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Iowa Highway Needs 
and Estimated Revenues for Highway Purposes 

1961 through 1980 

I. Introduction 

The state and county road systems of Iowa compose a densely 

spaced network of rural highways uniformly distributed over the 

area of the state. Superimposed upon this network.at fairly 

regular intervals are patches of various sizes and shapes of even 

more closely spaced networks which compose the street systems of 

the cities and towns of the state. Collectively,these rural and 

urban highway systems include a total of approximately 112,000 

miles of roads and streets. 

Annual travel by motor vehicle on these systems is approxi-

mately 12 billion vehicle miles. Annual expenditures for the con-

struction, reconstruction, maintenance, engineering and administration 

of all systems amount to only .a little less than a quarter of billion 

dollars. Virtually every economic activity in the state has become, 

with the elimination of mud roads and the proliferation of dependable 

motor vehicles, dependent upon uninterrupted daily usage o.f the 

highways by the people of the state in the attendance at work, in 

the conduct of business, in transportation of raw and processed 

farm products, in the transportation of raw or semi-finished materials 

to shops, fabricating plants or other industrial installation, and 

in the distribution of finished products from these various places 

to marke.ts in Iowa as well as elsewhere in the N.ation. Freedom of 

movement by m0tor vehicle over the highways of the state is essential 

to the health and growth of the economy of the state. Highway 
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transportation has become an indispensable element of t.he economy o.f 

the state. 

The highways, therefore, must: be available constantly for service 

whether it be for the passage of few vehicles per day, may be only the 

mail service, the milk collection truck, the fuel truck, the school 

bus, the livestock truck, a farm truck, or vehicles of any of several 

s.ervice personnel such as the. telephone lineman, power lineman, or 

farm implement repair man or the veternarian, to the passage of several 

thousand vehicles each involved in some way in the various economic 

activities of the state. 

The administering and financing o'f this great mileage (sixth 

largest among the states of the Nation) in such manner that each and 

all segments of it are furnished with the improvements appropriate to 

the quality and quantity of service required of them and are maintained 

in that condition constantly available for the service required of 

them are enormous and complex tasks. The provision of this service 

is, in Iowa, as elsewhere in the United States considered as basic<~.lly 

a function of government. Its importance to the economic,health, and 

c;:j!r'owth of the state, its complexity of management, and its magnitude 

of operation give it status as a major function of government. 

Consequently, it is fitting that the Legislature be concerned 

with the problems involved in the provision and maintenance of the 

improvements needed upon the various highway systems of the state to 

supply the service required of them in connection with the economic 

activities of the citiz;enry of the state" In accord with its in­

terest in the highways o.f the sta·te and its responsibility to the 
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residents of the s·tate in the discharge of this major function of the 

governrn.ent: of Iowa on their behalf, t.he Legislature in t~he .58th 

General Assembly created in 1959 a Highway Study Committ.ee and directed 

this committee to make an analysis of the present and future physical 

needs of the existing highway systems and of the fiscal st:ructure 

and capaci·ty of the sta·te, the counties and muni.ci.pal:ities to meet 

these needs and to maintain ·the improvement required t:o sa·ti.s fy them o 

The Highway Study Committee, under the authoriza·tion given it 

by the l..egisla·ture, employed two non-profit research agencies ·to 

conduct the technical operation of the study, (1) the Automotive 

Safety Foundation, Washington, DoCo to make an analysis of the 

physical needs of the highways of the state, to prepare estimates of 

costs of the improvements requixed now and over some period in ·the 

future, and to make recommendations for the admi.nistration of the 

various highway systems and (2) the Public Adminis·tration Service, 

Chicago, Illinois, to make an analysis of the fiscal problems involved 

in meeting the physical needs of the various highway systems as de­

termined by the Aut:omotive Safety Foundation and to make recommenda­

tions with respec·t t.o the responsibility of each of the various 

groups of beneficiaries and users of "!:he highways for financial 

support of the highways and with respect to the distribution of 

revenues from highway use.rs among the various highway systems" 

II 0 De·terminat:ion of Phvsical Needs 

Salient features of the work performed by the Automotive Safety 

Foundation in con.necti.on with the analysis of the physical needs of 

the highways of ·the s·tate were: 
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A. An inventory of the exi.s·ting highway facil:Lt:ies on each of 
the highway systems; 

B. Determina·ti.on of the extent and na1:ure of the usage of 
each segment of each of the highway systems; 

C. Classification of the highways of the st.a'l:e in·to systems 
on the basis of ·thier predominan·t service functions; 

D. Select ion of st:andards of facilities for each classificat.ion 
of highways; 

E. Comparison of t:he character is tics of ·the exist:ing facilities 
of each sect.ion of ·the proposed sys·tems wit:h t.he standards 
appropriat:e t:o t:he service required of the section; 

F. Coniputa·tion of t:he cos·t.s :required to bring each section of 
each sys·t.em ·to the standards of improvement appropriate 
to the service required of the sect.ion; 

G. Computa·t:ion of t:he costs for the replacement of facilities 
at the end of their service lives on each section where 
such event is estimated to occur with a proposed program 
period; 

H. Tabulation of program costs for al'terna·te programs each 
with a defferent: leng·th of per.iod for elimination or 
catch-up of the backlog of improvements needed at the 
time the study was made; and 

I. Preparation of an extensi.ve series of recommendations 
pertaining principally to i.t.ems of legislation and to 
features of admi.nistra·tion for t.he implementation of the 
proposed programs. 

