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Spééiél Reference to Local Roads end Streets

Scope

Consideration of preseat and Pést methods of higﬁwa§ T
administration reveals slow progress tovmrd a rationai,é?éﬁai
gram, Jemands for inereased highway appropriations ﬁavé’i‘ii‘fmw
cases diverted attention from the need for wiser spenéing Gfﬁ
have and more efficient managing of what we speh&. Desigﬁ£ 

tion and meintenance standards have lkept rsasonable pﬁ¢é vith modern

transport tempo, but policies of administration and fiﬁénée fémakn,.
essentially horse-drawm.

Highway tox cdistribution and the administrative diffiéﬁi%iesi_vb"

involved have been examined with particulér referecnce to id;an
application of State funds for highway purposes. Last:yééé'ﬁb
than a quarter of a billion dollars in State gasollne taxesland
registration fees were set aside for roads and stroets nct on ¢
Stote highway systems, This money wus 25 percent of totallmcl
vehicle tax collections for 19%6. The large nwrt of highwny use
taxoes so distrlbuted is an index of the necd for studjlng methoa

of elloceting such funds to local governmonts, for ostublishlng anf

sconomic basis for sharcd taxes and Statu aid, ond for lnqulrlng
into the uses to which thoso funds are now applled thu dcgree 0;
finoncinl control retained hy the Statos, and thc fiscnl and'ma{
© gerial pitfalls into which both State cnd local govarnmentg'gpa 4

their way.



'reﬁicle Taxes for Local Roads

‘ That highway users should be charged in accordanca with their
[? utilizat1on of highway facilities is the generally accepted theory
Y»;upon which the gasoline tax and reg;stration fea are established.
ir:It appears to follow therefore that the distribution of such taxes
‘vtqgvarious parts of the highway system should peflect the relative
‘yfraffic volumes which they carry.

In the period of rapid hirhway expanqion which parallsled the

i“growth of motor vehicle travel, the ‘theory that those who used the

'rogds should pay for them was geonerally concedod, but financial preos-
aure~¢raated by the neod for a ncw systom of main roads made it
' Ana;thar possible nor desirable to adept the corollary that funds
shqﬁid be. spont with(exact regard to thair origin. With the progress
ér'a primary system of highwnys which sﬁch concantrated {finance made
pcésibla, howevéf, there originated in both counties and municipali~
‘tiea a demand that some part of State tax collsctions be raturned
for locél roads and strsets, Today the wide range in relatlve pro-
,pbrtions of funds made gvailable to local.governmanté suggests no
more sciontific consideration ihan tho loudness of these demends.

In 1936,H3 States returned more than half of total highway user
"imPSBts to local unita of government, 11 over one-third of such
collections, and 5 States mede no allotments whatover. ~ Local

‘roads in one State received 24 million dollars in Siate taxoes,

while in each of 10 other States less than 2 millicn dollars were

distributad for highways in local gurisdlctlons.



Tax Distribution Lews*

State laws govorning tho chount and besis of gasclinc tax'and

rogistration foe distribution gomprisc o logal 1wbyr1nth which variosf f

in comploxity from State to State, Two considorations are involvé&
dotorminatiqn of the total vhich shall be distributed by tho Stat?,
and the division of this sum cmong the verious loeal unifs. Thﬁ‘fi{if;f
total sharc going to locnl ronds is generally oxprossed’as a’pcréfifj;fQ
contoge of collections, a speocific part of occh tax lovmod or . a“’
predotermined flot sum. Tho allocation to cach local unit may thon -
be made according to the population, aroa, QSSQSqu vwluatlon, roadr
mileage, or on the basis of veohicle registrations or tax;collegtionsg  '
In the casc of tho registration foe, howover, shares are off&ui  o
rctained by each scparate local unit at the time of colloctioﬁ,
cither as o fixcd amount per registration or o percentage of toﬁal .
rceeipts, ’
Although the total amount of motor vchicle t&xcs grantod for  H,'

locel road purposes mny have no rolation to traffic neods origin%ting;,yp

on thosc systoms, in a lorge number of States roglstrstlon foos ara
allocated among the ocparqtc units with a regard for rolatxvo trﬂffid j 
potentialitics. Thus Arizoma counties rotain 50 cents for each .
original rec glotratlod, while in Alcbamn 20 percent of tot 1 roee;ptﬂ“
from this source arc used in the counties whore the taxnayurs rosido;é f
In the casc of the gesoline tax, howover, not on 11y doos tho origlnul Sy
sum gronted by the State have little bearing upon traffic volume and;i:
intensity, but also tho alloections cmong individual local pnits;afef:?,

genorelly based upon formules vhich arc untenable,  Alobame, for s

* Appondix Teblc A
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example, distributes 3 cents of a 6«cent tax equally among its 67

j\countles, vhile New York counties receive 20 percent of collections

"‘ according to the road mileage of each county. In Tennessee one cent

of the gas tax'ié disfributed to the counties equally, % cent on
'counfy areas, and & cent according to county populationé.

When money 1s distributed equally among local road units
vﬁhich vary in size and stage of'de§elopment, or on the basis of land
areas and road mileage which bear no relation to traffic conditions,
'.there is little chance tha€ distribution will be economically justi-
fiable, Only by chance ill highwﬁy ;ncome be in reasonable bolance
with the démand’for funds. Tven population and sssessed valuation
may be poor indices of the proper shuore of taxes required by local
governnmnts for transport faci litles. Questionable proctices of tax
allocation accordingly help to make possible such variations in rond
exp¢nditures as found in North Carolina before the State assumed con-
‘”iltréi df ail rural rosds. Ths onnual road expenditure in onc county
‘1 £wﬁéy$lh.§er mile, while in another it wms 3688, Similar conditions
| were found in Iown in 1933 by o study of the Brookings Institution,
: ﬁhich revealod that if State funds woro distributed on tho basis of
| aoﬁn defonsible indox such asvtraffic or vechiclo fogistrations
(instcad of arce) allotments would havo bocn roduced considerably
‘in 75 pcrcent of the counties.

