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UNIVERSITY OF IDAHO

MOSCOW, IDAHDG
Office of the President

January 16, 1962

Mr. G. Bryce Bennett, P.H.
State Highway Engineer

State Department of Highways
P. Q. Box 879

Boise, Idaho

Dear Mr. Bennett:

I again take pleasure in transmitting a report of research
resulting from our cooperative project entitled "Value of
Roads to and in Public Lands in Idsho." This is most cer-
tainly a project of great moment both to those who are
responsible for developing and giving access to our public
lands snd to the economy of the State in genersl., Those

of you who must meke and have the opportunity to activate
plans for this vital facility comprise one of the most ef-
fective instruments for shaping the State's economy. We
are glad to have had your cooperation and financial support
in this project, which we have considered a major research
responsibility, and hope the results will be of some help
in your grave responsibility and further that we majy be of
continued service.

The report, SCME PROBLEMS OF PLANNING AND FINANCING ROADS
IN SFARSELY SETTLED PUBLIC-LAND STATES, with Special Ref-
erence to Idaho, should snswer many gquestions of public
officials and the public in general. Several of its
facets should help point the way toward further, more de-
tailed, research and the application of research in the
mutuel interest of those who must husband or are depend-
ent upon the State's resources.

Sincerely,
w Ha Theophilus%
President
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FOREWORD
David D. Kendrick

Chairman of the Advisory Committee

There are people who are well informed on the immediate
results of certain public improvements in specific localities.
Although these people know their communities well, they gener-
ally need more information in either the overall costs of mak-
ing such improvements or in the overall returns. Both costs
and returns normally spread greatly beyond single communitics.
The public administrator is faced with needs for decisions and
for informing the public of widespread factors in such deci-
sions.

The public highway program has reached gigantic oropor-
tions considered either from the standpoint of finance or fa-
cilities. It will have profound effects on the economy far
into the future. It will be especially significant in determ-
ining uses and values of public lands and related areas. The
economy &nd destiny of much of Idsho is highly dependent upon
the planning and financing of her roads. Research directed to-

ward aiding these functions should be vital.



PREFACE

This report deals mainly with what is here termed the ma-

jor public-land states. These have been defined as the states

in which public domain plus nontaxable Indian lancs constitute
more than 5 percent of the state's area. The reason for this
definition is that lands approximately thus defined constitute
the basis for offsetting the existence of public land in states
in funds required from states to match Federal aid for projects
on Federal-aid primary systems anc Federal-aid secondary sys-
tems. Under this definition states having hitherto ordinarily
been referred to as the 11 Vestern States are included and also
Alaska and South Dakota,

Any definition of public-land states would to some degree

need to be arbitrary. The basis used for the definition is not
a basis for Federal aid to offset the existence of public land
in a State. If the basis for Federal aid were used, the defini-
tion would have been more nearly accurate basecd on total Federal
lands in a State rather than only those used as a basis for re-
ducing the amount of funds required from a State to mateh Fed-
eral funds. Hcwever, this definition cculd have made essential-
ly the same cdelineation.

Certainly the States included cannot be grouped together
and referred to as a uniform group either as being sparsely-
settled or as having equal amounts or burdens of public lands.
Settlements vary from the barren wastes, mountains and deserts
to the congested coastal urban areas, The public lands vary
from some of the most productive in the contribution to the lo-
cal economy to the vast wastes which add greatly to the costs
of transport and transport facilities. Detailed work in the
area would need to treat each State as an individual observa-
tion although many of the problems are common to several states,

Special emphasis is given to Idaho in the report, partly
as a matter of special responsibility but also because informa-
tion was more readily available. Although varying in degree
and relative importance, Idaho's problems probably are indica-
tions of other State's problems and at least common approach
might be helpful. The specific sub-area sections for Idaho are
included, not to solve the problems for these areas, but, to
point out the problems and the great contributions which de-
tailed pragmatic research may make in further invoking highway
planning as a force in directing the State's progress and de-

velopment.
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Several Federal, State, and local agencies have been very
helpful in supplying data. William Hall, U.3. Bureau of Public
Roacds and Ldward W. Equals, Iaaho Department of Highways, sug-
gested many needed changes in the manuscript. Frank Merritt
has been responsible for cartographic work and processing. The
excellent cooperation of the Idaho Department of Highways has
been most important. Notwithstanding all the help and coopera-

tion, I take sole responsibility for conclusions drawn.

University of Idaho NORMAN NYEBROTENR
Moscow, Idaho
January, 1962
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Chapter I
INTRODUCTION

If the major public-lancd states differec¢ from other states
only in the ownership of the land resources, the program and
equities in the matter of road development could be greatly
simplifiea. If this were the case, the administrators of pub-
lic lands could be directed tc have the pertinent philosophy
and to act in a manner similar to that of the private owners.

One of the great caifferences between the major public-
land states and the other states is in the land resource it-
self. The degree of difference depends upon which individual
states are compared because there is great variation of land
resources among the public-land states and also among the other
states. The major public-lanc states contain vast areas of
land which are generally submarginal for private ownership and
operation, Cther lands are suitable for limited use,or cycli-
cal use, and for these the general consensus has been that the
government is the most suitable custodian.

Both by virtue of geographic 1location and the 1land re-
sources, the public-land states are in earlier stages of devel-
opment than the other states. The great hinterland areas of
these states did not lend themselves as readily to the piece-
mean conguest Dby small-scale private enterprise. The barren
deserts, rugged-but-rich mountains, and vast distances necessi-
tated collective action througzh large-~scale organi-<ation in
order to make the area an integral factor in the nation's oc-
cidental economy.

Planning and financing transportation factors have ©been
difficult in these states because of--policies of public land
disposal, mixtures of great risks and great opportunities, and
variations in interests and capacities of the generally under-
financed settlers. Along with the states, the Federal Govern-
ment recognizes a great responsibility partly because of spe-
cific property interests but alsc because cf the widespread ef-
fects of improvement in transportation and development. Tech-
nological changes in transportation and increasing population

pressures are causes for increased recognition.

Problems of Frontier Origin

1t may appear as somewhat enigmatic that frontier areas
should entice so many pecple with so little cash to invest in
lands so badly in need of investment, This situation is not



unigue to the frontier, however. It scems traditionally true
that only those persons who have alreacdy spent large bortions
of their physical energies have been able to accumulate much
capital for investment. Having spent these energies generally
leaves them unenthusiastic about frontier life, Without ade-
quate data and knowledge on the conditions of the frontier,
these same persons have been reluctant to extend capital into
frontier areas. Moreover, their efforts have not always been
appreciated. Frequently they have been thought of and con-
denned as the absentee capitalists who bleec the resources of
the locality without contributing hard work.

The general naiveté of frontier people in the fields of
industrial and financial organization became & ceterrent fac-
tor in the. development of the Vest. Even though capital was
badly needed, the people were not adept at distinguishing cap-
ital used in their own interests from capital used in an ad-
verse manner. Unfortunately the latter experiences made deep
impressions and often an unhealthful climate for capital for
bonafide development.

The frontiersman was not proficient in advertising the
resources of the West in a manner which would minimize ideas
of risk in the minds of the capitalists of the rest of the
country., Rather than making 2 colorful, or even careful, ac-

count of the potentialities of the area to induce capital, he

usually committed himself +to a high interest rate. Interest
rates ¢i 2 percent or more per month were prevalent. Through-

out the years,the interest rates in comparable circumstances--
for example.in notes secured by mortgages on real estate--have
averaged considerably higher in the less-developed states than
in the more-developed states.

Beyond the problem of scarcity of capital, the settler in
the frontier areas of the West had a financial probklem associ-
ated with the pattern of land ownership. Part of the risk in
developing his own land depended largely on the development in
the adjoining or neighboring lands. To make a reasonable ap-
praisal of the risk element in his development, it was neces-
sary to plan the development of his own land in terms of his
prediction of the development of the neighboring lands, which
often were in transitory ownership and unpredictable control.

The ultimate ownership and tenure of this other land were
to become quite decisive in the nature of land use and develop-

ment. The physical characteristics of the land, at least to



some extent, determinec¢ the ultimate disposal of the public
lands. However, this was not the sole determinant, The gov-
ernment policy seemed generally consistent in releasing for
private ownership the land deemed more suitable for relatively
small-scale private use. Foth the interpretation and the ef-
fect of this policy varied from time to time and added to the
difficulties of predicting the future tenure and development
of areas involving unreserved Federal lands.

Ancther important problem in the decisions of the settlers
and the communities bordering these Federal lands was the pre-
diction of the future action of the Feceral Government in the
use and development of the lands retained in Federal ownership.
Ordinarily the development programs have depended upon the dis-
posal to be made., In the instance of reserving the lands for
specific publie-land uses, the initial decisions and planning
for development have been the responsibility of the administer
ing agencies of the government. The nature and degree of de-
velopment have varied with the land use and the philosophy and
effectiveness of the administering agencies of the government.

Predicting the development of reserved Federal lands en-
tails difficulties, but the most significant cdifficulty comes
before the Federal lands are reserved, Relatively little de-
velopment has been done or planned in the unreserved ( Pub lic
Domain) Federal lands. The management of these lands has been
primarily that of retaining the values, classifying the land,
and acting upon claims for land. Out of the Public Domain have
come most of the highest-producing farms, ranches, and forests
of the West. The successful claimant of public land had a gen-
eral responsibility for developing the land anc, Jjointly with

his neighbors, the community.

A Current Problem

There is a very real problem of road development and fi-
nance associated with the Public Domain. Vast areas of the
Public Domain do not presently require and cannot economically
support roads to the remaining limited and undeveloped local
resources—-the more productive land having been either reserved
for a higher public use or gone into private ownership. Also
some of the least productive lands have been set aside as either
"wilda" areas or '"wilderness.'"