Data and commerrts pertaining to each of the facets of the work 

of the Automotive Safety Fou:ndat.ion for the Highway Sutdy Committee 

were presented in t.he repo:c:: of t.hat agency to the committee entitled, 

"Iowa Highway Needs, .1960-1980"" 

III. De·termination of F'inancia],_Neede_ 

Salien·t features of t:he work performed by' the Public Administra-

tion Service in cbnned:i.on with ·the fiscal problems involved in 

meeting the physical needs of t:he various highway syst.ems were: 
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A. Preparation of a historical record of income from various 
sources for highway purposes1 

B. Preparation of forecasts of revenue from historical and 
new sources for each of the proposed alternat:e improvement 
programs; 

C. Comparison of the estimated annual revenues for each of the 
highway systems with the annual expenditures required for 
the execution of the alterna·te programs on t~he basis of 

1. Continuation in effect of laws pertaining to 
highway finance t:hat were in effect in 1960, and 

2. Enactment of new laws proposed by the Public 
Administration Service; 

D. Computation of responsibility of highway users and non-users 
for financial support of each of the highway systems; 

E. Suggestion of sources of additional revenue for highways. 

Data, comment and discussion of each of these and other features 

o.f the work performed by the Public Administration Service for the 

Highway Study Committee are set forth in the rather extensive report 

of that agency to the Committee entitled, "Financing Iowa's Highways". 

IV. Highway Study Committee 

The reports of the Automotive Safety Foundation and of the Public 

Administration Service were submitted to the Highway Study Committee 

late in the fall of 1960. The committee reviewed these reports and, 

in accord with the provisions of the Act creating the committee, 

submitted a report to the 59th General Assembly, nearly three months 

after the date specified in the Ac·t. This allowed little time for 

the members of the Legislature to become thoroughly acquainted with 

the report and the basis for the numerous recommendations of the 

committee pertaining to legislation. Consequently, only one piece 

of major legislation pertaining to highways was enacted, tha·t pro-

viding for a change in the formula for the allocation of the road 
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use tax fund among the highway sys·tems. The .59tch General Assembly, 

recognizing the necessity for further st:udy of the highway problems 

of the sta·te, did adopt a Reso.lu·tion creat.ing a new Highway study 

Committee to continue the work of the previous commit:~:ee, particularly 

to review and s·tudy t:he reports submit:led t:o and. by t·:hat: committee 

and to recommend legisla·tion for the ronsiderat:ion of '!:he 60·th General 

Assembly in 1963. 

V. Program Cos1:s of Highway Needs 1961-1980 

The foregoing i.s intent.ionally a somewhat lengt.h.y introduction 

to a discussion of the ·topic assigned for this .repm:t o It is believed 

to be essential background information for this discussiono It is 

presented here as a substitute for the three reports referred to in 

the foregoing, all of which are now out of print and unavailable for 

distribution in conjunction with the presenta·tion of the data that 

follows. 

VIo Classification of Highways 

Iowa highway law provides for three rural highway systems and 

designa·tes the agency responsible either singly or jointly with an­

other. agency for the administration of each system. These syst.ems 

are ·the Primary Road system and ·t.he Secondary Road system, which is 

further classified into the Farm~to-Market Road sys·t;em and the Local 

Secondary Road System. The Primary Road system is under the control 

of the state highway commission which also has general supervision 

of the Secondary Road System as a whole and joint supervision with 

County Boards of Supervisors of ·t;he Farm-to-Market Road Sys·t;em. The 

Secondary Road System is under t:he control of the County Boards of 
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Supervisors who act jointly with the state highway commission in ·the 

administration of the Farm-·,to-Mark.et: Road system porti.on of the 

Secondary Road sys·tem. Iowa law, for the first time in history, now 

provides for the classification of municipal streets. The 59·th General 

Assembly adopted a recommendation of the Automotive Safe·ty Founda·tion 

and subsequently by ·the Highway s·t.udy Commit:t.ee for the classification 

of municipal streets int.o Ar'c:er ial and Access Street Systems by Jan­

uary 1, 1963. 

The Automotive Safety Founda·tion proposed a reclassifica·t:ion of 

the hi.ghways of the state into systems defined by t:he predominan·t 

service provided by t.he roads. Under ·this proposal, roads or streets 

serving similar purposes would be grouped together, systematically 

inte.r-connected and assigned to government agencies having the pri­

mary interest in the type of service each system provides. Such 

grouping of like purpose roads or streets together would greatly assis.t 

in providing equal service where condi·t.ions are similar and make pos­

sible better and more efficient management:. It: would give legislators 

and administrators opportunity to recognize and meet the most essential 

needs in the ox·der of their importance and i.t would tend to reduce 

pressure for system changes thereby giving each syst:em stability and 

freedom from change or serious 'chreats of changes. Collectively, 

these things would aid materially in sound long range planning and 

provide a logical basis for proper financing of each system. 

For the purposes of its analysis of highway needs, the Automotive 

Safety Foundation noted that e:x:i.sting legal provi.si.ons in Iowa for 

system classification were in need of modernization, and that revisions 
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of present systems and est:ablishment of new sys·t:ems were long overdue. 

For it:s analysis of highway needs, that agency reclassified the high­

ways of the state on the basis of t:he predominant function and use of 

each road and street in the s·tate. Each was grouped with others 

having a similar function to form interconnect.ed sys·i::ems. In thi.s 

operation the primary road sys·tem was reduced to 8, 400 mi.les including 

the urban extensions, 1,900 miles of ·the exist.i.ng sys·tem being desig­

nated as Local Service Primary Roads and sugges·ted for transfer t.o 

the secondary road sys·tem; the Farm~t:o-Ma.rket Road sys'l:em was sub­

classified .into a Count.y Trunk and a Coun·ty Feeder Road System; the 

Local Secondary Road system was left. in·tact.; and t:he municipal streets 

were classified into Arterial Street Systems and Access s·t:reet 

Systems. The proposed classification of the highways .is a basic 

feature of the analysis of physical needs of the highways of the 

state. All data for the proposed programs are tabulated uud'3r the 

control of these classifications. All computations were based on 

the standards appropriate to each highway classification. 

VII. Program costs of Highway Needs, 1961-1980 

The Automotive Safety Founda·tion report, "Iowa Highway Needs, 

1960-1980," shows program cost;s over a 20-·year period for each of 

three alterna·te programs. The difference bet:ween t.hese programs is 

in the length of the period for .the elimination or "catch-up", of 

the backlog of improvement.s needed at the time the study was made. 

The lengths of ·t:he ca·tch-up periods are 10, 1.5, and 20 years, each 

identifying the par·ticular program in which .it .is employed. 