s in general the conclusion may be drewvm that prosont mothods
,of State fund allocations to local roads and stroots arc no less
' hcterogcncous and unscientlflc than arc tho rotes and bascs of the

taxcs through vhich thesc funds are roiscd,



Economics of Usor Tax Dlstrxouxloﬂ

The question of vhat share of State motor vchicle toxos ShQQid
rightly be alloccted to roads nnd strects othor thon on the'primary
systom involves fu~damontal concepts of highvmy cconomics, Thd put%
posc of rocdbuilding is to provide for adoquats traffic facilitios ’
ot the lowcst possiblce cost, ineluding both rood costs and vchiclbf 
oporating costs, In spending for the highway program theroforo fundé
must be allocated to those parts of the fransportation systcm.whdfdf
improvemonts will bring cbout the greatest roduction in totol ccsfyh
and the groatest utility in adequate service,

inco limited funds do not pormit simultancous bettermont of

2

21l roads, the clement of time is of great moment in an oconomié dié-{‘
tribution of vchiclo taxcs., If funds woere roturncd to local rOads~aﬁd 3“
strects in the amounts gonerated thercon, prior to adequate dovblcpé,;[’f
nent of o systom of main highvnys, the higher cost of~transpbffatioﬁ:f ;
for tho rony vehicles on congostod orimary routcs iould far'cutbaianQQL :'
the reductioh in onerating costs on the loccl roads.  Also, vhoroos tﬁq "
road systems may corry oqual amounts of traffic, oxpressed in vchiCIC‘ 
miles or gasoline tox roceipts, yobt the ncceds of cither dopend largely

on the type ond distribution of this travel: vhether highwey utiliza-
tion has becn intonsive, as on heavily trafficked moin roads, or |
oxtensive, as the disporsed use of o largs nctiork of loeal rurel

roads, It must also bc known in what ratio heovy trucks dnd buses or'
ploasure vchicles have nccounted for traffic volumes. ‘Furthermorc it

s

is important to rccognize the integration of motor travel on tho
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'i L£ﬁ§fious road systems; and the féct that it is the entire trip which
‘_"¢;mnst‘be made at lowest cost, as well as the entire motoring popula-
tion yhich must Do considerced in the computation of total costs for
‘7T;the entire highway systom.

| The aspeet of the prineipal routcs as revenue producers is

- sound in principle. So large a pereentage of the actual use of
\fthése is recreational in charactor that the potential inercasc by
froason of wholly adequate facilitics should be sclf-ovident--not
only this, but the compoﬁitivo naturc of roercational offorings.
The highvays must compete writh other classcs of roercational
:inducements. In the businoss of tourist traffic one routc beconcs

~g5;q§mpetitive with other routos, region with rogion, and oven State

,g}fuith Statc. The impect of the degroc of adcquacy of major highmys

,; has large offcets upon both privatc and public income. The finan-

i ¢ia1 support for local road improvements depends to great oxtent

‘d : upon the oxecss carning capacity of the main roads, vhich in turn

fﬁ;is dépendcnt upon tho attraction of potentiel traffic resultiog
' 1éiom.tho offoring of satisfactory facilitios,

| Eroador undcrst&nding of the purposc of a highwuny tronspor-
,f tatioﬁ systen, vievod as an ontity, will demonstrate the importance
‘»yof such concopts as priority and intonsity of usc, rathoer thon

‘  intogratod vohicle milcago alonc, s stardards by vhich tox alloca-

tions must be measurcd and finaneial policiss ndopted,
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Trcond in State Tax Distributlon

s ot o i i . . e . A A e i, . o A 7S B

Of the total collections of Stato motor vchiclo‘taxos ig;iéﬁ?,
73.1 poreont were used for State higinmy purnoscs a%dyeé;o qu&&ﬁﬁ‘fziy
loeal roads and strocts. By 1936 the percontage of usor taxos’époﬁtban
Statc roads had decroascd to 55,2 porcont, whilo 100&1 road alleoatio
incroasad slightly to 2%.1 perconte. During this 10-yoar pormod hogéve
total wvchicle toxcs inerecased 90 poreont, so that the roducod’statO'Highﬂ
woy sharc still ropresontod e 2 worcont dollar incrocese, and tho 3.'
pereent riso in the local road allotmont s an actual 115 porcont

doller inercaso., Thesce figures arce showm in Table 1.

TABLE 1

DISTRIZUTIOCH OF T0TONR VEIRICLE TAXES TFOR HIGTWAYS
1927-1536%

Total Vihiclo [Aount for SETaTC Parcont |Aeunt for Tocal
&4 A PRV Y

Porcont
Taxos Collzetod Highiays Roads & Stroots ‘

1927 |4 500,027,963 | #109,596,885 | 73.1 | $125,176,360 | 22.0

1936 | 1,057,995 ,000 | 533,616,000 55,2 ~265,h%,ooo“ 25.1

Porecont Chenge ‘ ER i
1627-1926 +90 . +L2 ~17.9 +115 +3.1

[ — 1 o

It 3411 be noted thot vheroos in 1007 vohiclo funds available for f
highway purposes wore 95.1 percent of the total, last year only §0. 3
percent of tax collections were used for highways. This incrcasing QEG;
of rond funds for other purposcs appeers to hove hit hdrdcst thevSfaté ﬁ:
nighway systoms, though hiddon ond uarcported divorsions by local unifsutk

of government make impossihle any definite statoment on this subject; 

e e A (o e

+ Dotailcd tobulotion oppears in Appendix, Toble B
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There has boon more widesproad rceognition in the past deende
© of tho right of subordincte uniﬁé bf'govornmsnt to sharc in Stato
‘fdxes. For whercas 20 States distributed gasoline taxes to loeal
;§ad§ and strocts in 1927, in 1936 there wore 36 Statcs making such
allotﬁcnts.. RCgistration foecs were uscd for local roads by 27

Statos in 1927 and by 32 Statos in 1936.

City Stroots

Because funds qllottcd to countics in mony States may bc used
within municipalitics, and boecauso such oxpenditurcs arc not alwmys
roported separctcly, it hos not boen possible to determine accuratoly
the amount of State money spont on city strocts. Accordingly theso
gums hove beon ineluded with loecl road apportionments, and oxpondi~
tures on urbon oxtonsions of Statc systems hove beon inecluded in
Statc highwoy disbursements vhorc it has boon possible to scgrogato
"“"themffrom.othcr locnl road and stroot funds.  The best figure
ocbtaincblo for Stoto money spont on city strects is $31,Q&8,000,
compiled by the U. S. Burcou of Public Roads for 193&. Eloven

 ‘Statos report such oxpendituros.