Establishing '"wilderness areas" in the Federal lands is a
matter of controversy. Some of the local interests claim that

their economic enterprises are damaged either through cutting



off resocurces such as gra:ing or timber and +that the mobility
of their operations will be damaged. llost of the major public-
land states are involved in this issue. Loth highway finance
and development can be affected significantly by the decisions
as to the boundaries of the wilderness areas.

It is not an objective of this report

&

to show a detailed
analysis, or even simple compilation, of the highway finances
and developments in the major public-land states. An objective
is rather that of presenting some effects of major elements of
the present programs--which may be of help in evlauating some
possible alterations in the program of Federal aids in terms of
maximizing the value of public lands in the nation's economy
and also in the economies of the States mainly involved. Only
with relatively complete studies of the various economies, in-
cluding long-run projections into the future, can such changes
be adequately evaluated because highways for the future must be

planned with knowledge of progress.



Chapter II

FEDERAL HIGHWAY AID AND FEDERAL LAND
Nature of the Public-land Federal Aid

A completely equitable method of compensating an individ-
ual state for building and maintaining additional highways be-
cause Federally-owned lands are located in the state would at
best be a matter of controversy. There would be many variables
involved which would not lend themselves to generalization from
one area to another. Not only would these variables be associ-
ated with the nature and use of the public land but also with
the economy in the surrounding land. Ordinarily the principal
argument for financial relief to public-land states is that
the public land is not subject to local taxation--which may be
valid for some programs and not for others. Both the demands
for public service and the contributions to the public funds
vary greatly among both programs and areas involved.

Whether or not reasonable equities can be determined among
the states or geographic areas in Federal aids to highways,
there remains the problem of maximizing the wvalue of land re-
sources through giving the products of these resources access
to the market. In this matter conditions and needs change both
with technology and the general economy. Some of the changes
result from relatively predictable orderly growth but others
emerge in manners not readily foreseeable, from events such as
war, flood, earthquakes,and epidemics and pestilences of vari-
ous kinds. Often the Federally-owned lands are much involved
in emergency conditions and the Federal Government acts when
the conditions arise.

A complete tabulation of Federal aid to highways and roads
in the public lands or in which public lands are involved would
be extremely complex partly as a matter of accounting for high-
way aids included in programs primarily non-road programs and
partly as a matter of tracing the different channels through
which such aid can evolve,

Some of the Federal legislation under which Federal money
is expended on roads in which Federally-owned land is involved
is under the following section headings: (From 23 USCA g 101)

Forest road or trail--"...wholly or partly within or ad-
jacent to and serving the national forests."

Forest development roads and trails--"...of primary impar-
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tance for the protection, administration, and utili-
zation of the national forests or where necessary,
for the use and development of the resources upon
which communities within or adjacent to the national
forests are dependent."

Forest highway--'",,.a forest road which is of primary im-
portance to the States, counties, or communities
within, adjoining, or adjacent to the national for-
ests. "

Indian reservation roads and bridges--",..located within
an Indian reservation or that provide access to an
Indian reservation or Indian land, and...part of the
Indian Bureau road system."

Park roads and trails--'",..in national parks or monuments
...and also including approach roads to national
parks and monuments..."

Parkway--'",,..on lands to which title is vested in the
United States."

Public lands highways--',..means main highway through un-
appropriated or unreserved public lands, nontaxable
Indian lands, or other Federal reservations."

inances under these headings are of general importance to

ajor public-land states. The items are not of equal im-

nce and not of the same relative importance from one state

to another. The items of Forest highways, Forest development

roads

and trails,and Public lands highways are of considerable

importance in the financing of highways in Idaho. Although

they are of significance, they will not receive major emphasis

in this report except insofar as they may be alternatives in

the Federal aid based on highway systems.

The t

hree Federal-aid systems

coope
lic r
these
Each

In ea
by th
by t
quest
state

ing t

poth from the standpoint of finance and other features of
ration between the Federal and state governments the pub-
oads in which there is a joint responsibility between

levels of government have been divided into systems.
system receives a separate apportionment of Federal funds.
ch of these systems the relative amounts of the costs paid
e state 1involved and the Federal Government are affected
he amount of Federally-owned land within the state in
ion. This comes about indirectly in that the area of the
including Federally-owned land, is a factor in determin-

»
he amount of Federal aid the state will receive. That

the relative shares are affected, assumes that a state does

not £

urnisn financing beyond the minimum required to obtain

the Federal apportionment.



The Interstate System 1is a National System of Interstate
and Defense Highways. For the nation as a whole it is limited
to 41,000 miles and is planned to be transcontinental in na-

ture--connecting the principal roads traversing the Uni ted
States.

For the fiscal years 1960 through 1969 the apportionment
of Federal funds is essentially based on the amount needed to
complete the system in each state. The public-land aid to this
system in the long run would generally be determined by the
Federal share payable which is embodied in the fact that the
Federal share is ",..90 per centum of the total cost thereof,
plus a percentage of the remaining 10 per centum of such cost
in any State containing unappropriated and unreserved public
lands and nontaxable Indian lands, individual and tribal, ex-
ceeding 5 per centum of the total area of all lands therein,
equal to the percentage that the area of such lands in such
State is of its total area, except that such Federal share pay-
able on any project in any State shall not exceed 95 per centum
of the total cost of such project." (From 23 USCA £ 120, ¢)
Under this law the Federal share reaches its maximum at the
point of a state having half of its total area classed as '"un-
appropriated and unreserved public lands and nontaxable Indian
lands, individual and tribal."

Figure 1 shows diagrammatically the sharing of the costs
of the Interstate System between a state and the Federal Gov-

ernment. Note that the base is 90 percent Federal for any
state having less than 5 percent of its area in the classes el-
igible for credit. Idaho, with approximately 12.3 million

acres of eligible land, has about 23 percent of her area in the
classes eligible for this type of public-land credit in the
matching funds., Consequently, the Federal share on the Inter-
state System in Idaho is approximately 90 percent plus .23 x 10
percent or 92.3 percent, If all of the Federal lands within
Idaho, both reserved and unreserved, were declared eligible,
the Federal share would be at the maximum of 95 percent. From
Figure 1, it can be noted that the maximum credit which could
be derived from eligible public lands would be 5 percent of the

total costs of the Interstate System.(l)

(1) The entire costs of "elimination of hazards of railway-
highway crossings..." may be borne by the Federal Government,
but this is in no way contingent wupon public lands. (23 USCA

2 130)



Idaho's position Idaho's position i

under present Federal lands within

policy. the state were eligible
for public land credit.

Figure 1. Percentage Federal share in financing the Interstate
system for varying amounts of eligible Federal lands in a state
qualifying for public-land credit and a1?2 showing Idaho's pres-
ent position and an alternative position )

(l)The public-land credit is the same as project matching credit
arising from the location within the state either or both public
domain and Indian lands in excess of 5 percent of the state's

area,




The Federal-aid primary system and Federal-aid secondary

system can be treated simultaneously in this analysis, because
the factor with which this analysis is concerned is the same in
both formulas for Federal aid. So far as financing and admin-
istration are concerned, they are, however, two distinctly de-
fined systems. Definitions (23 USCA € 103) are as follow:

(b) The Federal-aid primary system shall consist of
an adecuate system of connected main highways, selected
or designated by each State through its State highway de-
partment, subject to the approval of the Secretary as
provided by subsection (e) of this section. This system
shall not exceed 7 percentum of the total highway mileage
of such State, exclusive of mileage within national for-
ests, Indian, or other Federal reservations and within
urban areas, as shown by the records of the State highway
department on November 9, 1921. Whenever provision has
been made by any State for the completion and maintenance
of 90 per centum of its Federal-aid primary system, as
originally designated, said State through its State high-
way department by and with the approval of the Secretary
is authorized to increase the mileage of its Federal-aid
primary system by additional mieage equal to not more
than 1 per centum of the total mileage of said State as
shown by the records on November 9, 1921. Thereafter, it
may make like 1 per centum increases in the mileage of its
Federal-aid primary system whenever provision has been
made for the completion and maintenance of 90 per centum
of the entire system, including the additional mileage
previously authorized. This system may be located both
in rural and urban areas. The mileage limitations in this
paragraph shall not apply to the District of Columbia,
Hawaii, Alaska, or Puerto Rico.