These programs, particularly the 20-year catch-Up period programs, 
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are used .in th.is d.iscuss.ion of Iowa h.ighway needs and es·ti.mated reve­

nues which may be made available under current laws for highway pur-· 

poses in the event. ·tha·t these are continued .in effect ·throughout the 

program period, 1961 through 1980, These programs are used because 

they are the only ones available. They were developed by competent 

authority. They were accepted by the Highway s·t:udy Committee. They 

are in reports presented to the Legislature. They are in ·the public 

domain and, to date, wit.hout any indication of objection by ·the public. 

General and widespread knowledge by ·the people, highway officials in 

state, county and municipal governmen·t and members of the Legislature 

of the needs for highway improvement set forth in fchese programs ap­

pears to have led to the common conclusion that these needs are sub­

stantial and, except for a few part.iculars, either the ASF programs 

or a quite similar program will be required to effect these improve­

ments. The program costs are quite probably as accurate in statement 

and content as any forecast which may be made of revenues that: may be 

expected over the program periods. If it be assumed that the accuracy 

be similar and the departures from accuracy be in the same direction, 

the relationships between expenditures required for these programs 

and the revenues estimated to become available for them over the pro­

gram period may be expected to be about the same as they would if both 

the estimates of program costs and forecasts of revenue were absolutely 

accurate. They are, at the leas·t, suitable for the purposes of this 

and similar discuss ions for the reasons here set. forth. 

VIII. All Road and Street Systems 

Placement of the needs of any part.icular system in proper 
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perspective requires a knowledge of t.he needs of all sys·t.ems as a 

whole. This may be obtained through an examination of the tabulation 

on page 7 of the ASF report. For convenience in reference this tab-

ulation has been reproduced as Table No. lA in t:his presentation. 

From Table No. lA it may be noted that the average annual ex-

penditure required for t:he 20-year catch-up peri•c)d programs for all 

highway sys·tems is $278,006,000. The forecast:s presented in this 

discussion indicate an average annual revenue for highway purposes 

of approximately $253,579,000 during that period. There would be 

therefore a deficit of slightly less than $25,000,000 per year for 

the execution of ·these programs in that: period. Elimination of this 

deficit ·through provision of additional funds for highways, corres-

ponds to an invrease of two tenths of a cent in the cost. per vehicle 

mile of travel by motor vehicle in Iowa if all of the additional amount 

were to be derived from road use taxes and corresponds to about $9.10 

per capita per year if it were derived from any combination of addi-

tional road use taxes and property or other taxes. In either event, 

the total per capita cost would be about $100 per year. Without the 

additional funds required for the elimination of the difference be-

tween the average annual cost and the estimated revenues over the 

20 year program period will be about $90 per capita per year. 

The classification of highways used in Table No. lA is that 

proposed by the Automotive Safety Foundation and used by that agency 

throughout its report to the Highway Study Committee. 

IX. Primary Road System. 

The Automotive Safety Foundation omitted any tabulation showing 
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t:he average annual costs for alternate programs for the exis·ting 

primary road system for the reason that it computed only the 20 year 

catch-up period program for those primary roads which that agency 

classified as Local Service Primary Roads.. Therefore, Table No. 3 

of the Road s·tudy Report showing average annual expenditures for ·the 

exis·ting primary road syst.em, which was compiled f:r:om basic data of 

the study, has been reproduced in this present:a·tion in Table No. 2A. 

Details of the other programs for the existing primary road system 

are shown in Tables No. 2 and No. 5. 

Let is suffice, for ·the moment, to note that. average annual ex­

penditure for the existing primary road sys·tem is approximately 42 

per c.ent of that required for all highway systems. At this point, it 

is of interest to note that the existing pr.imary road system anO. its 

extensions into and through cities and towns carries 63 per cent of 

the travel on all roads and streets in the state. 

X. Secondary Road System 

Average annual program costs as developed by the Automotive 

Safety Foundation for the Secondary Road system .are found on page 58 

of the report of that agency t:o the Highway Study Committee and are 

shown in Table No. 3A in this presenta·tion. 'rhese expenditures are 

approximately 39 per cent: of the to·tal required fo.r all highway 

systems. The Secondary Road System carries approximat.ely 18 per 

cen·t of the total travel on the roads and streets in the state, but 

requires an extensive mileage to serve all areas of the state. Con­

seguent.ly, much of the essential mileage has little traffic but does 

require substantial expenditure for improvement to the extent necessary 
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to provide even the small volume of service demanded of it, 

XI. Municipal Street. Systems. 

Average annual program cos·ts as developed by ·the Automo·tive 

Safety Foundation for t.he municipal street sys·tems are found on page 

50 of ·the report of tha·t agency to the Highway study Commit·tee, but 

that tabulation includes a duplication of the expenditures for t:hose 

streets which are extensions of the Primary Road system for which the 

expenditures are included in Table No. lA. The report of the Hi.ghway 

Study Committee contains these data without this duplication in Table 

No. 1 on page 43. 'This tabulation is included in t:his presentation 

as Table No. 4A. 

These data indicate that the program costs for municipal streets 

other than primary road extensions is approximat:el y 19 per cent of 

the program costs for all roads and streets over the 20-year program 

period. It is of interest t:o note ·that t.hese streets carry approxi­

mately 19 per cent of the total travel on all roads and streets in 

the state The municipal extensions of the primary roads carry 

about 13 per cent. Therefo:re, municipal streets as a group carry 

approximately 32 per cent of the total travel on all roads and streets 

in the state. 

XII. Funds for Execut.i.on of Proqr_C!!!).@. 

The Public Admini.stra·ti.on Service shows in Tables B-6, B-7, and 

B-8 in Appendix B of the report of that agency to the Highway Study 

Committee, the estimated annual revenues from the various sources of 

income for the Primary, Secondary, and Municipal Street systems re­

spectively. The forecasts of revenues as presented in these tabulat.ions 
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are based on ·the assumption that l.aws perta.in.ing to h.ighway finance 

in effec·t in 1960 would be cont.inued in effect :throughout. the high~ 

way improvement programs developed by the Automotive Safe·ty Foundat:iono 

The data given in Tables B-6, B-7, and B-8 were consolidated and pre-

sented in Table B-5 to show the es·timated annual revenues for all 

roads and st:r:eet:s over the program period, 1961 t.hrough 1980. For 

the purposes of th.is discussion, ·these ·tabulat:.ions have been rev.ised 

to take advantage of information unavailable at the time the originals 

were prepared, particularly with respect to federal aid allocations 

and with respect ·to the recent t:rend of income for t.he road use ~-:ax 

fund, and to reflect the effect. of the laws pertaining to highway 

finance that were enac.ted by the 59th General Assembly in 1961. These 

tabulations so revised are presented in this discussion as Tables No .. 