 Administrativc Sct-Ups

Highwoy cdministrative agencios in the Unitod Statos includo
the States, countiocs, towms and townships, incorporated citics and
viliages, ond miscellancous loenl divisions of governnmente Ir onch
Statc the sizo, type ond number of such agencios in operation and

the‘rclation or lack of rclation nmong thom diffor widely.
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In h Statos all rural roands aro administorod by thc Stata
highway departnonts, while 26 Statos*hevo Stato and County organiza«i
tions, 6 hove Stato and township systems, end 12 have throo syetems
Stoto, County, and Township. In addition to thoso rurnl systoms,
all Stetes contain munieipal organizations which havo chargO'ofi .
urban stroots, and half tho Statos have further indopondont br  :,”
soni-indopendont divisions within tho county, such os commisbioﬁofé'”
districts and spocicl assossmont districts, both rural and‘ﬁrba#;tx

In nost Stotos thoro is noithor control by tho Stato ovcr th
sponding of funds allocatod to lossor govoermmontal units, nor is |
thoro cooporation botweon the Stato and loenl highway;orgnnisq@iona.;
“horo laws designato that the Stoto shall approve county'caﬁStrﬁééf"
tion programs finonecd with tho assigtance of Stato funds such
approval is not wniformly followod by adoquato suporvision of tﬁo ‘
asctual work, Whore countiocs aro invitod to sock tho aid und’udVicé  g‘

of the Stoto, in practice the results are for from ronssuring.

Trond foword Coutralizod Administration

At tho closo of 1930 thore wore 324,496 niles of highnays |
undor State.control, By thc ond of 1936 State controlled milougq‘f: 
had incroascd to 533,1l) miles, o 6l.3 percont addition in 6 ’
yoars. Such hos beon the progross of a movement townrd contralized‘  
highwey odministration which bogan in North Corolinc in 1931. By
assuming control over the Stote's hé,SOO rilcs of county rogds,
North Carolina was the first to consolidote its ontirc rursl high- .H

woy systonm undor the State highwny dopartnont,

* Including the Stete of Weshington, although 2 of its counties still
contain towaship uwnits.
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It vms not long, howovcr e bcforc completo con’crallzatloﬂ was
In Marylond 20
out cxf 23 countics hovo 'burnod over thoir ronds for maintcnenco by
the Statc, while o progran of co‘zséiidation undor '\"«'t;y in

o Pennsylvaniu has rosulted in Stato particlpqtion in the mln‘tom.nco
of 14.6 000 mlos of tovmshlr sccondery roads. On January 1, 1938, a
total of 2,57L mil_es of Ponrisylvania roads in towmships, boroughs
ond citics will Be absorbed by tho Statc, Popularity of the road
cons_olidation pr:ogr'am sinco 1931 moy be judgod by figuros in

. Tablo 2, which show hizlwmy trensfors to the State highway dopart-

- nonts,

TABLE 2%

~TRANSFERS OF LOCAL ROAD MILEAGE TO TEHE STATE HIGHWAY DEPARTMENTS

Year  Numbor of Statos Miloago Involvod
1931 3 735651
1932 1 37,028
1933 3 , 57, Thls
193L 5 7,190
1935 - N 5,623
1936 RN 10,696
TOTAL Dlesx 17,932

* Except 3 countics which hove clocted to reotain control of local
" roads.

*¥ A dotcoiled tabulation appears in the Appondix, Table C.

4% Soveral Stotes cffoctod moro +harn one consolidation.



- 11 -

Twonty-six soparatc transfors hovo boon mado in the six-yoar =

period 1931-1936, involving 21 Statos and ncarly 172,000 rdlos. ‘Iti,ff
is of intercst that last year 10 States woro involved in such tr@ﬂs?

fors, or twicc tho numbor in any provious yoar,

Furthor consolidations hovo béon offcctod among theo loss¢f ij5;

units of government in the assumption of towmship road rospoﬁsig  T

bilitics by county highway orgenizations. It is gonorally

conecoded thot the township, which in nost cnsos contains an aros. g

of 36 square milcs or less, has no placo in officiont highwmy
adnministration, and in the prst sovon yoars L States havo donéiawait
with theso inoffeetive highwny cdninistrotive agoncits nnd adoPtOdﬁf
o so-cnlled county-unit form of highwmy organigation, ' With this
type of adninistration all roands within the county and not o part T
of the State systom arc operated ns o unit, with loenlly collocted
taxos in townships ond districts boing spent by the contral‘couﬁty \_“b
adninistration without rogard to townmship or district lines, This
county unit plon mokos possiblo moro econordenl uso of road

nochinery, n broador tox basis, cooporation and planning; oconaﬁy n

in mointonence operations, quantity purchasing, and necossitatos ‘, 
tho budgoting of funds and tho keeping of cost rocords,. thn::
Michigon rocontly completced tho tromsfor of E0,000 niles of tdwn;

ship roads to county-unit control, there were eliminated 1,376

snell administrative units,.

Causcs of Consolidations

Tho irmicdiato couse leading to contralization of rond

adninistration in North Caiolina apponrs to have been the publicﬁy

desire, accontunted by occonorde depression, to escape from.ccunty"f:f
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... proporty tax levios. It wes proposcd that the Stato assume all

future highway finaneial requirenents, with the aid of & onc-cont

incroaso in tho State gasoline tax, oxccpt that the countios should

continuc paymgnt for *t:ho ‘sorvicing‘of highviny obligations provi-

- ously incurrcd. The shift of financianl rosponsibility, then, was
fron property to motor vohicles snd from loeal governments to the
Statce

This contralization plan, howevor, suggosts something noro

-than o temporary relief measuro, For it is doubtful thet the
countics would have acceded to such sﬁrrcndor cf autonony had the
past fecord of county highway adninistration proved cfficiont and
cecononical. That such torms could not be applied to o mojority of
Rorth Ca;rolina counties was ovident from the conditions which the

i Statc found i:} oxistonec upon taking cver local rood affeirs,
Instead of 67,000 nilos of roads listed by tho countics only

;5,000 miles could be found, despito the fact that 2,590 nilos

hod not been accounted for in the original figurc. HMaintonance

variod fron satisfactory standards to hopeloess inadequacy, and
_ mintononce records in mony countics did not oxists Somo
counties worc found oversuppliod with mochinory, othors proc-

, tica].l};" dostituto, and in noarly all coscs mnchinos were oither
chsoleto or badly in nced of repair, Such causcs os thoso,
rother than tomporary tox relief, . are thought to hove been
fundemental in tho trond towmrd State assumption of loeal
roads, That the trond has not slackenod with return to moro

norral ccononic conditions may have o boaring upon this poin‘b.
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Property Taxes for Roads

Whatever 1s to be sald for or against State centralization
of highways, the concomitant policy of relieving propertv of its
share in supportings ths highwav does not conform with the venera11y~w T

accepted theorv of hirshwav economics: that costs ahould he pald in .

accoerdance with service rendared. The shifting of road administr&tion}f¢ 
from local to State control involvas no alteration in the principle  'i
that highways serve other functions than those directly relating to‘GT?
motor vehicles. In an equitatle allocatinn of wighway costs, ratiéﬁéi_ﬁ,;;
payments for land service are rightly chargaéble té the land WhiCh‘:w

is served. Property levies are an essentlal part of highway 1ncome;

and thelr elimination mav not énly deter a‘proper development of

highwayv facilities, but may aleo constitute an unfalr burden upon

the motorist.