(c) The Federal-aid secondary system shall be sel-
ected by the State highway departments and the appropriate
local road officials in co-operation with each other, sub-
ject to approval by the Secretary as provided in subsec-
tion (e) of this section. In making such selections,
farm-to-market roads, rural mail routes, public school
bus routes, local rural roads, county roads, township
roads, and roads of the county road class may be included,
so long as they are not on the Federal-aid primary system
or the Interstate System. This system shall be confined
to rural areas, except (1) that in any State having a
population density of more than two hundred per square
mile as shown by the latest available Federal census, the
system may include mileage in urban areas as well as
rural, and (2) that the system may be extended into urban
areas subject to the conditions that any such extension
passes through the urban area or connects with another
Federal-aid system within the urban area, and that Federal
participation in projects on such extensions is limited to
urban funds,

Public lands in the apportionment of Federal highway funds

Although there are several relatively minor direct pro-
grams and some indirect programs in which the Federal Govern-
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ment gives financial aid to a state by reason of Federal land
being located in the state, the most important aid has been in
the general apportionment of Federal highway funds. Actually
the states are eligible for a public-land credit for the Inter-
state System, as has been explained, but the main public-land
credit comes to states by reason of the Federal-aid primary
system and the Federal-aid secondary system. The apportionment
for these two systems (23 USCA 8 104) is as follows:

"(1l) For the Federal-aid primary system:

One-third in the ratio which the area of each State
bears to the total area of all the States; one-third in
the ratio which the population of each State bears to the
total population of all the States as shown by the latest
available Federal census; one-third in the ratio which
the mileage of rural delivery routes and star routes in
each State bears to the total mileage of rural delivery
and star routes in all the States at the close of the
next preceding fiscal year, as shown by a certificate of
the Postmaster General, which he is directed to make and

furnish annually to the Secretary. No State shall re-
ceive less than one-half of 1 per centum of each year's
apportionment.

wE2) For the Federal-aid secondary system:

One-third in the ratio which the area of each State
bears to the total area of all the States; one-third in
the ratio which the rural population of each State bears
to the total rural population of all the States as shown
by the latest available Federal census; and one-third in
the ratio which the mileage of rural delivery and star
routes, certified as above provided, in each State bears
to the total mileage of rural delivery and star routes in
all the States. No State shall receive less than one-
half of 1 per centum of each year's apportionment,"

For both of these systems one-third of the funds are ap-
portioned among the states on the basis of '"the ratio which the
area of each State bears to the total area of all the States."
No distinction is made between Federally-owned lands and other
lands in this ratio. Consequently a state with Federally-owned
land within its borders is credited with such land in its area
and one~-third of the funds for both the primary and secondary
systems are increased accordingly. This, in effect, results in
a public-land credit. If the laws governing the distribution
of Federal aids to the primary and secondary systems were not
qualified further, one-third of the funds would, to the state
level, be applied equally to public lands and other lands, but
there are qualifications,

States are required to match Federal funds for the primary
and secondary systems, There are matching requirements for a
project--which essentially means that these requirements must



e met by a state in order to use the Federal money. The lan-
guage of the governing law is as follows:

"Subject to the provisions of subsection (d) of this
section, the Federal share payable on account of any pro-
ject, financed with primary, secondary, or urban funds, on
the Federal-aid primary system and the Federal-aid second-
ary system shall not exceed 50 per centum of the cost of
construction, except that in the case of any State con-
taining nontaxable Indian lands, individual and tribal,
and public domain lands (both reserved and unreserved) ex-
clusive of national forests and national parks and monu-
ments, exceeding 5 per centum of the total area of all
lands therein, the Federal share shall be increased by a
percentage of the remaining cost equal to the percentage
that the area of all such land in such State, is of its
total area." (23 USCA 120, a)

Figure 2 shows the relationship of any individual state's
matching requirement to the percentage of eligible public land
in the state. The basic matching ratio is a 50-50 basis-~-that
is, one dollar of state funds for each dollar of Federal on the
primary and secondary systems. From the figure it is clear
that if all of the land within the boundaries of a state were
"nontaxable Indian lands, individual or tribal, and public do-
main lands (both reserved and unreserved) exclusive of national
forests and national parks and monuments,'" the state would not
need to match any of the apportioned money for the primary and
secondary systems. If less than 5 percent of the state's area
were 1in this category, the matching would be on a dollar-for-
dollar basis.

Idaho has approximately 23 percent of her area in nontax-
able 1Indian lands, individual or tribal, and public domain
(both reserved and unreserved) exclusive of national forests.
For this reason the matching requirements of the Federal Gov-
ernment are 50 percent plus .23 x 50 percent or 61,5 percent.
Although the law states that the "Federal share shall be in-
creased" there 1is no increase in Federal funds to the state
having eligible public lands--the funds to the state having al-
ready been determined in the apportionment. The statement that
the share 1is increased pertains to matching requirement and
would appear to be more accurately stated in saying that the
state's share is reduced because the ultimate effect is that

less state funds are available, The Federal-aid construction
would be diminished unless the state furnished more funds than
required in the matching ratios. For example, if all of the
Federal lands in Idaho were classified as eligible for this ex-
emption, Idaho would supply less than 18 percent of the funds
for the primary and secondary systems. Rather than increase

11
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Idaho's position Idaho's position if all

under present Federal lands within

policy. the state were eligible
for public credit.

Figure2. Percentage Federal share in financing projects on the
primary and secondary highway systems for varying amounts of el-
igble Federal lands in a state and alrﬁ showing Idaho's present
position and an alternative position. )

(I)The public-land credit refers to the same as project match-
ing credit arising from public domain plus nontaxable Indian
lands in excess of 5 percent of a state's area being situated

within such state.




the amount of Federal funds this would decrease the amount of
state funds and would in effect reduce the total funds to the
Idaho Department of Highways.

Extent and distribution of Federal lands

The distribution of Federal lands can have significant ef-
fects on highway finance and development. Some of this can be
the result of the difference in ownership but much of it is the
result of the value and use of the land and its effect on local
revenue, Of greatest salient importance is the fact that one-
third of the funds for the primary and secondary systems are
apportioned on an area basis and that Federal lands are includ-
ed in the areas of the several states. In the 1960 apportion-
ment for the primary and secondary systems a total of $298.5
million was apportioned on the basis of area of which approxi-
mately $99.5 million was apportioned on the basis of Federally-
owned lands., This is of extreme importance to the financing of

highways in several states.

In the United States (exclusive of Alaska, Hawaii, and
Puerto Rico) there are more than 400 million acres of Federally
owned lands--ninety percent lies in the 11 western states.

None of these eleven states has as much as 70 percent of
its area in non-Federal land while in Nevada only 13.7 percent

of the land is not in Federal ownership. (See Table 1.) For

the nation as a whole (less Alaska, Hawaii and Puerto Rico)
approximately 21.5 percent of the land is owned by the Federal
Government whereas in the 11 western states, 51.1 percent of
the land is Federally owned.(lJ

Both type and amount of Federal land vary greatly among
the 11 western states. Nevada with almost seven-eighths of her
land in Federal ownership has almost two-thirds of her area in

public domain.(z)Although Washington has the significant amount

(1) Alaska is estimated to have an unreserved land area of in
the neighborhood of 270 million acres compared with 168 million
acres for the rest of the United States. Until the 1959 amend-
ment to the Highway Act, this area was not treated the same as
other areas in the United States so it has been withdrawn from
the analysis at this point but will later be re-introduced.

(2) The public domain is generally the land owned by the Fed-
eral Government but not set aside for specific uses such as

national forests, parks, monuments, or defense establishments.
It is under the jurisdiction of the Bureau of Land Management.
Part of the 1land is in the process of being 'claimed" by in-
dividuals and part "reserved" by the Federal Government. Until
the process has been completed, it is classed as public domain.

13



14

TABLE 1. TOTAL AREAS, AREAS OF FEDERAL UNRESERVED LANDS,
AND AREAS OF NON-FEDERAL LAND IN THE ELEVEN WESTERN STATEél)

Public domain(2) Non-Federal land

Total area 10007s Per- 1000 's Percent
1000's of cent of of of
State acres acres total acres total
Arizona 72,902 12,609 3 H s 40,126 56.6
California 101, 564 16, 184 15.9 54,163 53.3
Colorado 66,718 8,016 12.0 42,397 63.5
Idaho 53,477 11,422 21.4 18,461 34.5
Montana 94,168 6,636 ¥ -0 65,372 69.4
Nevada 70,746 45,823 64.8 9,721 13.7
New Mexico 77,866 13,056 16.8 50,551 64.9
Oregon 62,068 13,097 23: 1 29,887 48.2
Utah 54,346 24,204 44,5 16,143 29.7
Washington 43,643 413 .9 30,096 44.1
Wyoming 62,665 16, 128 25.7 32,119 51.3
Totals(g)
Eleven
states 760,163 167, 588 22.0 389,036 51.1
Other
states 1,143,662 484 0.0 1,106,598 96.7
United

States 1,903,825 168,072 8.8 1,495,634 78.5

(1) Sources: All of the acreages were taken from Statis-
tical Abstract of the United States,1959,--acres of
public domain from page 188;area of statle,page 160;
acres of non-Federal land, page 184. Alaska is not
included even though it is the most significant
public-land state from the standpoint of area.

(2) In general the public domain is thought of as unre-
served Federal land but this is not strictly true for all
parcels of land. Some areas in the public domain have been
tentatively claimed for specific wuse but still in Federal
ownership., The Federal-aid Highway Act makes no distinc-
tion between the lands "reserved" in the public domain and
"open'" lands. The non-Federal land plus the public domain
do not total to 100 percent of the national area because
of the reserved Federal lands not in the public domain,

(3) Alaska, Hawaii and Puerto Rico not included.



of 44.1 percent of the land area in Federal ownership, only .S
percent of the state's area is in public domain. Utah and Idaho
follow Nevada in the percentage of land in Federal ownership.

The public domain is very generally poorer land than other
Federally-owned land. The reason that it is public domain is
that it was not wanted sufficiently by individuals to take it
out of Federal ownership and the Federal Government has not
found it suitable to be reserved for specific use,

The non-taxable Indian lands in the United States total to
57 million acres, or approximately one-third the area of the
public domain. Of this, the various Indian tribes own 42.3
million acres;the government owns 1.8 million;and 12.9 million
acres are held in trust allotment to individual Indian members.
More than 95 percent of these lands lie within the borders of
the thirteen major public-land states. (See Table 2.) All three

categories are non-~taxable and treated similarly in the program
of Federal aid for highways.

As in the case of the public domain, the non-taxable Indian
lands are predominantly in the western states, but with the ex-
ception that the sizable amount of 5.1 million acres is located
in South Dakota, The significance of the amounts of these lands
varies greatly among the eleven western states. Arizona, with
more than 19,4 million acres, contains more than one-third of
the national total--in this case Alaska is included. These non-
taxable 1Indian lands comprise 26.7 percent of +the State of
Arizona whereas those in California constitute only .56 percent
of the state's area, In New Mexico the Indian lands are about
8.4 percent of the state's area; in Montana and Washington, be-
tween 5 and 6 percent; in the other states,less than 5 percent.

