24
3,836.80
2,014.32

Power Unit Total

209,99¢

10,055 224,873

16,147,639.83

1,216,121.72

5,468,686, 9%

22,832,448.51

Trallers

12,225 17,043

24,090.00

61,125.00

85,215.00

Grand Total

20%,9%9

22,281 241,916

16,147,639.83

1,240,211.72

5,529,811.96

22,917,661,%1




RECOMMENDATIONS, IN BRIEF, OF THE STUDY COMMITTEE

(This is a summary for quick reference, The full recommendation can be
found in this report on the page indicated following each recommendation.)

I. Recommendations Concerning Primary Highways

That the primary road system be continued in its present size and form
withont 1imsathonton thy humber of miles in 1t 0 (Page B)°

B, That the 0 miles of rimari highways classifiad as "local service
primary® roads by Aégobe kept in ghe mary ;gid system and not be separately

classified. {(Page &

C. That the Eighw Commdssion designa%e and plan a freeway system to be
included in the statg p;imary road gsyste m? ?oage 67 y

D. That extensions of primary highways in munieipalities be designated, by
law, as part of the primary system and that the legislature define clearly the
extent of administrative jurisdiction the Highway Commission would have over these

highways in sunicipalities, (Page 7)

E. That the Highway Commission be permitted to turn over certain primary
highways to counties, under certain conditions, one year after a highway has been
relocated or a nearby parallel primary highway has been built, and that it be
permitted to turn over primary extensions to municipalities, at its discretion,
when a parallel route has been built, (Page 8 and 9)

F. That the 20.year program of improving the primary system be adepted,
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 money made available, upon costs of construction,
and other factors which are now indeterminite, and that the legislature should

re-examine periodically the progress being made on this program. (Page 14)

Hs That the Highway Commission be permitted to issue revenue bonds to
finance the constructlion of any part of the primary system, especlally the
interstate system. (Page 14)

I, That the law which restricts the spending of more than 25f of the
primary road monmey in munieipalities be repealed. {Page 15)

J. That the law relating to the Highway Commisgsion be cha ngwg 1o make the
Comprd ssion solely a policy-making body and to c¢reate a state hi y department
under the Jurisdiction of the Commission to handle the administrative rospon-

sibilities and dutles. (Page 16)

K. That the Highway Commission should establish a business administration
division, headed by a qualified administrator. (Page 15}

L. That the Highway Commission appoint an urban engineer for sach 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 worldng out mutual plans and

problems on roads., {(Page 18)




N, That the law prohibiting diagonal roads be repealed. (Page 19)

O. That the Highway Commission and municipalities be permitted to make
advance purchases of right-of-way, that the Highway Commission be permitted to
exchange property for right-of-way purposes, and that anthority be given to permit
%;mnedia‘a)a possession of right-of.way for highways pending final settlement,

Page 19 '

IT. Recommendations Concerning Secondary Roads

A. That the present mileage of the farm-to-market system be divided into a
county trunk and county feeder system, and that an official map be prapared for
each county showing the trunk, feeder, and other secondary roads of that county
(Page 24)

B, That the current standard speclfications of the Higlway Cammission for
the various types of secondary roads bs the minimmm requirements, and in the case
of federal ald secondary roads, the standards of the U,S. Burean of Public Roads
should be the minimum. (Page 26) '

C. That the equalization portion of the present famm~to-market road furd
distribution be abolished, (Page 30)

D. That the farm-to-market road mof:oy be divided among the counties as
follows: 60% on the basis of needs as shown in the ASF survey and 40% on the

basis of area, and that the division of all other money from the road use tax furd
for other secondary roads be distributed among the counties on the same 60% - 40%
basis, the needs factor being based on the needs shown by ASF for these other
secordary roads. (Page 32)

E. That anmually 25% of the money allocated to counties, or $12,000,000,
whichever 1s larger should be placed in the farm-~to-market road fund and be
retained by the Highway Commission to match federal aid on federal aid secondary
roads. Except for the amount of money, this recommendation woald not change the
present law., (Page 32)

F. That counties be permitted to issue general obligation or reverue bords,
if approved by the people, for the construction of permanent type roads. (Page 33)

G. That the law be amended to define clearly that the board of supervisors
should be solely a poliey-making body in coanty road matters with the county
engineer having the immediate responsibility for actual construction and main-
tenance of secondary roads within a county, and that county supervisors should be
paid annual salaries rather than be paid on a per diem basis, (Page W)

B. That when the engineer's estimate of a county road construction project
exceeds $5,000, the project mmst be advertised and bids taken, and that such con-
tracts must receive the approval of the Highway Commission. {Page 34)

I, Thet specifications be required for the purchase of materiala for main-
tenance work on secondary roads, and that materials costing $3,000 or more must
be adverg.ised and bids received and accepted if the bid meets the specifications,
(Page 35