A second criticism of policv in connection with highway

centralization concerns the tendenc” of the State to neglect 1ts

first responsibilitv of oressrving the integrity of the*primarv road~>ff'

investment and of providing necessary extensions. 4 shlft ‘in adminia~"‘

tration does not relieve the State of oTligations previoualy assumed”
and the requirements of the main road svstem must be recognized prior
to further tax allocations. E

A large element »f overriding the recommendations and warningé}-~~
cof the Stute hibhmav departmenta has characterlzed the adoption. of

State policles throwing the cost bturden of additional large mileagea

upons the incomes from user taxes avallable to the Department and,;
usually inadequate for the requirements of the existing majbx}highééy

- gvstems.
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Criticism of Small Administrative

Units

It is self-anvarent that many small roadbuildihg entities

now in cperation are cutworn relics of the dependence of transvortation

upon the horse: that both the time and distance of travel upon which

~their limits were fashioned have been reduced to negligible importance.

Administrative scope has expanded, and this fact must be recognized
by elimirating the multiplicity of highway organizations of minor
units of government which make impossible the operation of highways
as a cocrdinated system. A small unit is generally unable to afford
proper enginecering personnel, its staff may‘be subject to frequent
changes because of elections, and in general undue emphasis is likely
to be placed upcn political rather than technical considerations.
Short radii of operation make the use of modern road machinery
unecaéomical through excessive overhead and numercus duplications,
while small purchases of supplies and materials impose penalties of
higher unit prices. Variations among the Jurisdictions in area,
populaticn, taxable valuation, road mileage, topograply, climate,
vehicles rezistered and traffic volumes may make possible the extension
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Voriotions among Countios and Statos

In nest discussion relating to tho morits or dcmorits

contralized governnont it is clalnod on the one htud that tho cuun,
is "too small" to offoct o propor highvmy administration, and on{tl\m
other thet tho Stato is "too large."™ Bithor statonent ir.'yxplﬁ.*o;ﬁga‘&g
countios and Stoatos uro ossentially homogoneous, and thaﬁ ’bh‘or’éw;
oxists a standoerd-sizo goveramont unit most applicable to propor
highvny manogenont. Yot neither countics nor Statos aro honogeno-

ous units. Countiecs rmay diffor in arca fron tho 2_; square nilas o1

Arlington County, Virginie, to San Bornardinots 20 175 squo.ro /milee

In Celifornia. This lattor county is largor thon tho throc Statoa ', e
of Now Jorscy, Dolawarc and Marylend corbinod. In popula'bion ve.rio.-‘
tions arc oven more pronouncod, Loving County, G:::;iff:cr:r:m, i‘qr o
cxamplo, having but 195 rosidents compared with L million porsény,sf
living in Cook County, Illinois. As rogerds tho Statos, mgiqrgagt"
arca is 250 tlnoa that of tho srellest, whilo populations vnry in 3
the ratio of 138 to 1. ¥Wino Stotes havo rore than 100 000 milos of
hishweys (Texas has over 200,000) whilo six have loss thon 15,000.
The fact that o county uny bo larger than tho Staté of Dolamro,in .
vhich Stoto centralization of highways is in coffoct, prosents the -
possibility that the State may actunlly be "too smnll” end fﬁo
county "too large.” ’ ’
Considerction of the county as o hizhuny odministrative unit : | ‘
st toko into account the two differemt goncral typos of county, tho
rural, ond the urbona. It is the rural county vhich is o ofton"v |
wndanted to the performonce of highmy functions boeruso of ‘the" : ~ , S

| limitotions of its rescurces and tho lack of suffieiont highvm’y_f”
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activity to pernmit 1a rgc—scalb onern i 9{ elther intensive cor Citonsive.

The urban county which contains n large city and considerabl

e traffic
and Population, however, is by reason of its wealth, resvonsibilities,

and intensive road neseds, o }“”lcﬂl hishrny admlnlctratlve unit. Such

urtan countieg n"verthpless are hnnd1cqpo~d in thelr function of -
P

improv1ng highways by reason of the fact that they are ueuallv part of

a larger metropolitan area ermbracing more than one county, as wall as
lesser jurisdictions such as téwns and viilages.u Definite legislation
is accordingly needed for effeétuatinv correlated.actién throughout
the mbtropolltqn district, bo+“ in planning the transportation svstom
as a wholeband in detail, and in fixing prioritiss for the improvement
program. It is necessary, therefcre, to distinguish between such
counties, and to recognize that tc speak merely of the size of an

‘administrative unit may be inconseqﬁential, if not misloading

Since such sﬁecial considerations must be taken into account,

it sesms obvious that no definite stondard-size unit can be pre-

scfibed which will be a universnl nbsolute for highway administration.
%he fntensity of highway’needs varies, as well as the degree to —hich
ékfegion has besn developed and the tvpe of its development. Large
agricultural resilons mlﬂht prove nearer the optimum unit for highway
administration than large aréas of concentrated industrinl development.
Physical characteristics such as topography and climate are important
féctors for consideration as well as possible sources of highway

funds and probable necessary amounts of expenditures.