1, No. 2, No .. 3, and No, 4. 

XIII. Relationships Between Revenues and Expenditures 

The Public Adminis.tration Service shows in Tables 14, 15 and 16 

on pages 60, 61, and 62 of the report of that agency to the Highway 

Study Committ:ee, the annual expenditures required over the period 

1961 through 1980 for the execution of each of the alternate programs 

developed by the Automotive Safety Foundation for ·the Primary, Sec-

ondary, and Municipal Street Sy·stems respec·tively and compares the 

annual expenditures with the respective estimated annual revenues for 

each system that would be available in the event that the changes in 

laws pertaining to highway finance recommended by the fiscal study 

agency were adopted. These t:abulat.ions have been revised for the 

purposes of this discussion i.n t.he manner described for the revisions 
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of •rables B-5, B-6, B-7, and B-8. Tables 14, ·15 and 16 so revised are 

presented here as Tables No. 5, No. 6 and No. · 7 :r:·especti vely , 

The responsibility for the rate of execution of ·the various pro-

grams is 1 at this ·time, obscure. Recent examination of certain work 

sheets assembled in the final stages of the physical needs s·tudies 

ind.icate ·that ·the Automotive Safety Foundat:ion rat;her than the Public 

Administration Service as first thought, is responsible.. s·tudy of 

these work sheets indicates that such conclusion is logical and that 

the Public Administration Service would have obtained these data from 

the Au·tomotive Safe·ty Foundation as a matter of course .. 

In any event, the rate of execution shown for ·the 20-year catch-

up period program for the primary road system is wholly unrealistic 

in that it is inconsistent with the revenues for this system through 

the portion of the program period covered by the known conditions for 

the execution of the Interstate cons·truction program. It seems un-

likely that the Public Administration Service would make so gross 

an error in its special field and it seems far more likely that the 

Automotive Safety Foundation would do so inadvertently in prepar:ing 

the inerj:ructions for the machine calculation of the program costs 1 

such calculations being most readily accomplished at a uniform rate of 

increase per year than at a variable rate of execution per year as 

would be requi.red if proper. consideration were given to the execution 

of the Interstate Highway por.t:ion of the program £or the Primary Road 

System .. 

The effect of the adoption of.a un:iform rate of execution for 

the 20-year ca·tch-up period program for the primary road system is 
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the production of a surplus of revenue over expendi·tures during the 

portion of the period including the construc·tion of the Interstate 

Highways, that is, 1961 through 1971, when actually t:here is a deficit 

for the program as a whole. Consequently, Table 14 was further re­

vised to employe a more realistic but variable rate of execution, one 

that bears a consistent relationship ·to revenues. After such revision, 

the annual deficits are relatively uniform as shown in Table Noo 5. 

Lacking such special feature as t:he variable program required for 

the Interstate on the Primary Road Sys·tem, the rates of execution of 

the 20-year catch·-up period programs for the Secondary Road and Muni­

cipal Street Systems show a fairly constant: relationship between the 

estimated revenues and expenditures required throughout the entire 

program period as is indicated in Tables No. 6 and No" 7 respectively. 

XIV. Validity of Deficits of Revenues 

From the data in Tables No. 5, No. 6 and No. 7 it is obvious that 

there may be less revenue for each of the systems under laws now in 

effect than will be required ·to execute the 20-year catch-up period 

program developed for it. by the Automotive Safety Foundation. Two 

questions arise immediately, the first, "Are t.he programs conservative 

or excessive?" and the second, "Are the revenues to be expected through 

continuation of laws now in effect, adequate or inadequate for the 

provision of highway facilities on each and all of the systems appro­

priate for the services required of them?" 

Some data are now available as a basis for an answe:r: to the first 

of these questions. For example, comparison of the average annual 

allowance for administration for the primary road system as shown in 
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Table No. 2A and the current expendi·t.ures for ·that purpose for a lesser 

program are approximately equal. I·t would appear, t:herefore, that. 

expenditures for the grea·ter progrm will require a greater allowance 

for administration than was made by the Automotive Safety Foundat.ion 

for that purpose. Similarly, the current expendi t.ure for maintenance 

on the prima:.r:y road system is approxima·tely $1,000,000 greater than 

the annual .average allowance for maintenance over the. 20-year program 

period. Review of the s·tandards for construction for the program re­

veals ·that those used for the major portion of the primary road s:tstem 

indicate a lower level of quality of cons·truction than has been found 

by experience to be necessary for that system. A similar situation 

is found for the standards for secondary road construction. It seems 

fair to assume that similar conservatism was used in the selection of 

t.he standards for municipal streets. In these circumstances, it may 

be expected that all program costs as shown by the Automotive Safe·ty 

Foundation are less than will be required for the execution of the 

programs. The program costs for each sys·tem are, therefore, believed 

t.o be conserva·tive, perhaps even ult.ra-conservative. 

If so, the answer ·to the second question is that: the revenues 

for each of the highway sys·tems ·through continuati.on of the laws per­

taining to highway finance now in effect over the program period, 1961 

through 1980, will be less than those required for the execution of 

the 20-year catch-up period programs for the system in each instance. 

The average annual deficiency for the Primary Road System will be 

approximately $14,000,000; that for ·the Secondary Road system, approx-

imately $6,000,000; and that for the Municipal Street system, approxi­
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mately $5,000,000. The average annual deficienc:l! for t.he Primary 

Road System is approximately 12.04 percent; that for the Secondary 

Road System is approximately 5.65 percent: and that for t:he Municipal 

street system is approximately 9 .. 11 percent of the average annual 

expenditure required for the execution of the 20-year c<o,·tch-up period 

program developed for the system by the Automotive Safety Foundation. 