Both Indian lands and public domain contribute to the local
economy, including public finance, and the demand for roads and

contribution to revenue vary greatly from one Indian reservation
to another. Roads on an Indian reservation are the responsibi-
lity of the Bureau of Indian Affairs, acting with the advice
and approval of the Bureau of Public Roads. Although roads
traversing such lands may be part of a Federal-aid system, they
are eligible for 100-percent Federal financing making determi-
nations of aids, mileages, and cost allocations quite comples.
Termination of Indian reservations would have varied effects on
highway financing among these states.

The existence in a state of non-taxable Indian lands and
the public domain, although singled out for special treatment
in the Federal-state matching requirements on highway projects,
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TABLE 2., NON~-TAXABLE INDIAN LANDS IN THE ELEVEN WESTERN
STATES, ALASKA AND SOUTH DAKOTA BRY STATE AND LAND
STATUS AND TOTAL OF PUELIC DOMAIN PLUS INDIAN LAND

BY STATE, 1958 (a) (thousands of acres)

Indian lands eligible for a credit

State allowance to states in the Federal- _7Total of

or state matc?i?g program on highway ggglaﬁbiigd

area projects. o i

(2) Trust ; Gov't )
Total allotted Tribal owned

Alaska 4,167 it 2,888 1,272
Arizona 19,443 262 19,150 31 32,052
California 571 68 501 2 16,755
Colorado 770 5 764 1 8,786
Idaho 849 402 407 40 12,271
Montana 5,584 3,888 1,564 132 12,220
Nevada 1,150 80 1,062 8 46,973
New Mexico 6,546 647 5,821 78 19,602
Oregon 1,618 263 1,354 1 14,715
South Dakota 5,135 3,276 1,725 134 5,410
Utah 2,324 81 2,232 (b) 26,528
Washington 2,631 828 1,803 (b) 3,044
Wyoming 3,644 1,890 1,753 1 18,018
Totals
13 states 54,431 11,707 41,024 1,700 216,374 (c)
Other states 2,592 1,189 1,280 123 8,721

United States 57,023 12,896 42,304 1,823 225,095(d)

(a) Data on Indian lands are based on information from page
191 of Statistical Abstract of the United States, 1959, U.S.
Department of Commerce.

(b) Less than 500 acres.
(c) Actually total of twelve states.
(d) Alaska not included.

(1) The credit allowance in the matching program should not
be confused with bases for apportionment among the states,.

(2) These acreages exclude public domain lands used by Indi-
ans but outside of the reservations and not under the juris-
diction of the Bureau of Indian Affairs; thus there is no

overlap in acreages.




does not yield any more Federal funds to that state than the
existence of other Federal 1lands in that state. Actually the
existence of such lands in a state, if only the minimum match-
ing requirements are met by the state, will result in decreased
highway funds compared with having those same lands classed in
categories not eligible for 'credit" in the matching program,
The existence of such lands simply means that the state needs
to raise less state money to receive the Federal money. This
will be brought out again with special reference to Idaho.

Analysis of the area factor in the 1960 apportionment for the

primary and secondary systems

The funds apportioned to the states on the basis of the
authorization for the year ending June 30, 1960 serve well in
an analysis of the effect of the area factor in the apportion-
ment formula. Several years could be averaged for this purpose
but using one year in the analysis will bring attention more
simply to the effects to be stressed in the analysis.

Table 3 shows that $405 million for the Federal-aid primary
system and $270 million for the Federal-aid secondary system
were authorized to be appropriated for the year ending June 30,
1960. One-~half percent of these funds were retained for admin-
istration, research and investigational studies, In the primary
system there were six jurisdictions which received the minimum
of one-half percent of the total funds apportioned for the pri-
mary system and seven for the secondary system. In the aggre-
gate these minimum states received §$12,089,250 for the primary
system and $9,402,750 for the secondary system. The remainder--
$390,885,750 for the primary system and $259,247,250 for the
secondary system--was apportioned to the remaining states, in-
cluding Puerto Rico, on the basis of the apportionment formula
and in this report are referred to as the "formula states" or
"states on formula."

To the formula states one-~third of the funds were appor-
tioned on the basis of area, one-third on population, and one-
third on mileage. The definitions of population are not the
same for the primary and secondary systems but the mileage and
area definitions are identical for the two systems.

Table 4 shows the primary funds apportioned to the formula
broken down by the one-third based on area as distinct

states
from the two-thirds based on population and mileage. The 13
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TABLE 3 . DISPOSAL OF FEDERAL FUNDS AUTHORIZED FOR THE
FEDERAT~AID PRIMARY AND SECONDARY SYSTEMS TO BE
APPROPRIATED FOR THE FISCAL YEAR ENDING
JUNE 30, 1960 (1)

T4em Federal-aid Federal-aid
primary secondary
system system

I. Total amount authorized
for appropriation $405,000,000 $270,000,000

II. Less one-half percent for
administration, research,
and investigational studies 2,025,000 1,350,000

I1II. Total to be distributed among

the states (Item I minus
Item II) 402,975,000 268,650,000

IV. Amount to states receiving

the minimum of one-half of (a) (b)
one percent 12,089,250 9,402,750

Ve The amount to be apportioned
to states on the basis of

area, population, and mileage.
(Item III minue Item IV) #%90,885, 750 $#259, 247,250

(1) Source: Items I, IT and III are from the CERTIFICATE
OF APPORTIONMENT OF THE SUMS ... AUTHORIZED TO BE APPRO-
PRIATED BY THE FEDERAI-AID HIGHWAY ACT OF 1958 FOR THE
FISCAL YEAR ENDING JUNE %0, 1960 to the Secretary of the
Treasury of the United States and the State Highway
Departments recommended by the Federal Highway Adminis-
trator July 16, 1958 and executed by the Secretary of
Commerce July 21, 1958. Item IV is derived from data in
the same source.

(a)In the federal-aid primary system, Delaware, The
District of Columbia, Hawaii, New Hampshire, Rhode
Island, and Vermont each received the minimum of one-
half percent or %#2,014,875.

(b)In the secondary system, all of the states named in
footnote (a&) plus Connecticut received one~half of one
percent or the minimum of $1,3%43,250,.



TABLE 4. APPORTIONMENT CF FUNDS FOR THE FEDLERAL-ATID PRIMARY
SYSTEM AUTBORIZED FOR THL. YHAR ENDING JUNE 30, 1960
SHOWING THE ONE~THIRD APPORTICONED ON AN RsSA BASIS
BEROKEN DOWN TO AMOCUNTS APPORTIONLD OF FUEDISRAL
LANDS COMPARED VITH NON-FEDERAL LANDS WITH
INDIVIDUAL FIGURLES FC: THE MAJOR PUBLIC~-
LAND STATES (1)

State Apportionment for year ending June 30, 1960 (%$1,000)
or From one=third based on area From two-
Total Total Neon-Fed. Fed. fgiigftggn

Area area area g gil;age
Alaska 8,219 74,780 21 7,759 439
Arizona 54996 4,641 2,566 24075 15355
California 19,253 6,406 %4529 2,877 12,847
Colorado 75296 4,247 2,716 14550 3,049
Idaho 4,904 3,%8% 1,191 2,192 Lo 520
Montana 8,086 5,961 4,191 145770 225
Nevada 5,062 4,487 590 3,897 595
New Mexico 6,438 4,966 L IWAE 1,733 1,472
Oregon 6,789 3.9%56 1,924 2,012 2,853
South Dakota 6,111 By L2 2,914 25 2,984
Utah 4,578 % 365 1,040 P 25 LzEins
Washington 6,735 2,729 1,925 B804 4,006
Wyoming 5,032 %,985 2,057 1,928 1,047
Total Ou4, 499 59,018 27,900 21,118 35,486
Other states
on formula 296,387 71,279 68,725 2,554 225,108
Total states
on formula(2)

390,886 130,297 96,625 33,672 260,594

(1) Sources: Data on the total apportionment per state were
taken from page 141 of Highway Statistics 1958, U.3. Dept. of
Commerce, Bureau of Public Roads and all area data were taken
from Statistical APstract 1961, U.S. Dept. of Commerce

(2) Delaware, the District of Columbia, Hawaii, New Hampshire,
Rhode Island, and Vermont received the minimum of one-half of
one percent of the total funds each and therefore, not on
formula. Kach of these received $2,014,875 for a total of
$12,089,250 for the six units or states. States receiving
more than the half-percent minimum--thus receiving an appor-
tionment based on area, mileage, and population—-are referred
to as "formula states" or "states on formula" in this report.
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major public-land states, as a group, received $59,018,000 of
the one-third apportioned on the basis of area--approximately
45 percent of the total apportioned to formula states. Out of
the other two-thirds on the basis of population and mileage the
13 major public-land states received only $35,486,000 or ap-
proximately 13.6 percent of the total to formula states. This
stresses the fact that the area factor in the apportionment
formula is of extreme significance to most of the public-land
states.

1f there were a state perfectly normal in area, population
and highway mileage it would receive one-third of its Federal
funds from area, one-third from population and one-third from
mileage. For the primary system California was the only state
which received as much as two-thirds of her apportionment from
population plus mileage--and this was just two-thirds.(l)ﬁlaska
was at the extreme with only about 0.53 of one percent of the
Federal aid for her primary system received on the basis of her
population plus mileage. Nevada received approximately 11.4
percent of her aid on the basis of population and mileage and
Wyoming about 20.8 percent.

In the 13 major public-land states $31,118,000 of Federal
aid for the primary system was received by virtue of the loca-
tion of land owned by the Federal Government in these statesg2)
Approximately 52,7 percent of the funds apportioned to these
states on the basis of area was a result of the large areas of
Federally-owned lands in these states. Approximately one-third
(32.9 percent) of all the Federal aid to the primary system in
the 13 major public-land states was derived on the basis of the

area of Federally-owned lands.