The Optimum Size of Hishway Units

Certain chnracterlstics cf local ﬂﬂvernment mentionsgd are

suscsotible to correction, such as lack of plnnnlné, tudgeting, ana
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other administrative matters. It is claimed by the opponents7of{¢éﬁbraiégy

jznticn  that county government may be revived by effecting reform75 ;
aleng these lines. But many criticisms against the local highway ﬁni£
as an administrative bodv are functions of physical charactaristiﬁég’
which are not susceptible to "rofcrm.' No matter how efficientvits (¥¥>‘
system of accounting nor how expert its highvay commission, 1océl"f1f€1fi“
government may still be limited to uneconcmical operations unless'ifiﬁéf;

able to raise sufficient funds to pay the highwavy bill and‘unlessithéiﬁ

scope of construction and maintenance regquirements wmill allow fﬁilééf?k'ﬂ
utilization of equipment, a proper distribution of overhead and-thé :
gconomical oporation of a competent engineering orznnization.: g

Tho economist racognizes that a profitable industrial planﬁ is
limited in its physical equipment to an optimun unit of operntion:
that unwieldy oroduction units cause economiss of large«scalé prodﬁéri"
tion to give vay to dis-ccononiles, and that narticular circumstanCQSg
may alter the optimun plant even in the eage of similar products; On:ﬂivf
the other hand, horizontal combination of a number of optimﬁﬁ préduc?:
tion units under centralized administration is entirely in keepingl -
with economical operation. The so-called American trust is an’e#ampie “
of such horigzontal comtines. In other words an industry nay reqﬁira"
technical decentralization and managerial centralization.

This principls of =conomics appears to te applicable to the f
provigion of highway facilities, in which optimun highway operating
units might be determined upon, and their nanageient directed centrallny {

Such is the genernl plan adhered tc in the division of State highway‘ ‘
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- .Systems into engineering districts, and suggested 1n the relation
existing between the Federal and State governments.
It does not appear unworkable that all rural roads in a State
might be operated on a similar basis. XBach State might contain several

highway operating units varying as to optimum sizes in accordance with

particular considerations. These districts night be a grouping of

i

counties or other loecal jJurisdictions into regional areas. In small

States or States essentially agricultural the entire area might be
determined the optimum, in which case consolidation of all roads in the
State would be economically in order.. Whatever the size and number of '
operating units, however, financiaol and planning administration might

still be centered in the State.

The ostablishment of the State highway departments was recogni-
tion of the need of centralized administration in creating a primary
systen of roads, and in the spending of State vehicle taxes with
 wisdon and coordination for the best interests of the whole State.
Local units of governnent on the other hand were left to administer
_their individusl highway affairs, which were truly local affairs
financed by local money. With the State-wide extension of motor trans-
port, however, all roads within a State developed into a network which
it was necessary to view as a whole, Recognition of the wider influence
of secondary roads was granted in the form of allocations of State
noney to local units of government which were not egtablished to be
‘ expending agencies for such funds. Accordingly, tke principle cane to
be tolerated thnt there should be centralization of certain highmays

in the State, financed by State funds, and decentralization of certain
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other roads, nlso financed with State taxes, in a multiﬁliaity;ofk
governanental units. There is basle conflict betweon those two;pg;i
On the one hand 1t is nccepted that the highways constitute a‘ﬁlbﬁaly
knit system; on the other hand uncorreolated policies of finnnc§7§¢v
then as o patchwork, k
The chief objoetions to State control of all highways aré*f 
tho nost part political rather than econonic., That 1s, there 18f'
gonernl recognition of the possibilities of econony and a cqorﬁigﬁﬁy n
with control contered in the State highway dspartnaent, butvthetébiéai
fear concerning the effect on local government which might resulti E :
fron elininating locol highway adninistration. Such action, it s
assorted, would tend to discourage interest in other local governménfa;1’°pﬁ

functions nnd eventually te bring about complete State centraiizatiqn§{t -

This would be the first astop, according to stock arguments, towérd‘i;lk%‘
the destructionAof gelf-zovernment, individual 1nitia£ivé. and"‘
denocracy. | e

The "fine-woven rhetorical exprossions® advanced in Eehéifkﬁ
local zovernment, 1t is pointed out, rmst be teonpered wiﬁh thé égmn‘
sensc observatlon that highway transportation is not u4fuﬁ¢tidh "L
properly confined to inaginary ond outnoded political boundaries;ffﬁé
dlaim that the preservation of demoeracy depends upon the mﬁinﬁéhaﬁé
:’ of such a system has been construed by some as an argument for gové#ﬁ
?;,mental woste and Inefficioncyy and to extol the gnall local unitfééf
¥school for democwacy" has been challenged on the grounds ﬁhat égtégﬁfa

ing and encinecring are so ofton onitted from ite courge of s;u@#;
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M“{The statement has been made that if democracy can coexist with such

- philosophies of sovernment there is little fear that it would perish

' from State financial administration of highways.

. Factors Supportinz Centralization Trcnd

A consideration of importance with reg ard to the future possi—
‘.zsbilities of centralized highway adminlstratlon is the receqtly inaugurat@d
Federal assistance for socondary road developﬂent During the depression
years segondary roads and urhan streets were grgnted vériéﬁs emérgency
appropriations by the Federal G&§ernment for the prime purpose of further-
:aing employmegt. In the presentvfiscal year, however, regular Federal aid
- grants of $25,poo,ooo are available for secondaryvfoad improvenent, to
be matched by equal amounts of-State fundé.' It is of‘éignificance that q
;Q;ﬁtﬁe Staie highway departments may employ the services 6f cqmpetent ‘
?3<h_county highway organizatlons. actin under direction of the Sfate, in
‘  the prepara&ion of plans, surveys and sp931fications, and in the super~
’>vislgn of construction. Where laws linit the State highway department
;f‘pin the extent of mileage it can maintaln, tpe‘State m;y draw up agree-

"f&nents with lesser governmental units,which will attend to the

&

- maintenance of these secondary roads. No ;uch agreement will be
‘approved, however, if any road previously built with Federal funds and
currently maintained by a county or lesser political unit isvnot being

kept in satisfactory condition.

¥

" Centralization and Plannin

A further development toward closer cooperation between State !$
éﬁd county,'and'greatér control by the State over local roads is the

promising possibility of State-wide highway planning. Surveys now .
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under way to provide the facts necessary for plans may be nade the

instrument for publicizing the inadequacies of small highﬁayijhiﬁﬁ;
and for rovealins to the taxpayer how rmach of his noney supportﬁgobsq
lete sovernmental nachinery instead of botter roads. It is aisdkhoﬁédi
that State losislation nay follow the findings of such surveys when

questions of hihway adninistrative reforn arise.

Some of the inmedlate purposes of the State-wide planning‘suryét J'jU
are Included in the following:

1. To definc the nileage of roads within each Stata to be
supportod by public funds.

2. To determine the usc made of the parts of this sysﬁeﬁ;f ff:
hoence the snurces of necessary taxoes and their
proper distribution.