The data on estimated revenues and expenditures required for 

this program for each system are presented graphically on Charts No. 

2, No. 3, and No. 4 which are appended to this paper. 
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Year 

(1) 

Table No o 1 
Estimated Annual Revenue for All Roads and 
~v For the Period 1961 thru 1980 

·1')-h-1 '~1q71 !{PAS Table B-~ Revqi-sed) , 

~ 7 \)l~~' ( $l' OOO' ~- iff 
Federal Road Use Prope~~- Special 

Aid Tax Fund Taxes Assessments 
(2) (3) {4) (5) 

1? 
~( -~.r 

Streetif t' 
~ 

/l 
Miscellaneous 

( 6) 
Total 

(7 ) 

1961 $ 35,915 $ 118,948 $ 49 1300 $ 5,800 $ 215, 863 

1962 39,510 121,988 50,100 5,900 221 , 598 

1963 49 0 646 125,028 50,800 6 , 000 236,474 

1964 521367 128 , 068 6,100 243,035 

1965 53,954 131 1 108 6 , 200 

1966 55,410 52,800 6 , 300 253,858 

1967 56,997 13 7 1 188 -53,400 6 , 400 4,800 

1968 58 , 453 140,228 54,200 6,500 264,581 

1969 58 1 4.53 143, 268 54/1800 6,600 5 ,800 268,921 

1970 146,308 55,600 6,700 4,200 271,261 

149,348 6 q800 4,900 274,246 

1972 20,496 152,388 56,900 6 , 900 242,084 

1973 57,600 7,000 4 , 900 245,424 

1974 158,468 58,300 7, 100 5,500 249,864 

1975 20,496 161 , 508 58,900 7 ,200 5,100 2 531204 

1976 20,496 164,548 59, 7 00 7,300 2 56 , 544 

1977 20,496 167,588 60,300 7,400 261,884 

1978 20,496 170,628 61 , 000 7,500 4,700 264,324 

1979 20,496 173,668 61,'700 7,600 4,200 267,664 

1980 20,496 1 76, 708 62,400 7 , 700 5,700 273,004 

Tot al$760,620 $2,956,560 $1 ,117 , 500 $135,000 $101,900 -$5 , 071 , 580 
' ttl.. /2./Z. '><'- 7 r~ /--.f..A-~ ~£.....:.... ?£~~-&.. c~ ~: ~ 

Not e: Columns lr 4, 5 , ahd 6 are same as in PAS Table B·~5 · for the~ h .. ·~ · 
years 1961 thru 1980. Columns 2, 3 , and 7 were revised to 
reflect effect of changes irt Federal Aid allocations and in 
forecasts of revenues in the Road Use Tax Fund. 



Proposed System 

State 

TABLE NO. lA 
ALL IOWA ROAD AND STREET SYSTEMS 

AVERAGE ANNUAL COSTS OF ALTERNATIVE PROGRAMS 
At 1959 Prices 

10-Year 
Catch-Up Period 

First 
10 Yea!:'G 

Next 
10 Years 

15-Year 
Catch-Up Period 

First 
15 Years 

Next 
5 Years 

Rural Primary $109,262,000 
Municipal Primary 39,745,000 

$50,728,000 
21,676,000 

$ 95,263,000 
32,089,000 

$35,031,000 
26,993,000 

Total $149,007,000 $72,404,000 

Local Service 
Primaries 
Rural 
Municipal 

Total 
Municipal 

Arterial 
Local Access* 

Total 
County 

Trunk 
Feeder 
Local* 

Total 

All Systems-Total 

$ 5,478,000 $ 1,422,000 
2,658,000 595,000 

$ 8,136,000 $ 2,017,000 

$ 31,169,000 $12,622,000 
32,543,000 32,543,000 

$ 63,712,000 $45,165,000 

$ 54,373,000 $12,025,000 
44,425,000 26,233,000 
40,950,000 40,950,000 

$139,748,000 $79,208,000 

$360,603,000 $198,794,000 

$127,352,000 $62,024,000 

$ 4,108,000 $ 1,322,000 
2,018,000 501,000 

$ 6,126,000 $ 1,823,000 

$ 24,521,000 $13,081,000 
32,543,000 32,543,000 

$ 57,064,000 $45,624,000 

$ 39,753,000 $11,279,000 
38,803,000 23,144,000 
40,950,000 40,950,000 

$119,506,000 $75,373,000 

$310,048,000 $184,844,000 

* Based on a 20-year catch-up program only 

20-Year 
Catch-Up Period 

$ 80,116,000 
30,950,000 

$111,066,000 

$ 3,384,000 
1,654,000 

$ 5,038,000 

$ 21,512,000 
32,543,000 

$ 54,055,000 

$ 32,192,000 
34,705,000 
40,950,000 

$107,847,000 

$278,006,000 



~1 

ke¥" 
Table No . 2 [ t \ ~ r; Estimate Annual Revenue for Primary Roads (VlL. 

0
1" 

I f. /)-flo/ ' , 'y · For the Period 1961 thru 1980 ~1_., 1,r 

/ 'i \!./ (PAS Table B-6 Revi~d) /i:,Mo/ 
' 1\~~~ ($l,OOO•s) ~e~"-l ) ',lf~ 

Year \ :r.... F, eral Road Use l f)n PJ )U'- Miscellaneous 
Aid Tax Fund / ~~I' 

Total 

(1) 

1961 

1962 

1963 

1964 

1965 

1966 

1967 

1968 

1969 

1970 

1971 

1972 

1973 

1974 

1975 

1976 

1977 

1978 

1979 

1980 

Total 

(2) (3) 

$ 28,882 $ 57 , 504 

32 , 477 58 , 929 

42,613 60,354 

45,144 6l q779 

46,731 63;204 

47,996 64,628 

49,583 66,053 

50,849 67,478 

50,849 68v903 

50,849 70,327 

49,394 71,7 52 

12,892 73,178 

12,892 

12 6892 76,027 

12,892 77,452 

12,892 

12,892 80,301 

12,892 81 8 726 

12,892 

12,892 84,575 

$611,395 $1,420,799 

(4) (5) 

$ 700 $ 87 ,086 

100 91 1506 

300 1031267 

700 1071623 

300 110,235 

1,000 113 1624 

600 1161236 

200 1181527 

800 1201 552 

500 1211676 

100 1211246 

700 861770 

300 87', 794 

1,000 89 1 919 

600 

200 91,969 

800 93,993 

500 9S., 118 

100 96,142 

700 

$10,200 $2,042,394 

Note: Columns 1 and 4 are same as in PAS Table B-6 for the years 
1961 thru 1980. Columns 2, 3, and 5 were revised ·to reflect 
effect of changes in allocations of Federal Aid and in 
allocations of Road Use Tax Funds . 