(1) It should be borne in mind that the 1950 census was used
for this apportionment and that the rapid growth in Califormia's
population would have resulted in a greater share to California
on the basis of population had the 1960 census been used. One
of the "imperfections'" of the formula is that the population
base is not currently adjusted and there is a lag in aid (until
the new population census is used) to those states whose popu-
lation grows more rapidly than the average growth in the formu-
la states.

(2) Unless otherwise defined "Federal land' or "Federally-owned
land" is used in this report to mean all the land owned by the
Federal Government regardless of its use or classification. The
reason for this is that it all receives the same treatment as
land in other ownership in the apportionment regardless of its
use or classification, It should be noted, however, that in
Federal-state fund matching on highway projects the classifica-
tion of Federal lands is of importance and will thus be classed

for that purpose.



Both the amount and the percentage received by virtue of
the Federal lands varied exceedingly among the major public-
land states. Alaska received 99.7 percent of the one-third
pased on area and 94.4 percent of her total Federal aid for the
primary system by virtue of the Federal 1land within her bound-

aries.(l) Nevada was next with 77 percent of her aid to the

primary system due to the Federal lands in her area, South
Dakota received only 3.5 percent of her aid and Washington only
11.9 percent of hers by virtue of the Federal land. The for-

mula states other than the 13 major public-land states received
52,554,000 by virtue of the Federal land--or approximately 0.86
percent of their total Federal aid for the primary system.
Table 5 shows essentially for the Federal-aid secondary
system what Table 4 shows for the primary system, The slight
relative differences in the effects of areas and Federal lands
in the apportionment to the different states and groups of
states between the two Federal-aid highway systems arise from
the facts that the mileage plus population base is different
and also there is one less formula state (Connecticut) in the
secondary system. The great dependence of the major public-
land states wupon the area factor and upon the Federal lands
again shows up in the Federal aid to the secondary system. As
in the primary system the Federal lands are relatively unimpor-
tant to formula states other than the major public-land states.

Effects of allowing Alaska's total area in apportioning

Federal aid: Prior to and including the apportionment of Fed-
eral aid to the primary and secondary for the year ending June
30, 1960 only one-third of Alaska's area was allowed and used
in the apportionment, In 1959 the Federal-Aid Highway Act was
amended to allow and use the total area of Alaska in apportion-
ing the Federal-aid funds. This amendment has important effect
on the amounts of funds apportioned to the public-land states-~—
increasing greatly the aid to Alaskan highways and decreasing
aids to highways in other public-land states. It is not in-
tended here to attempt to evaluate the additional Federal in-
vestment in Alaskan highways but rather to show the effects on
funds going to other states or groups of states.

(l)This was on the basis of allowing only one-third of Alaska's
area in the apportionment of those Federal funds apportioned on
the basis of area.
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TABLE 5. APPORTIONMENT OF FUNDS FOR THE FEDERAL~-AID SECONDARY
SYSTEM AUTHORIZED FOR THE YEAR ENDING JUNE 30, 1960 SHOWING
THE ONE-THIRD APPORTIONED ON AN AREA EASIS EROKEN DOWN TO
THE PART ACCRUING TO FEDERAL LANDS AND THE PART TO

NON-FEDERAL LANDS AND SHOWING INDIVIDUAL
FIGURES FOR THE PUBLIC-LAND STATES (1)

State Apportionment for vear ending June 30, 1960($1000)
o From cne-third based on area Frgm two-
Non-Fed. Fed. thlr%stgn
Area Total Total area area £O§§1§a§§é
Alaska 5,543 B 1 7¢ 14 54158 5721
Arizona 4,085 35,085 1,706 1 579 1,000
California 9,970 4,258 2,346 1,912 5,712
Colorado 4,873 2,822 1,805 1,017 2,051
Idaho 3,455 2,248 791 1,457 1207
Montana 54565 3,962 2,786 1,176 1,603
Nevada 3,383 2,982 392 2,590 401
New Mexico 4,427 3,301 2,149 Y ds 1,126
Oregon 4,752 2,616 1,279 1,357 24,136
South Dakota 4,378 2,079 1,957 142 2,299
Utah 3,028 Ly bb 691 1,545 792
Washington 4,498 I 1,279 534 2,685
Wyoming 3,411 2,649 1,367 1,282 /62
Total 61, 3568 39,225 18,542 20,681 22,145
Other states
on formula 197,879 47,193 45,495 1,697 150,687
Total states
on formula(2)259, 247 86,416 64,037 22,378 172,832

(1) Sources: Data on the total apportionment per state were
taken from page 141 of Highway Statistics 1958, U.3. Dept. of
Commerce, Bureau of Public Roads and all area data were taken
from Statistical Abstract 1961, U.S. Dept. of Commerce.

(2) Delaware, the District of Columbia, Connecticut, Hawaii,
New Hampshire, Rhode Island and Vermont received the minimum
of one-half of one percent of the total funds each and were
therefore not included in the apportionment formula. Each of
these received $1,343,250 for a total of $9,402,750 which
accounts for the difference between the total of #259,247,000
shown and the total of $268,650,000--subject to rounding off
to thousands of dollars.,




The first column in Table 6 shows the actual apportionment
of Federal funds authorized to be appropriated for the year
ending June 30, 1960, The second column shows what the appor-
tionment would have been had all of Alaska's area been used
rather than one~third. The actual apportionment to Alaska was
$13,762,000 but would have been $35,506,000 had all of her area
been allowed, Alaska thus gained $21,744,000 in the apportion-
ment, or a gain of approximately 158 percent. This gain would
need tc be made up by losses in other states.

Merely on the basis of the mathematics of the formula the
greatest decreases resulted in the states containing the great-
est area--in fact, the absolute decreases are directly propor-
tional to the area of the state,. This results in relatively
large decreases in the expansive major public-land states. As
a group, including Alaska, the public-land states gained 8.1
percent in the apportionment; however,with Alaska excluded this
group actually lost $9.1 million or approximately 6.4 percent.
In contrast, other formula states lost only about 2.6 percent.
Those states receiving thée minimum of one-half of one percent
did not share in the decrease in funds, (1)

Using all of Alaska's area apportions a greater amount of
the aid to Federal land. The primary reason for this is that
the area of Alaska is almost entirely in Federal ownership.
Table 7 shows that more +than half of the funds apportioned on
the area basis accrue to the Federal lands in both the Federal-
aid primary system and the Federal-aid secondary system. In
the major public-land states approximately 62,5 percent accrues
to Federal land under this use of the formula,

The 1959 amendment to the Federal-Aid Highway Act, allow-
ing all of Alaska's area, in effect increases national invest-
ment in the development of Federal land but specifically that
in Alaska, It also has the effect of reducing the investment
in Federal land in other formula states. If all of Alaska's
area were used on the 1Y60 apportiomment a total of $94,6 934
per million acres (about 9.5 cents per acre) would be appor-
tioned whereas if only one-third of Alaska's area were used
there would be an apportionment of $106,298 per million acres,

(1) The hypothetical analysis of the 1960 apportionment shown
in Table 6 approximates the actual change between the 1960 ap-
portionment and the 1961 apportionment. In 1960 Alaska received
$13,829,881 out of a total of $895,500,000 ABC funds and in
1961 received $36,769,000 out of a total of $864,363,000. (See

Highway Statistics 1958 pp. 141-2.)
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TABLE 6. EFFECT ON APPORTIONMENT TO EACH OF THE 3
LAND STATES BY ALLOWING ALL OF ALASKA'S AREA RﬁTgégO?HigB(L)l{Ig-
THIRD AS WAS ACTUALLY DONE, IN APPORTIONING THE FEDERAL FUNDS
AUTHORIZED FOR THE FEDERAL-AID PRIMARY AND SECONDARY
SYSTEMS FOR THE YEAR ENDING JUNE 30, 1960 (1)

Apportionment of Federal-aid primary plus sec-
ondary system funds appropriated for the year

Szite ending June 30, 1960
st USng one- Using all Effect of using all of
third of of Alaska's area
Mafen | afes | Decreasex _jeree ¥
($1,000) ($1,000) ($1,000) (Percent)
Alaska(z) 13,762 35,506 (21,744) (158.0)
Arizona 10,081 9,256 825 8.2
California 29,223 28,083 1,140 3.6
Colorado 12,169 11,414 755 6.2
Idaho 8,359 7,757 602 T
Montana 13,651 12,591 1,060 7.8
Nevada 8,445 7,646 799 9.5
New Mexico 10,865 9,980 885 8.1
Oregon 11, 541 10,841 700 6.1
South Dakota 10,489 9,933 556 5.3
Utah 7,606 7,007 599 7.9
Washington 11,233 10,749 484 4.3
Wyoming 8,443 7,733 710 8.4
Total 155,867 168, 496 (12,629) (8.1)
Other states
on formula 494,266 481,639 12,627 2.6

Total of for-
mula states 650,133 650,135 0 0

(1 Data on areas used for the derivation of this table were
taken from the Statistical Abstract and the data on apportion-
ment and funds were taken Trom Highway Statistics 1958, Figures
have been rounded off so that the Iast digit may be in error--
for example, the total apportioned to the formula states should
have been 650,133 ($1,000) regardless of whether one-third or
all of Alaska's area were allowed.

* Figures shown in parentheses are actually increases.

(2) The reason for applying the two treatments to the area of
Alaska is that one-third of Alaska's area was used in the ap-~
portionment through funds appropriated for 1960 but beginning
with 1961 all of the area of Alaska was used in the apportion-

ment.