3. T dotormine future construction requirements for
extonsions, 1nprovements and replacements,

4, To deternine the priority of such construction prbjects'*
5. To estinate nccossary naintpnanca operaﬁions. :

6. To estiuate future highway income and to budget this eum .
aceording to estinmatoed future finagneial” requirements._v

Theso several purposes enphasize the need for contr01~by\a centrai‘
azency to supersede uncoordinated plans which result erm the operatia“
of a large number of highway jurisdictions acting 1n&ependentlj. v1nj

order thet planning may be effective throughout the State there must

be an adninistrative control with greater power than any of the

separate minor units. Planning which is "State wide" cannot be

attained by & number of individual plans within the State, but only by

a central plan which applies to an integrated systenm.
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In reoview of tha forezmoiny; status nnd trends in State vehicle

~tax distrivution for hizhways and in highway administrative procedure,
o surmary of the data is prasonted, Tollovwed by & list of conclusions

and recommendations suzzested by thon.

) A SUMMARY:OF FACTS
1. Appro&imately one~foﬁrth of all State_motor vehiclo‘taxes
>wefé distributed for local rond uﬁd streect purposes in 1936.
2. The share cf State fundé ailocated to loeal roads and
straoets ﬁas incrensed only 3.1 pQrCOnt intthe-last ten venrs, while the

actual nhney so distributed shows a 115 percent dollar incrense during

the same perind.

" 3. The Stats hizhwnv share of notor vehicle taxes hns decreasod

' pore than 17 percont in 10 vears, while the dollar allotment has

' in¢rease& 42 percent.

4. State funds arc distributed to local units of sovernment in
véﬁidély;vﬁryi‘g amouhfs-and without rogard to traffic genernted, five
‘States naking no allocations and nné distributing more than 24 nillion
dﬂllafs.

5. Methods of distribution amonz ench séparate local unit are
‘zenerallv untenablec, bsin made in equal amounts or on the basis of
arca; population, road mileaze, assessel valuation, vehicle registra-
tions, tax collections, or a combination of twe or three of these.

6.. In rost cases the Statoes retain no control, or nerely noninal

control, over the spending of vehicle taxes usad on local roads and

atreets.
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7.. Four Statos have consolidated all rural ronds in the St@&éfwiﬂ
hizhway lepartments, while 20 States have State and county organi?a£ ”ﬁ
6 have Stnte and township units, and 12 have three systenms: State;1ﬁ
county and township. v

8. In the past 6 yoars 21 States have shifted 171,932 miles °f:2,,
local roads to State control, constituting o 64.3 percent increasa in 7 ?
State mileaze during that poeriod.

9. More States were inveolwved in local road consolidatipﬁs th1:
1936 than in any »nrevious year. :

10. In the past 7 years 4 States have eliminated all townshipt’
road units. -
11. The hi~hway consolidation movenient hasg shifted the hig hway

tax from local to State government and from property to motor vehicles.'

RECOMMINDATICKNS AND CONCLUSIONS

1. Allocation of State vehicle taxes to local ronds and %tfeé£é 'l]7

should be nade ”itq referance to both volume and intbnsity of traffic
generated, but with consideration for the priority of priﬂarv road ~»“
~”:requiromunts so that transportation facilities for the 1nte%rated system :

may be adequate and at lowest total cost.

2. The State should.maintain édequate controi over all'ﬁréje§ts
on which State nioney is used. e
| 3. Arbitrary political bhoundaries have no relation to fuﬁéfiqns
{iof highwny transport. | |

4. A hizhvay operating unit may be linited in its ability to

function economically by reason of certain characteristics inherent{in:ff‘

vsmall-scale operations,
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5. A hishway édministrétiQé area is nof neceésafily linited to
‘the optimun unit determined upén for’construction andﬁmaintenance
operations, and should embrace suffiéient‘érea to permi£ quantity
purchasing, specialized personnel, and a coordinaﬁed highway progran.

6, With the transfer of local roaés in State confrol, benefits
to land renain é'ligitimate highway scrvice which should be recognized
br property contributions to the hiéhway fund.

7. It is important that the Stafe should provide'first for all
primary road obligations befsre assuming added burdens in connection
. with local roads. o |
8. Federal aid for secondary roads is recognition of the fact
. that such parté of the highwng system are of ﬁore‘than 1&0&1 service.
This new Eederal'poiicy pfo:ises to create closer coopération between
’States and local units.

9. State-wide planning surveys econstitute the first wholesale
atterpt to bring bofore the pudblic and legislative bodies facts con-
qefning‘the need for sane financial and administrative policies.

10. State-wide plans cannot be-successful without a centrol
planning authority.

11. The‘failure of any State tn provide a major systenm of high-
ﬁays nnt only adequate but attractive to the rapidly growing tourist
and recreational traffic results in large losses of potential income
to the publié fron the user taxss and to private business relying upon

the highway travel.



The failuro to ,esmblibsh and to follow sound prindipl@s‘gf Of
financial adninistration is a serious cause »f lack of progreéét:i
toward adequate mnjer hichways where this condition exlsts.,

12. The waste of hishway funds by dunlicate lncal uniéé“
and the uncceonenical operations they necessitate brands financid¥5

adninistratlion the least prosressive field of highwsy transportation.
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SUMMARY

REPORT OF THE DEPARTMENT OF FINANCE

Last year spproximately a gquarter of a billion dollars, or one-

fourth of total State motor vehicle collections, were distridbuted for

local road and street purposes.

. Study of the past 10-year trend in this allocation of State
| fﬁnﬁs reveals that the 1936 allotment was more than double the amount
distributed to local Jurisdictions in 1927. The percentage of total
oollections so distributed, however, haes Increased during that period
by only 3 percent.
‘ The amount of .State funds spent on State roads has also increased
in this 10-year period, but the increasc has becn only 42 percent as
;:gdmpared with the 115 percent increasc in local road apportionments.
:';’,Mbreover, thero has been an actual decrease of 17 percent in the share
 1 q: of total State taxcs po uscd. This discrcpancy appears to be a result
ﬂ';7~of a wholesale use of funds for othe. thon highway purposcs:
Tho amounts of user taxes going to local units of govermment
v   Yary widely from State to State, ag do the methods upon which such
digtribution is based. In 1936 five States made no allocatlons to
local roads, while onc State distributed two-thirds of all motor vehicle
’rccoipts. Disgtribution cmong the local units was found to be based on a
variety of criteria, including population, area, vehicle registrations,
valuation, tex collections, road mileage, and combinations of these

factors. In some States those funds arc distributed equelly among tho

local govermments.
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; It has beon found that these methods of local road allocatiénéf‘
\ ~often fail to reilect properly the nceds of the highway system:aa,&fgﬂ'
whole. TFor aon oconomic distribution of fundg requires that moneywbe&:j, 0
gpent according to the noods of trafflc, oxpressed in torms of the .