TABLE No. 2A 
PRIMARY ROAD SYSTEM 
AVERAGE ANNUAL COSTS 

OF 20-YEAR PROGRAM 

Item ASF Proposed Local Service Total Existing 
Primary Road Primary Roads Primary Road 

system system 

Rural 
Construct;. ion $ 66,283,000 $ 2,389,450 $ 68 , 6 72, 450 
Maint.enance 9, 385, 000 833,750 10 ,2 18,750 
Adminis tration 4,448,000 161,100 4,609,100 

--... ~ .~- · -
Total $ 80,116,000 $ 3,384,300 $ G3, 500,300 

Municipal 
Construction $ 26,627,000 $ 1,216,750 $ 27,843,750 
Mai n t enance 2,716,000 358,050 3, 074,050 
Administration 1,607,000 79,050 1,686,050 

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

Total 
Construction $ 92,910,000 $ 3 , 606,200 $ 96,516,200 
Maintenance 12,101 , 000 1,191,800 13,292,800 
Administration 6, 055, o.oo 240,150 6 , 295,150 

Total $111,066,000 $ 5 , 038 , 150 $116,104,150 



Table No c 3 
Estimat ed Annual Revenues for Secondary Roads 

For the Period 1961 thru 1980 
(PAS Table B-7 Revised) 

($1,000' s) 

Federal Road Use Tax Fund l 3-t~) Property 
Year Aid Farm-to- Market Secondary Road Total Taxes Miscellaneous Tot al 
(1) (2} (3} (4} ( 5} (6} (7} {8) 

1961 $ 7 , 033 $ 11 , 490 $ 34,471 $ 45 , 961 $ 33 , 300 $ 1 , 200 $ 87 ,494 
1962 7 , 033 11 ,794 35,380 47 , 174 33,600 900 88 , 707 
1963 7,033 12 ,097 36,289 48,386 33 ; 800 1 , 400 90,619 
1964 7,223 12, 399 37,200 49 , 599 34,100 700 91,622 
1965 7 , 223 12 , 703 38,109 50 , 812 34,300 1,400 93 , 735 

1966 7,414 13,006 39,018 52 r 024 34,600 1,000 95 , 038 "--
1967 7,414 13,309 39,928 53 , 237 34 , 800 700 96,151 
1968 7,604 13 , 612 40,838 54 , 450 35 , 100 1,300 98,454 
1969 7 ; 604 13 , 916 41,750 55 , 666 35 , 300 1 , 100 9 '9, 670 
1970 7,604 14 , 218 42,656 56 ,. 874 35 , 600 600 100 , 678 

1971 7,604 14(522 43 , 565 58 , 087 35 , 800 1 , 400 102,891 
1972 7,604 14,825 44 1 475 59,300 36 , 100 1 , 000 104 , 004 
1973 7,604 15,128 45:384 60 , 512 36 , 300 700 105 , 116 
1974 7 , 604 15,431 46/294 61 , 725 36,600 1 ' 400 . 107, 329 
1975 7,604 15,735 47 , 203 62 , 938 36,800 1 , 100 108,442 

1976 7,604 16 , 038 48,112 64 , 150 37 , 100 700 109 , 554 
1977 7 , 604 . 16 ( 341 49 , 022 65 , 363 37 , 300 1 , 400 111,667 
1978 7 , 604 16,643 49(931 66 , 575 37 _.. 600 1,000 112 , 779 
1979 7,604 16 ,947 50 ,841 67 , 788 38 ( 800 800 114 , 992 
1980 7 , 604 17 1 250 51 1 750 69 , 000 38 , 100 1 , 400 116 , 104 

Total $149 , 225 $287,405 $862,216 $1 , 149 , 621 $715 , 000 $21 , 200 $2 , 035 , 046 

Note: All columns except 3 and 8 are same as in Table B-7 for the years 1961 t hru 1980 o 
Columns 3 and 8 wer e revised to reflect effect of changes in allocat ion of Road 
Use Tax Funds . 



TABLE No. 3A 
ALL COUNTY ROADS AND STRUCTURES 

AVERAGE ANNUAL COSTS OF ALTERNATIVE PROGRAMS 

10-Year 15-Year 20-Year 
Catch-up Period Catch-up Period Catch-Up Period 

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

County Trunks 
Construction $ 45,535,000 $ 4,955,000 $ 31,594,000 $ 4,229,000 $ 24,406,000 
Maintenance 6,137,000 6,463,000 6,171,000 6,500,000 6,178,000 
Administration 2,70l,OOO 607,000 1,988,000 550,000 1,608,000 

Total $ 54,373,000 $12,025,000 $ 39,753,000 $11,279,000 $ 32,192,000 

County Feeders 
Construction $ 32,543,000 $14,595,000 $ 27,100,000 $11,461,000 $ 23,157,000 
Maintenance 10,169,000 10,630,000 10,201,000 10,773,000 10,213,000 
Administration 1,713,000 1,008,000 1,502,000 910,000 1,335,000 

Total $ 44,425,000 $26,233,000 $ 38,803,000 $23,144,000 $ 34,705,000 

Local Roads 
Construction $ 21,412,000 $21,412,000 $ 21,412,000 $21,412,000 $ 21,412,000 
Maintenance 18,344,000 18,344,000 18,344,000 18,344,000 18,344,000 
Administration 1,194,000 1,194,000 1,194,000 1,194,000 1,194,000 