TABLE 7., WHAT THE APPORTIONMENT TO MAJOR PUELIC-LAND STATES OF
FEDERAL-AID PRIMARY AND FEDERAL-AID SECONDARY SYSTEM FUNDS
AUTHORIZED FOR THE YEAR ENDING JUNE 30, 1960, WOULD
HAVE BEEN, FOR THE ONE-THIRD OF THE FUNDS AP-
PORTIONED ON AN AREA BASIS, IF THE TOTAL

AREA OF ALASKA HAD BEEN USED

Hypothetical apportionment, using all of
Alaska's area, of funds appropriated for

State or area the year ending June 30, 1960 ($1000) (1)
receiving Federal-aid primary Federal-aid secondary
apportionment system system
To non~Fed. To Fed. To non-Fed. To Fed.
lands lands lands lands
Alaska 56 20,793 37 13,810
Arizona 2,293 1,854 1,523 1,231
California 3,153 2,870 2,094 15707
Colorado 2,427 1,367 1,612 908
Idaho 1,064 1,958 706 1,301
Montana 3,745 1,581 2,487 1,050
Nevada 527 3,481 350 2,312
New Mexico 2,888 1,548 1,918 1,028
Oregon 1, 719 1,798 1,141 1,194
South Dakota 2,603 191 1,729 127
Utah 929 2,077 617 1,379
Washington 1,720 719 1,142 477
Wyoming 1,837 1,723 1,220 1,144
Total of above
states 24,961 41,660 16,576 27,668
Other states on
formula (2) 61,394 2,281 40,654 1,515
Total of all
formula states 86,355 43,941 57,230 29,183

(1) The area data used in derivations are from the Statistical
Abstract 1961 and the appropriation data are from Highway
Statistics 1958. Because all the data have been rounded off,
the last digit is subject to error.

(2) Delaware, District of Columbia, Hawaii, New Hampshire, Rhode
Island, and Vermont have been omitted (both areas and funds)

in the figures for both the primary system and secondary system,
In the secondary system, Connecticut has also been omitted.
These are the siates qualifying for only the minimum of one-
half percent and thus not on the formula.
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which is about 10.6 cents per acre. (See Table 8.) Allowing
one-third of Alaska would spread the a;;;;;;;;;;;t over 2,040
million acres whereas using all of Alaska would spread the ap=-
portionment over 2,284 million acres. Other effects are also
shown in Table 8.

Population is the basis for apportioning one-third of the
Federal aid to the primary and secondary systems--total popu-
lation for the primary system and rural population for the
secondary system. On the basis of total 1960-census popula-
tion the one-third of the Federal apportionment to the two sys-
tems for 1960 amounted to approximately $1.25 per capita for
the formula states. (This is not exact because Connecticut was
a formula state in the primary system but not in the secondary
system.) Total Federal aid to the two systems amounted to ap-
proximately $3.75 per capita.

Whereas one-third of the authorization is apportioned on
a per-capita basis it seems important to determine the per-
capita effects of the other bases for apportionment. Although
the inclusion of all of Alaska's area changed only the area
basis for apportionment it has extremely different per-capita
effects among the different states.

Table 9 shows that the inclusion of the total area of
Alaska, rather than one-third, amounts to approximately 15
cents decrease per capita on the basis of the 1950 census and
about 13 cents per capita on the basis of the 1960 census in
the Federal aid to the formula states as a whole. In effect
this would reduce the one-third apportioned on a population
basis from $1.25 per capita to $1.12 per capita using the 1960
census as a base.

The $9,115,000 absorbed by the major public-land states
other than Alaska amounted to four-and-a-half times (45 cents
compared with 10 cents) as much per capita in those states as
the $12,629,000 absorbed by the other formula states if based
on the 1950 census. On the basis of the 1960 census the per-
capita burden in the major public-land states was 3.8 times as
great as in the other formula states.

Oon the basis of the 1950 census, which was actually used
in the 1960 apportionment of Federal aid to the primary and
secondary systems, the one-third apportioned on the basis of
population amounted to approximately $1.48 per capita of total
population. In three of the major public-land states (Montana,
Nevada and Wyoming) the amount absorbed by the inclusion of



TABLE 8. SOME OVERALL EFFECTS OF ALLOWING ONY-THTRN COMPARED
WITH ALL OF ALASKA'S AREA IN THE APPORTIONMENT OF THAT PART
APPORTIONED ON AN AREA BASIS OF FUNDS AUTHORIZED FOR
THE FEDERAL-AID PRIMARY SYSTEM AND FEDERAL-AID
SECONDARY SYSTEM FOR THE YEAR ENDING JUNE 30, 1960(a)

Allowing one- Allowing all
Item third of Alaska's of Alaska's

area in the area in the

apportionment apportionment

Total national area on which
funds are apportioned on the
basis of area (1000 acres) (b)

Primary system total 2,040,400 2,284,055
Federal land 527,281 770,284
Other than Federal 1,513,119 1,513,771

Secondary system total 2,037,185 2,280,840
Federal land 527,276 770,279
Other than Federal 1,509,909 1,510,561

One-third appropriated for the
year ending June 30, 1960
apportioned tc states on the
area formula ($1000)

Primary system total $130,295 $130,295
To Federal land 33,672 43,941
To other than Federal 96,625 86,355
Secondary system total 86,416 86,416
To Federal land 22,378 29,183
To other than Federal 64,037 87,230
Total of both systems 216,711 216,711
To Federal land 56,050 73,124
To other than Federal 160,662 143,585
To major public-land states u8,241 110,865
For primary system 59,018 66,621
For secondary system 39,223 44,244
To other states on rormula 118,472 105,844
For primary system 71,279 63,675
For secondary system 47,193 42,169

Amount apportioned per million
acres (Dollars)
Total for both Federal-aid

systems $106,298 $94,934
For primary system 63,858 57,046
For secondary system 42,440 37,888

(a) Data for the derivation of this table are either from
Highway Statistics 1958, the Statistical Abstract (different
years), or from other tables inm tThis report.

(b) The national totals used are the actual national totals
less funds and areas for the states or territories receiving
one-half of one percent of the total apportionment because
that amount is more than the formula would yield to each of

these states,
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TAELE 9. PER CAPITA DECREASE FOR EACH OF THE MAJOR PUBLIC-
LAND STATES (OTHER THAN ALASKA) WHICH WOULD HAVE RESULTED HAD
ALL OF ALASKA'S AREA (RATHER THAN ONE-THIRD AS WAS ACTUALLY
DONE) BEEN USED IN APPORTIONING TO STATES THE FEDERAL FUNDS

AUTHORIZED FOR THE FEDERAL-AID PRIMARY AND SECONDARY
SYSTEMS FOR THE YEAR ENDING JUNE 30, 1960(1)

" Decrease in apportionment caused by using all,
rather than one-third, of Alaska's area
Total de- Per-capita decrease to state or area

2 crease to : ; :
area(® the state 7g50%C N 0s 1960 census
or area
(51000) Dollars Eigigé2?3) Dollars Eafio‘ﬁ?S)
verage

Arizona 825 1.09 7.26 0.63 4.85
California 1,140 0.11 0.73 0.07 0.54
Colorado 755 0.57 3.80 0.43 3.31
Idaho 602 1.02 6.80 0.90 6.92
Montana 1,060 1.78 11.86 157 12,08
Nevada 799 4,93 32,87 2.80 21.54
New Mexico 885 1.29 8.60 0.93 T .15
Orezon /00 0.46 3.07 0.40 3.08
South Dakota 556 0.88 5.87 0.82 6.31
Utah 599 0.86 B.73 0.67 5.15
Washington 484 0.20 1.33 ¢ Jedh b’ 1.3
Wyoming 710 2.44 16,27 2,156 16. 54

Total 8,115 0.45 3.00 0.34 2.62

Other states

on formula 12,629 0.10 0.67 0.09 0.69

Total of for-

mula states 21,744 0.15 1,00 0.13 1.00

(l)Data on the 1950 population were taken from the Statistical
Abstract and pertain to the 1950 census of population. Data on
the 1560 population were taken from Information Please Almanac
Atlas and Yearbook 1962, Simon and Schuster, New York City.

(2)Alaska has not been included in the tabulation because only
decreases are shown whereas these decreases result from giving
Alaska an increase by using all her area in the apportionment .
On the basis of the 1950 population of Alaska the increase to
her of $21,744,000 for the Federal-aid primary plus secondary
systems amounts to $181,20 per capita; on the basis of her 1960
population it amounts to $96.21 per capita.

(3) These ratios have been determined by dividing the dollars
per capita for the individual state or area by the dollars per
capita for all the formula states less Alaska.



the total area of Alaska exceeded the total received by the
state on the basis of population. The $799,000 absorbed by
the State of Nevada was approximately 3.3 times the amount ap-
portioned to Nevada on the basis of population. The amount
absorbed by Wyoming was 1.6 times the amount apportioned on
the basis of population and in Montana it was 1.2 +times this
amount. The absorption by California amounted to only 11 cents
per capita (lowest of the major public-land states) but this
was still 10 percent above the average of the formula states
other than the major public-land states.

The absorption per capita in an individual state result-
ing from the inclusion of the total area of Alaska is inverse-
ly related to the density of population in the state compared
with the density in the formula states as a whole. The larger
the area of the state the more it would absorb in total amount
and with fewer people the more per person--ironically these
are conditions in which opportunity for investment,rather than
investors, is likely to be found.