lowost posaible total cost of transportution, which includes not only  1if;

road costs but vehlcle operating costs, In othor words it is not"ffjs
morely total traffic which mugt be considerod, but the concantru&id#;;*
of this traffic: the Intonsive as woll as the extensive uso made'bf}if 
the highwyy system. Morcover, since all ncoded improvements ouﬁnbﬁbi   'Eﬁ 
‘be made simultancously, funds must bo spent according to a priority o
“which will permit tho largost reduction of total transportation costs b
to be made first. In dotormining this priority it should bO'remembéféd{
that because of tho intogration of traffic on soveral road'systems; it
ig advigable to improve tho primary oystem Tirst, gince it carriesvthe’ ‘
lorgost amount of concentrated traffic and 1te improvemont bfingé,aboutf;‘yﬁ5
increnscd travel and incroaged recelpts for the euppoit of local rdada;€ f:i¥
It has boen found that the gponding of State funds byblooalf 5
govermmente 1s not always to best sdvantoge because it ie not proﬁéﬁl&*i W“
controlled by the Stete. In addition, a comploxity of‘lesser'unitstdf'k
,gavernmént discourages broosd improvement progroms, céordination, and
long-ronge plamning. Meany locol unite do not comprise sufficient taxabie‘ E
wenlth and highway activitics to qualify them as logical highway admigi8~ :

trative agoneles.
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;‘xin‘the‘search'fcr the proper scops for highwey sctivities it is

ffébnéludaduxhax&tharé may be & distinction botween thz highway admiuis-
' §fative‘uni% and tho economic opercting unity . that the former may
;  9§m§rise”sevsra1 of tho latter.  This priiciple 'is recoguized to some
f’*fv.a;e,:éiza;:..ts in.the relation botuecw the Burecu of Public Roads and the State
 “ﬁighwayad0partmunts;.&s woll £5 in the divisiorn of 2 State into State
'fﬁighwayAdistricts.
Overcting uwnits which .de.not have suificient tnxable wealth nnd
. inaffic may -require consolidation bsfors thay nre cble to perform thoir
ffngctions georomicelly. Among other thiigs thore must be sufficient

road work to allow efficient utilization of cquipment, ond sufficic:t

Zﬁ,aﬁprépriationskto permit o competent senginsori:y force.
 ft;;z@; wa'typestof countics ore recogrized: rurpl and urban., Rural
Q'§§ﬁnty:highway unite may comprise large erscs for economic highuay
'gfngeigtionﬂ,Awhilo,the urbsn county, becnusc o its weclth, population,
'liénd{t?affic, nay properly ba confined to.s swell cren. Beczuss the
 urh$h“cQunty is ususlly part of & lerzar wotroneliten erse coutaining
‘;§£hcx countins; w8,.well as to.ns and 7illnges, irmodinte legislation 18
héeﬁgd»for elfectuating corra;at@d action, poth in pl&nning.thg'trans-
pgrpaﬁionesystgm of. the region as «u whols aad in detail, and in fixing
PP?Q?iiiGS—fﬂruiEQFQYGmﬂnt SECATIMS .

Lorrection-of .the waakmsases of hishwuay administrative.financa,
Wheﬁ‘left to the discretion of ¢ large number of loeal sorernnents, hes

been ettempted by coasolideticn of rood units, =articularly by the
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transfer of loccl ronds to State control. In tho past 6 years 21“
heve taken ovsr 172,000 miles of local roads, constitutlng a 64 perce
increasc in Statu mileage during that pericd. Four States havs elim
all locally administered rural highways. As regards the other adminis~
trative set-ups, 26 States have State and county organizations, 6 hava
Stato and township units, and 12 have three systems: State, couﬁty
and township,

Transfors of local roads to State control havao brought abeut‘
shift of the road burdon from land to motor vehiclos and from laaa}
govornment to the State.

Althouéh the road conscolidation mecvement was precipitat&d‘b§> f

the recent cconomic doprossion, as a means of relieving property of -

the roed tax burden, it appears that tho inhorent failings of incom- :
petent local govornments have been underlying causes of the movéménﬁlff¥f‘ e
For in 19%6 10 States effected local roed transfers to their'Statéfi}l
highway departments, a larger number then in any pravicus yoar.f  ff;'_

It is folt that the policy of Federal-aid appropriations er .
secondary roads, as well as the trend toward highway planning, will
in many cases accentuate the movement for State admlnlstration‘gf;rgxyl

roads.
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AFPENDIX TABLE A¥

- LEGAL PROVISIONS REGULATING THE USE OF STATS MOTOR VIHICLIE
FUNDS FOR LOCAL ROADS AND STIRTTS

1 - Gasoling Taxes

Tax Rate Distributiocn to Local Roads and City Strects
Lemvs)
- Alabema , 6 % cents to countiss, distributed equally.
Arizona 5 3/10 to counties, according to gasoline
sales in each.
Arkensas 6.5 7.7 percent to countics, on basis of
B populatien, rogistration and crea.
California 3 1/2 to counties: 45,000 for ecach county

and county-city, four times poer yoar.
Bulonce distributed accoréing to rogis-
trations.,

Coloradc 4 27 percent to countics, 3 percont for
sxtensions of Stato systom in citioes,
towne and countics; on basis of State

AT ' mileage in counties.

Connecticut

on B e ———————
* Delawars 1 aemceenas e e e e
Florida 7 3 conts to counties, Aistributed among
S T them by particulor stetutes.
‘Georgie. . 6 1 cent to countiss on basis of Stato-aid
AR milecago io cach.
. Idahc 5 o e e e e 1 o e o ——
Illinois 5 1/3 to counties, 1/% to muniecipalities,
Gl s on basis of vshicles registoered.
~ - Indiene 4 40 percent to counties, 10 poreeunt to
S _ cities; according tc population.
Tows 3 4/9 to counties, by arcn.
Kansas L S
Kentucky A ——————— e —— B
Louisiana- 5 ———— R o e e e
Maine 4 To general hishwoy fund, with rogistration
fees, from which $150,000 goes to town
roads, $700,000 to 3@ class ronds, on
mileage busis, end $1,000,000 to State-
B ' aid roeds according to town valustinn.
Mearyland 4 1.05 conts to counties, by milsago of
county roads; 1.1% cents to Baltimore
: city.
Massachusetts 2 e e e e s e o

* Data incomplete
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B

Michigen

Minnesota
Mississippi

Missouri
Montena
Nebraske
Nevada

New Hampshire

New Jorsoy
New Mexico
New York

North Carolina
North Dakote

Ohio

Oklahoma

Oregon
‘Pennsylvania

Rhode Island
South Caroline
South Dakota
Tennessec

Texas
Utah
Vermont
Virginia

Washington
West Virginia

Wisconsin
Wyoming

APFPEHDIX TABLm A (COntinuad)

Tax Rate
(Cents)

. s A i
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T - Gasollne Taxes

o o s o s A e e o

..3]_..