Total $ 40,950,000 $40,950,000 $ 40,950,000 $40,950,000 $ 40,950,000 

All County Roads 
Construction $ 99,490,000 $40,962,000 $ 80,106,000 $37,102,000 $ 68,975,000 
Maintenance 34,650,000 35,437,000 34,716,000 35,617,000 34,735,000 
Administration 5,608,000 2,809,000 4,684,000 2,654,000 4,137,000 

Total $139,748,000 $79,208,000 $119,506,000 $75,373,000 $107,847,000 



Table Noo 4 
Estimated Annual Revenues for Municipal Stree·t:s 

for Period 1961 thru 1980 
(PAS Table B-8 Revised) 

($l,OOO's) 

Year Road Use Property Special Miscellaneous Total 
Tax Fund Taxes Assessments 

(1) (2) (3) (4) (5) (6) 

1961 $ 14,9(37 $ 16,000 $ 5,800 $ 4,000 $ 40,737 

1962 15,331 16,50Q 5,900 3,100 40,831 

1963 15,726 17,000 6,000 3,300 42,026 

1964 16,120 17,300 6,100 3,700 43,220 

1965 16,514 17,800 6,200 3,900 44,414 

1966 16,909 18,200 6, 300 3,200 44,609 

1967 17,302 18,600 6,400 3,500 45,802 

1968 17,696 19,100 6,500 3,700 46,996 

1969 18,090 19,500 6,600 3,900 48,090 

1970 18,484 20,000 6,700 3,100 48,284 

1971 18,878 20,400 6,800 3,400 49,478 

1972 19,273 20,800 6,900 3,700 50,673 

1973 19,667 21,300 7,000 3,900 51,867 

1974 20,061 21,700 7,100 3,100 51,961 

1975 20,455 22,100 7,200 3,400 53,155 

1976 20,849 22,600 7,300 3,600 .54,349 

1977 21,243 23,000 7,400 3,900 55,543 

1978 21,637 23,400 7,500 3,200 55,737 

1979 22,031 23,900 7,600 3,300 56,831 

1980 22,425 24, 300 7,700 3,600 58,025 

Total $373,628 $403,500 $135,000 $70,500 $982,628 

Note: Columns 1, 3 , 4, and 5 are same as in PAS B-8 for the years 
1961 thru 1980o Columns 2 and 6 were revised to reflect effect 
of changes in allocation of Road Use Tax Funds. 



system 

Arterial 
Construction 
Maintenance 
Administrc:tion 

Total 

TABLE NOo 4A 
AVERAGE ANNUAL COSTS OF ALTERNATIVE PROGRAMS 

FOR IMPROVEMENT OF MUNICIPAL STREETS 
OTHER THAN PRIMARY ROAD EXTENSIONS 

lO-Year 15-Year 
Catch-Up Period Catch-Up Period 

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

$25,188,000 $ 6,960,000 $18,883,000 $ 7,346,000 
4,380,000 5,033,000 4,386,000 5,076,000 
1,601,000 629,000 1,252,000 659,000 --

$31,169,000 $12,622,000 $24,521,000 $13,081,000 

Local Access Streets 
Construction $23,239,000 $23,239,000 $23,239,000 $23,239,000 
Maintenance 8,356,000 8,356,000 8,356,000 8,356,000 
Administration 948,000 948,000 948,000 948,000 

--
Total $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 
Maintenance 12,736,000 13,389,000 12,742,000 13,432,000 
Administration 2,549,000 1,577,000 2,200,000 1,607,000 

Total $63,712,000 $45,165,000 $57,064,000 $45,624,000 

20-Year 
Ca·t.ch-Up Period 

First 
20 Years 

$16,008,000 
4,407,000 
1,097,000 

$21,512,000 

$23,239,000 
8,356,000 

948,000 

$32,543,000 

$39,247,000 
12,763,000 

2,045,000 

$54,055,000 



'I' able No 0 5 
Relation Between Estimated Revenues and Expenditures for Alternate 

Programs for Primary Roads over the Period 1961 thru 1980 
(PAS Table 14 Revised) 

($l,OOO's) 
20-Yr o Catch-up 

Estimated Period 15-Yro Catch-up Period 10-Yro Catch-up Period 
Year Revenues Expenditures Deficit Expenditures Surplus Deficit Expenditures Surplus Deficit 
(1) (2) (3) {4) (5) (6) (7} (8} (9) (10) 
1961 $ 87,086 $ 95,000 $ 7,914 $ 110,000 - $ 22,914 $ 139,700 - $ 52,614 
1962 91,506 100,000 8,494 113,200 - 21,694 143,500 - 51,994 
1963 103,267 118,754 15,487 116,500 - 13,233 147,300 - 44,033 
1964 107,623 122,754 15,131 119,700 - 12,077 151,200 - 43,577 
1965 110,235 125,504 15,269 123,000 - 12,765 155,000 - 44' 765 

1966 113,624 128,009 14,385 126,300 - 12,676 158,900 - 45,276 
1967 116,236 130,254 14,018 129,600 - 13,364 162,900 - 46,664 
1968 118,527 132,504 13,977 133,000 - 14,473 166,900 - 48,373 
1969 120' 552 135,004 14,452 136,400 - 15,848 171,000 - 50,448 
1970 121,676 135,965 14,289 139,900 - 18,224 175,000 - 53,324 

1971 121,246 133,393 12,147 143,500 - 22,254 . 77,800 43,446 
1972 86,770 101,978 15,208 147,100 - 60,330 80,500 6,270 
1973 87,794 103,468 15,674 150,800 - 63,006 83,300 4,494 
1974 89,919 104,768 14,849 154,600 - 64,681 86,200 3,719 
1975 90,944 105,968 15,024 158,600 - 67,656 89,200 1,744 