Certainly sparsity of population cannot serve as a sole
guide to determine which areas would be the most productive
from the standpoint of investing public funds for development,
The potential returns from the development may be more closely
related to some other factors. No simple formula of a gen-
eralized nature will determine the geographic apportionment of
Federal funds which will derive the greatest net public bene-
fits from the investment of such funds. Undoubtedly the aver-
age taxpayer is honestly prone to overrate the proximity of
his own resources in his ideas as to where public funds should
be invested for resource improvement. Detailed cost-benefit
studies would probably show that great net benefits to the
general public could be derived by increased Federal aids to
the highways to serve and develop the public lands. However
in the case at hand (the inclusion of the total area of Alas-
ka)--although the investment may be entirely meritorious--the
final incidence of the source of the funds probably mainly
takes funds away from some areas needing greater investment in
highways in order to increase the funds in a particular area
needing investment, Only detailed studies much beyond the
scope and facilities of this study, but perhaps at costs rela-
tively insignificant compared with the huge amounts of funds
affected, could determine the extent to which this is done and

what remedies should be invoked.
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Other Federal-aid programs for roads related +to public 1lands

There are several well-established Federal-aid programs
of various kinds which may or may not be related to the public
lands in a state--examples of this are defense access roads or
emergency relief, There are other well-established programs
which are directed specifically toward the Federal lands in a
state,

The Forest Highway Fund: Perhaps the most important of

these programs is the Forest Highway Fund. Its importance
varies considerably among the states but with approximately 90
percent of the funds going to the 13 major public-land states.
At present there is an annual appropriation of $33 million
which is apportioned to states containing National Forest land
on the basis of the area and value of such land in a given
state compared with the national total. Funds do not need to
be matched by the states but must be used on forest roads of
“"primary importance to States, counties,or communities within,
adjoining, or adjacent to the National Forests.!" 1Idaho re-
ceived approximately 10 percent of these funds on the appor-
tionment formula,

Public Lands Highways: Funds have been made available
for public lands (public domain) highways in relatively small
amounts at national level G3.5 million for 1962 and $3 million
for 1963). 1In this program "The Secretary is authorized to co-
operate with the State highway departments and with the Secre-
tary of the Department having jurisdiction over the particular

lands, in the survey, construction, and maintenance of public
lands highways." (USCA S 209, b) There is no specific appor-
tionment formula for these funds. Idaho, along with the other
public-land states, is in a position to be the recipient of
such funds. During the past three fiscal years a total of
approximately 34 million has been made available to be used on
the Lewis and Clark Highway because it traverses public lands.

Forest Development Roads and Trails: The Secretary of
Agriculture, through the Forest Service, may cooperate with a
State or civil subdivision in financing and building roads.
The Forest Service uses both appropriated funds and stumpage
receipts in this program and significant mileages of multi-

purpose roads are built in this manner in the states contain-

ing National Forest land.



Stumpage Funds from National Forests: Twenty-five percent

of the net stumpage receipts from timber cutting on National
Forest is turned back to the county in which the cutting took
place. These funds are to be used for roads and schools.
To counties of sparse population with large areas of National
Forest,the funds become very significant in the county's budget
for both roads and schools.

Minor- Programs or Sources Qﬁ Funds: Imergency relief and
defense access have been mentioned. The Federal agency admin-
istrating puwlic lands ordinarily can and does build roads
necessary to their operation. The Forest Service was mentioned
but noteworthy are also the Bureau of Reclamation, the Army
Engineers, and the Bureau of Land Management. These generally
become public roads and many of them are multi-purpose in na-

ture.

Variations Among States in Effects
Of Public Lands and of the Relevant
Federal-aid Program

Actually, area alone can neither be used for the sole
justification for nor evaluation of the intensity of a highway
network--only the economic geography of the resources can
serve as the total basis for such justification and evaluation,.
Nevertheless, a representation of some results on a simple area
basis can aid a first-analysis insight into some of the ef-
fects of the present program in relation to the location of

public lands and state boundaries.

Effect of project matching c¢redit on state's financing of the

primary and secondary systems

Mention has been made of the fact that the total Federal
funds made available to any state in aiding the financing of
the primary and secondary systems are determined by the appor-
tionment formula. Authority to spend the Federal funds is con-
tingent upon the state's matching of the Federal funds with
state funds. The basic matching ratio is one dollar of state
funds for each dollar of Federal funds except a project match-
ing credit is allowed any state having more than J§ percent of
its area in certain public or nontaxable Indian lands.

Footnote 2 in Table 10 explains the basis for the project
matching credit. Footnote 3 in the same table explains how
this functions and illustrates it with the effects on the over-
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TABLE 10 FEDERAL-AID FUNDS APPORTIONED TO THi TCTAL OF TEE
FEDERAL-AID PRIMARY AND FEDERAL-AID SECONDARY SYSTEMS INCLUD-
ING EXTENSIONS OF THESE SYSTEMS IN URBAN AREAS AND THE
PROJECT MATCHING CREDITS RESULTING FROM THE LOCATICN
OF PUELIC DOMAIN AND NONTAXAELE INDIAN LANDS FOR
THE FISCAL YEAR 1260 FOR rACH OF THE 13 STATES

ELIGIELE FOR THE MATCHING CREDIT (1)

Required Project matching credit re-

Il e

State funds matching e percent Percentage

apportioned funds amount Feggral iieﬁggﬁign

($1,000)  ($1,000)  ($1,000) funds finance &
Alaska 13,830 1,383 12,447 90 45.0
Arizona 10,958 4,278 6,680 61 30.5
California 49,241 35,293 13,948 28 14.0
Colorado 14,041 10,780 3,261 23 11.5
Idaho 8,792 5,511 3,281 37 18.5
Montana 14,181 10,922 3,259 23 11.5
Nevada 8,616 1,740 6,876 80 40.0
New Mexico 11,604 6,936 4,668 40 20.0
Oregon 13,347 8,229 5,118 38 19.0
South Dakota 10,926 8,764 2,162 20 10.0
Utah 8,561 2,944 5,617 66 33.0
Washington 14,631 12,722 1,909 3 6.5
Wyoming 8,688 4,807 3,881 45 22.5
Total 187,416 114,309 73,107 39 19.5

Ti)The figures in the first two columns were taken from High-
way Statistics 1958.

(2)The basis for the project matching credit is to "any State
containing nontaxable Indian lands, individual and tribal,and
public domain lands (both reserved and unreserved) exclusive
of national forests and national parks and monuments, exceed-
ing 5 percentum of the total area of all lands therein,... "
in which case the "Federal share shall be increased by a per-
centage of the remaining cost (actually equal to the Federal
aid) equal to the percentage that the area of all such lands
in such State, is of its total area..." (Quotes are from USCA
%g § 120, b)

)Unless the individual state matches beyond the Federal
requirement there is a decreased highway budget by reason of
the location of such eligible land in the state. For example,
if none of Idaho's area had been classed as eligible the Fed-
eral share would have been $8,792,000 and the State's share
$8,792,000 for a total of %17,584,000 but with Idaho furnish-
ing only $5,511,000 the total is only $14,303,000 or about
18.5 percent less than $17,584,000.




all funds available to these two highway systems in Iuaho for
the year ending June 30, 19G60. Table 10 shows the Federal
funds apportioned to each of the major public-land states
(those eligible for project matching credit) and also the a-
mount of state funds required to match the Federal funds. For
the 13 states there is a total project matching credit of
$73, 107,000, By formula this is unevenly divided among the
states with California and Alaska together being allowed more
than one-third of the national total.

In effect, the project matching credit reduces the over-
all funds available to the highway departments in these states.
The extent to which this reduction occurs depends upon the re-
lationship of the area of lands eligible for credit to the
area of the state and further upon the bases and amount of the
total apportionment to the state, Alaska, predominantly de-
pendent upon the area factor in the apportionment formula, had
45 percent less overall funds for these two systems than if
the credit had not been allowed--assuming the state would have
matched the Federal funds on the basic 50-50 formula., On the
other hand, California, with her matching credit exceeding
that for Alaska, had only 14 percent less overall funds for
these two systems than she would have bad if there had been no
credit allowed and she would have matched the Federal funds on
a 50-50 basis. In Nevada the overall budget was reduced 40
percent and in Utah 33 percent.

There is a definite general inverse relationship between
the project matching credit, as a percentage of the Federal
aid, and the total per-acre highway funds available for the
two systems in a state. This relationship is graphed in Fig-
ure 3. California varies significantly from this generaliza-
tion and Washington varies somewhat in the direction of Cali-
fornia, although not to a degree which would seriously affect
the general relationship. These two states, especially Cali-
fornia,tend to override the reduction of funds, resulting from
matching credit,witn increased apportionments and requirements
resulting rrom formula factors other tnan area.

There is no intent on the part of the writer to imply in
any manner that the §73,107,000 of project matching credit
should be disallowed. In some states--notably so in Alaska--
the resulting requirement would not be feasible. On the basis
of the matching credit shown in Table 10 and using the 1950
population figures Alaska, 1o meet Federal funds on a 50-50

33



UEELEARES |

Figure 3. Percentage the state's project matching credit is of
the Federal funds for financing Federal-aid primary znd second-
ary systems including extensions in urban areas and the total
finances per acre for these systems in the majof ?ublic—land
states for the fiscal year ending June 30, 1960'2

(a)The lands referred to are nontaxable Indian lands,individual
and tribal, and public domain lands(both reserved and unreserved)
exclusive of national forests and nation parks and monuments,




basis, would have to raise her public finances to the extent
of about {96.50 per capita merely to meet these requirements
for the fiscal year ending June 30, 1960. For the fiscal year
1961 and using the 1960 population census this would be ap-
proximately $92 per capita.