Distribution to Local Rosds end City Streots

—

To Stato highway fund, with registration
feas, from which $6,000,000 goos to o
COuntl@o,/%/q in prﬁnortion to fees col~ =
lected, 1/3 equally. -

1/3 tc counties, based on mileage and
traffic nceds. e

2% cents to counties, on bosis of pcpulatiﬁn,‘ -
‘Tegistretions and area. '

- - " o~ -
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7/8 to countios.

Suiell amount to some locel ronds (less than iv‘wfv'“
9 percent of total in 1936). g

w),OOO 000 tc city streats.

g - M a T s o o SV D iy A SO O 0 A S B A PN A L A AR B S0

” porcont to New York City; 20 percent to
counties, by nileage.

. 4 A s A " > W0 A S i U S o S et e YR e Y G T

1/3 to counties on basis of registration
fees collected. o
3 cents, minus about {295,000, to counties,
v1ll:geu mnd toewnships on basis of vehxcles :
registorad. ,
1/4 to counties, according to populatlon; e
end area.

1/2 cont to counties, based on gos tax returns e
during preceding 3 years. s

- ol o 100y B0 S A A B O T W A S it B e S S -

1 cent to countios, based on registrations,

-"'—r—n—-oeu-q-—-‘m--wn-—&—4‘--.”*‘--l—du--lv”nlﬂﬂn—-.v“.m—.b'—

To counties: 1 cent equally, 1/2 cent by
population, and 1/2 cent by area.

W)OO 000 to 1@0&1 roads, by mileage. i
$239,000 in 19%6 for the 3 countios not under
State centrol, .
Z conts to countics and cities, %ccordlng
to gas sales,

25 percent to countics; based 20 percent on
area, 50 percent on rural population, and
40 percent on assessed valu tlcn. :
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_ A1abama

Arizona
. Arkensas
. Celifornia

- Coloraco
~ ‘Comnecticut
- Delaware
~ Florida
“ “Georgia
_“Idaho
~ I1linois
- Indiana

“ ,,Sachusétts
Michigan

" Minnesota

. Migsissippi
. ‘Missouri
 Montana
~ Nebraske

- Nevada

. New Hampshire
' ‘New Jersey
New Mexico

New York

" Rorth Carclinsa
“North Dekota

" Ohio

Oklahoma

© Oregcn
Pennsylvania
Rhode Island
South Carolina
South Dekota
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APTENDIX TABLE A {continued)

Il - Registration Fees

Distribution to Local Ronds and City Streets

20 percent to incorporated municipality cr ccunty where
owner resides,

H0 cents of original fee retained by county.

T . o B D Sty S D D . 4 G 08 e S B W it A2 W S S T Pl s e W s B0 A W P P B W U e

Appreximately 30 percent to counties in proportinn to
registrations. ’

.90 percent tc counties in proportion to collections.

T > i g BB O A T T 2t B B D . W S WS N Ve B T it . 2 S Py i PO i O s S o S B gt B W W S

" 0 S i e s o T o — - - —

- - -~y - — - -
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1/4 to counties end citiaes; counties, 7/8 on milenge,
1/8 on population; citics, on basis of population.

. Y s i S B WU o o GO O Y U DO et W T R S S Y W O 1 S i

10 cents of cach rogistretion to county.

After debt serviece and opeorating oxpensos of metor
vehiclo department, trnffic court, ote., 30 porcont
to Baltimore.

Sea gas tax data.
A1 to countics where collscted.

A11 to counties where collected.

5 cents rctained by countioes for each original
registration.

Small sum for State-sia (272,000 in 1936).

Carrier taxes to municipelities. i

15 percent to countics in proportion to registraticons.

25 percent to counties.

47 percent to countiss where car registered.
9 percent to cities, 51 percent to counties.

- ——
- i R o e B S s n S AR S U Y S o s P e e s S S S S S

- - - @ o v o o ¢

765 percent to counties where ccllocted.
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APPENDIX TABLE A (Continued)

Il - Rogistration Fees

Stateo * Distribution td Local Roade and City Strects
TENNesSsSEe =  —emcccassssem-aesaces o e o v o e
Toxas 100 porcont tc county where collscted, up to
¥50,000; §0 percent up to $175,000.
Uteh 00 e mmmeccmcesa e arae e r e m e —————— -
Vermont = == ceeemesecmcemcccesm s e e e ———— o et it e
Virginia = = ecocmccecee- e o e o o 0 g o e s —————
Washington Y eeccmmresce s e e ————— e e 1 - r e e S e
West Virginia = = <—ecccoama. 2 e 0 2 2 a3 o~ o c—————
Wisconsin 20 porcent rotained by town, village aond city; -

also $3%,000,000 to counties for State-aid roads,

40 porcent on basis of registretions and 60 per«

cent by milecge. i
Wyoming - County registration fees retuined.
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APPENDIX TABLE C

ROAD CONSCLIDATIONS

Yoar Stuto Locul Road Mileage Transferred to State
1931 North Carolina 46,9526

Ponnsylvania 20, l()g

Louisiana 6,653

TOTAL 73,651
1932 Virginia 27,028

TOTAL 37,028
1933 Wost Virginia 29,098

Oregon 2,046

California _f_)_,ép_g

TOTAL 37,744
1934 Minnosota 4,%56

Missouri 92’7

Georgir 307

Indiana é? 1

Kentucky ..,.“6&

TOTAL 7,190
1935 Dolawsre 2,602

Nobruska 1,331

Misgouri 31}

Novadn 790

TOTAL 5,623
1936 irizona .2:28

Georzia 48

Kentucky 2340

Now Mexice 2,021

Ohic 2,391

Oklehoma 06

South Carclina 419

Toxas 579

Missocuri 914

Ponnsylvania 2,740

TOTAL 10,696

Total Trensfers, 1927-36 171,932