J. That the legislature eliminate the required payment from road funds for
private tile lines across highways which have not been affected by the construction
or grading such highway, (Page 36)

K. That counties bs required to prepare tentative 3-year county road
prograns, (Page 73)

L. That legislation provide that road plans for rural subdivisions be ap-
proved by the board of supervisors and the county engineer before the subdivision
is laid ount, and that if this regquirement is not followed the subdivision roads
would not became a part of the secondary road system. (Page 36)

M, That boards of supervisors be permitted to adopt resolutions of necessity
and to levy assessments for improvements of streets in existing rural subdivisions,
(Page 37}

N. That the optional rcad levy of counties on all property within the county
be increased to 14 milis. (Page Si

IIT. Recommendatjons About Munigipa) Streets

A, That systems of arterial streets and local access streets be permitted,
it not required, in municipalities. (Page &41)

B. That the money distributed to munieipalities from the road use tax fund
be divided among the municipalities as follows: 0% be divided on 2 nesds basis
according to the population groups and needs of the ASF report and that the money
within these groups be divided in proportion to population, and that the other
lzgﬁ ofhatz):e money be divided among the municipalities on 8 population basis,

age

C. That cities over 5,000 population be required to prepare S5-year con-
strunction programs and that other c¢ommunities be requirsd to prepars l-yoar
programs, {Page 51)

D. That all smnicipalities bs required to subtmit amual budgets and project
by project programs to the Highway Commission by December 1st. (Page 51)

E. That each smunicipality be required to make &n anmal report of its street
finances and progress to the Higlway Commission. (Page %1)

¥. That each municipality designate one person to represent the city on road
matters in working with stats and county officials., (Page 51)

G. That the Highway Cormission be permittad to provide teechnical assistance
on treffic engineering matters to cities under 50,000 popnlation at cost. (Page 52)

H. That munieipalities of lsss than 5,000 pecple be permitted to contract,
i(tt cost,)vit’n cities or counties for street construction or maintenance work
Page 53

I, That smnicipal authorities be permitted to approve or disapprove any
proposed plat within one mile of its limits, (Page 37)

- J, That municipalities be permitted to issue reverme bonds -
streets., (Page 54)




1V. Regommendations About State Park apd Ingtitutional Roads

A, That roads and streets adjacent to state institutions be clearly made
the responsibility of the local authorities. (Page 57)

B, That expenditures for state parks and institutional roads be finarced
from the road use tax fund by an appropriation made by the legislature. (Page 57)

V. Recommendations About the Divisjon of the Road Use Tax Money
A. That the 2¢ temporary gasoline tax be made permanent. {(Page 60)

B. That the committee disagrees with the recommendatioms of PAS concerning
motor vehicle taxation, and that the committee belisves that the legislature
should consider the propossd truck fee schedule prepared by the Highway Commission
attached to this report, and that the administration of the value and weight
portion of the passenger car fes should be studied., (Page 61)

C. That certain expenditures should be paid fram off the top of the road
use tax fund before distridutions are made to the various road systems. {(Page 62)

D. That the money in the road use tax fund be distributed o¢n the present
basis until December 31, 1961. (Page 65)

E. That beginning Jamary 1, 1962 the money in the road use tax fund should
be divided 50% to the primary road system, 35% to the secondary road system, and
15% for municipal streets. (Page 65

F, That the legislature should consider ard explore other sources of reveme
to meet the needs of all higiway systems., {(Page 62)

VI. BRecommendations aboqt Highwey Safety Matters

A. That the legislature create a traffic safety coordinating committes of
state administrative officials., (Page 67)

B, That the lsgislature establish the position of state traffic safety
coordinator., (Page 68)

C., That the legislaturs provide for continuing study of highway safety
matters, (Psge 67)

D, That a statewide citizens safety council be established. (Page 68)

E. That lecal traffic safety groups be encouraged by the state. (Page 68)

F. That the legislature stody and review the comparison of Iowa's motor
vehicle laws with the uniform vehicle code. (Page &8)

G, That licenses for drivers 16 to 20 years of age should be probatiomary
and driving by persons of this age be restrictsd from midnight to § a.m, (Page &9)

H. That the legislature consider the different types of legislation con-
cerning eontrol of the drinking driver pointed out in the committee’s subcammittee
report on safety. (Page 69)




VII. Miscellaneous Recommendations

A. That the Motor Vehicle Fuel Tax Department in the Treasurer's office
should be under the Mudget law. (Page 71)

B. That the Highway Cormission should be under the udget law, except for
funds needed to match federal aid for special purposes. (Page 71)

_ C., That an interim study ccemittee be established to give continming study
ard further review of the reports of ASF, PAS, and this committes. (Page 71)