1976 91,969 107,268 15,299 59,300 32,669 - 60,500 31,469 
1977 93,993 108,268 14,275 61,500 32,493 - 62,800 31,193 
1978 95,118 109,768 14,650 63,700 31,418 - 65,300 29,818 
1979 96,142 111,168 15,026 66,100 30,042 - 67,800 28,342 
1980 98,167 112,305 14,138 68,600 29,567 - 70,500 27,667 

Total $2,042,394 $2,322,100 $279,706 $2,321,400 - $279,006 $2,315,300 - $272' 906 

Note: Column 2 revised to reflect change in estimated revenues and change in allocations of 
Road Use Tax Funds" Column 3 revised to provide a consistent relationship between 
estimated revenues and expenditures" Columns 5 and 8 are same as in PAS Table l4o 



Table No, 6 
Relation Between Estimated Revenues and Expenditures for Alternate 

Programs for Secondary Roads over the Period 1961 thru 1980 
(PAS Table 15 Revised) 

20-Yr, Catch-up ($1, 000' s) 

Estimated Period 15 Yr, Catch-up Period 10-Yr, Catch-up Period 
Year Revenues Expenditures Deficit Expenditures Surplus Deficit Expenditures Surplus Deficit 
(1) (2) (3) (4) ( 5} (6) (7} (B) (9) {10) 
1961 $ 87,494 $ 93,675 $ 6,181 $ 97,700 - $ 10,206 $ 120,100 - $ 32,606 
1962 88,707 95,167 6,460 100,300 - 11,593 123,400 - 34,693 
1963 90,619 96,65.7 6,038 102,900 - 12,281 126,700 - 36,081 
1964 91,622 98,149 6, 527 105,600 - 13,978 130' 10.0 - 38,478 
1965 93,735 99,639 5,904 108,400 - 14,665 133,500 - 39,765 

1966 95,038 101,131 6,093 111,200 - 16,162 137,000 - 41,962 
1967 96,151 102 '621 6,470 114,000 - 17,849 140,700 - 44,549 
1968 98,454 104,113 5,659 117,000 - 18,546 144,300 - 45,846 
1969 99,670 105,603 5,933 120,000 - 20,330 148,100 - 48,430 
1970 100,678 107,095 6,417 123,100 - 22,422 152,100 - 51,422 

1971 102,891 108,585 5,694 126,200 - 23,309 79,300 23,591 
1972 104,004 110,077 6,073 129,400 - 2 5' 396 81,400 22,604 
1973 105,116 111,567 6,451 132,700 - 27,584 83,600 21,516 
1974 107,329 113,059 5,730 136,000 - 28,671 85,700 21,629 
1975 108,442 114,549 6,107 139,400 - 30,958 87,900 20,542 

1976 109,554 116,041 6,487 77,900 31,654 - 79,400 30,154 
1977 111,667 117,531 5,864 79,800 31,867 - 81,300 30,367 
1978 112,779 119,023 6,244 81,700 31,079 - 83,200 29,579 
1979 114,992 120,513 5, 521 83,600 31,392 - 85,100 29,892 
1980 116,104 122,005 5,901 85,500 30,604 - 86,900 29,204 

Total $2,035,046 $2,156~800 $121,754 $2,172,400 - $137,354 $2,189,800 - $154,754 

Note: Column 2 revised to reflect change in estimated revenues and change in allocat:ions of 
Road Use Tax Funds, Column 3 revised ·to provide a consistent relationship between 
estimated revenues and expenditures. Columns 5 and 8 are same as in PAS Table 15. 



Table No. 7 
Relations Between Estimated Revenues and Expenditures for Alternate 

Programs for Municipal Streets over the Period 1961 thru 1980 
(PAS Table 16 Revised) 

20-Yr. Catch-up ($1, 000 's) 
Estimated ·.Period 15-Yr. Catch-up Period 10-Yr. Catch-up Period 

Year Revenues Expenditures Deficit Expenditures Surplus Deficit Expenditures Surplus Deficit 
(l) (2) (3) (4) (5) (6) (7) (8) (9) (10) 

1961 $ 40,737 $ 45,657 $ 4,920 $ 44,600 ~ - $ 3,863 $ 51,900 - $ 11,163 
1962 40,831 46,541 5, 710 45,900 - 5,069 53,300 - 12,469 
1963 42,026 47,425 5,399 47,100 - 5,074 54,800 - 12,774 
1964 43,220 48,309 5,089 48,500 - 5,280 56,400 - 13,180 
1965 44,414 49,193 4, 779 49,800 - 5,386 57,900 - 13,486 

1966 44,609 50,077 '5,468 51,200 - 6,591 59,600 - 14,991 
1967 45,802 50,961 5,159 52' 600 - 6,798 61,200 - 15,398 
1968 46,996 51,845 4,849 54,100 - 7,104 63,000 - 16,004 
1969 48,090 52' 729 4,639 55,700 - 7,610 64,700 - 16,610 
1970 48,284 53,613 5,329 57,200 - 8,916 66,600 - 18,316 

1971 49,478 54,497 5,019 58,900 - 9' 422 43,200 6,278 
1972 50,673 55,381 4, 708 60,500 - 9,827 44,600 6,073 
1973 51,867 56,265 4, 398 62,300 - 10,433 46,000 5,867 
1974 51,961 57,149 5,.188 64,000 - 12,039 47,500 4,461 
1975 53,155 58,033 4,878 65,900 - 12,745 49,000 4,155 

1976 54,349 58,917 4,568 49,900 4,449 - 50,500 3,849 
1977 55,543 59,801 4,258 51,500 4,043 - 52' 100 3,443 
1978 55,737 60,685 4,948 53,100 2,637 - 53,800 1,937 
1979 56,831 61,569 4,738 54,800 2,031 - 55,500 1,331 
1980 58,025 62,453 4,428 56,500 1, 525 - 57,200 825 

Total $982,628 $1,081,100 $98,472 $1,084,100 - $101,472 $1,088,800 - $106,172 

Note: Column 2 revised to reflect change in estimated revenues and change in allocations of 
Road Use Tax Funds. Colu1nn 3 revised to provide a consis·tent relationship between 
estimated revenues and expenditures. Columns 5 and 8 are same as in PAS Table 16. 
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