There is also no intent on the part of the writer to im-
ply or conclude in any manner that the Federal Government
should make up the deficit in the states' finances resulting
from the project matching credit. To do so would, in fiscal
1960, have called for more than &73 million of Federal funds
either as additional funds for these two systems or reducing
the funds to states not eligible for project matching credit.
The project matching credit in effect recognizes that the bur-
den of paying for roads to and in the Federal lands should not
be placed entirely wupon the states in which these lands are
located and also that not as many dollars per unit of area are
needed in the case of the Federal lands. This is, of course,
only a general recognition and the extent and modifications
needed to use or distribute the Federal funds in the most ef-
fective Federal interest could be determined only through de-

tailed research and investigation of specific conditions.

Rural road mileages and Federal lands

The percentage of non-Federal land in a given state or
area can have very significant effects on highway development
and highway finance. The eleven western states are made up of
only 51.1 percent non-Federal land compared with 96.7 in the
rest of the 48 states.(l) In five of these states, 1less than
half is non-Federal land. The three lowest states are Nevada
with 13.7 percent, Utah with 29.7, and Idaho with 34.5.

It is apparent from the mileage of rural roads per thou-
sand acres of non-Federal lands, shown in Table 11, that the
existence of Federal 1land may have a real influence on the
highway development. The eleven western states, although with
great variation among the several states, have an average of
1.61 miles of rural roads per thousand acres of non-Federal
land compared with 2.21 miles in the rest of the nation ex-
clusive of Alaska, In general the states without public do-
main average about 0.4 miles more total rural road per section

(1) By '"48 states" is meant the total 50 states less Alaska
and Hawaii.
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TABLE 11. MILES OF RURAL ROAD IN RELATION TO LAND AREAS 2§
DIFFERENT OWNERSHIP STATUS IN THE ELEVEN WESTERN STATES(

Mileage of rural roads (2)

Total el Miles per 1000 acres of:

State Wil Non-Federal Public domain Total area

land plus non-Federal of state

land

Arizona 30,601 i 5 .98 .42
California 111,433 2.06 1.58 1.10
Colorado 71,5896 1.69 1.42 1,07
Idaho 40,129 2.17F 1.34 .75
Montana 7372825 1.12 1.02 .78
Nevada 43,455 4.47 .78 .61
New Hexico 60,325 1,39 .85 PRI g
Oregon 62,469 2.09 1.45 1.01
Utah 28,213 1. {5 .70 .02
Washington 52,351 L 1.72 1.20
Wyoming 53,357 1.66 1 1 ) .85

(l)Alaska and Hawaii are excluded from this table.

2)l‘.-lileages within reserved Federal lands and uncer Federal con-
trol are included.

of non-Federal land than do the states containing public do-
main. It should be borne in mind that this difference is the
total rural mileage per 1,000 acres of non-Federal land but not

all of this mileage is located on nqngederal land. If the

mileages located on the non-Federal land were equal among the
states on an acreage basis, those states with large amounts of
public domain would show greater mileages per 1,000 acres be-
cause the mileages on the Federal lands would thus be assigned
to the non-Federal lands. Nevada, for example, has an average
of 4.47 miles of rural road per 1,000 acres of non-Federal but
has only 0.61 miles per 1,000 acres ot total area, In Idaho
the rural road mileage is 2.17 per thousand acres of non-Federal
but drops to 0.75 on the basis of total area, (See table 11.)
Calculating the road mileage on the basis of the state's

total area tends to show an undue lack of roads in those states
containing a large amount of reserved Federal land whose roads
are not financed on a Federal-state, money-matching basis. Cal-
culating the mileage on the basis of non-Federal land only cer-
tainly shows a development greater than actually exists in
those states with large amounts of public domain.

There is a general direct relationship between the amount

of non-Federal land in an area and number of miles of rural



roads within a given area., This relationship does not hold in-
variably for smaller areas, or even among states, but there is
a significant difference Dbetween the eleven western states and
the rest of the United States excluding Alaska, Hawaii, and
Puerto Rico,

Although there is a general relationship between public
domain and rural road mileaze per 1,000 acres of non-Federal
land, there are great variations among the states. Figure 4
shows that if there is any relationship among the individual
states in this matter it is in the direction of more road mile-
age per area of non-Federal land in those states having larger
portions of Federal land, but this begs explanation.

Assigning all of the rural road mileage to non-Federal
land can be questioned both from the standpoint of economics
and statistical procedure. Table 11 shows the rural road mile-
age on three bases for each of the eleven western states., If
the rural roads in Nevada were assigned to the non-Federal land
in the State the inference would likely be drawn that roads are
relatively plentiful because this shows the comparatively large
figure of 4.47 miles per 1,000 acres. The differences in the
other major public-land states were much less pronounced. This
method statistically shows a greater road development than ac-
tually exists on the non-Federal lands because a great amount
of this mileage traverses the Federal land,

The State of Washington is the only one of the major public-
land states +that has as much as half of the national average
(2.21) rural road mileage per square mile. All but four of the
major public-land states have an average of less than 1 mile of
rural road per 1,000 acres of area, Much of this is unquestion-
ably caused by the nature of the land resources--not adapted to
either intensive use or settlement--but much of it is also un-
doubtedly the result of the areas' being in earlier stages of

development, including roads.
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Chapter III

SOME OF IDAHO'S ROAD PROBLEMS IN RELATION
TO TH& PUELIC LANDS

The nature and degree of the road problem associated with
public 1land depend on the use, amount, and location of the
public land in relation to each other and in relation to the
private lands. The land resources themselves would normally
determine the use in a competitive economy. The location fact-
or becomes quite complex 1in that the configuration of both
natural terrain and ownership boundaries play important roles
in highway planning and development, It would be virtually
impossible to make allowance for all such factors in the fed-
eral-state matching formulas even if the factors could be rea-
sonably evaluated.

Idaho receives a considerably greater-than-average allow-
ance for public lands in the matching ratios. Table 12 sum-
marizes the federal aids and the required state matching funds
for Idaho and the average of all states by systems for the per-
iod 1954 to 1961 inclusive.

TAELE 12, FEDERAL-AID FUNDS AND REQUIRED STATE MATCHING FUND

FOR IDAHO COMPARED WITH NATIONAL TOTAL BY ROAD
SYSTEMS FOR THE 1954-1961 PERIOD,

Area and Road Systems Federal State
Amount Percent Amount Percent
(thousands) (thousands)
Idaho
Total $ 138,859 2 % 41,002 22.8
Primary & secondary 57,434 63.3 33,250 36.7
Interstate 81,425 91.3 7,752 8.7
U.S. Totals
Total 15,245,825 71.2 6,179,612 28.8
Primary &
secondary 5,865,764 83.7 5,057,074 46.3
Interstate 9,380,061 89.3 1,122,538 19.7

(1) Source: Highway Statistics (The two volumes with sum-
maries to 1900 and to 1958). Department of Commerce

Bureau of Public Roads, 1957 and 1960.
(2) The figures for 1959 include D. and L. fund advances.

During the period, Idaho was required to supply $41 million
to match the federal government's $139 million. Thus, Idaho
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contributed 22.8 percent of the financing on federal-aid roads
in Idaho whereas nationally the states in general wererequired
to contribute 28.8 percent of the funds. This does not mean
that a net benefit accrues to Idaho. It merely means that less
revenue needs to be furnished from Idaho in order to be auth-
orized to spend the amount of Federal funds apportioned to
Idaho by formula for the three Federal-aid highway systems.
In effect this project matching credit reduces the total reve-
nue to the highway department.

The major Federal financial supports received by Idaho by
reason of Federal 1lands being located in the State are as
follows:

(1) Inclusion of the Federal land located in the State in
the area factor in the highway apportionment formula--bringing
$2,192,000 for the Federal-aid primary system and $1,457,000
for the Federal-aid secondary system in fiscal year 1960;

(2) Sharing in the Forest Highway Fund--Idaho's share was
$3,360,000 in fiscal year 1961;

(3) Receiving funds from Fdderal appropriation for high-
ways through public lands--not a regular program by formula but
in three most recent fiscal years received a total of about
$4,000,000 for use on the Lewis and Clark highway.

Besides these major items there is a continuing effort on
the part of agencies administering Federal land in the State to
develop the lands, including the building and maintenance of
roads. Most noteworthy are the efforts of the Forest Service
and the Bureau of Land Management. The forest development
roads and trails in the State comprise very significant mile-
ages of rural roads in the hinterlands of the State. Both of
these agencies cooperate with State agencies and subdivision
of the State in road development. Although the roads are very
low-standard types the Bureau of Land Management and the Idaho
Fish and Game Department have cooperated in building roads
serving both grazing and hunting in the area of the public do-
main. Whether the Federal support is adequate depends largely
on the effect of these 1lands on the local economy and whether
the support should be increased or decreased depends on what
effect this would have on the national economy. The primary
responsibility for husbanding and developing the Federal lands
is a national problem; but, because they are located within
states, the individual state becomes a logical and interested

partner,



The reduction in the State's matching requirements rather
than being compensation to the State for serving the public
lands for which the credit is allowed, is a type of adjustment
granted to the State by reason of the lower need for roads and
also because less revenue is obtained by the State from lands

in Federal ownership than in private ownership.

The motor fuel taxes have been the principal source of
matching revenue in Idaho as they have in the majority of the
states. The comparative rates of these taxes to some degree
indicate the local burden of road tinance. Idaho initiated a
motor fuel tax in 1923, and in only one year since that time
was the Idano rate below the average of all the states. Al-
though the difference between the motor fuel rate in Idanho and
the average national rate has been decreasing over time, the
Idaho rate has been considerably higher. (See Figure 5,)
Whether the difference is caused by difference in stage of de-

velopment or by the proximity of federal 1land is not easily
proven, but it does indicate a serious eifort to finance roads.

GENERAL CONFIGURATION OF OWNERSHIP

In Idaho the public lands are generally in large blocks
but are so situated that the majority of the private lands are
in valley ribbons engulfed in a vast hinterland of public land
These private lands in Idaho lie generally in a fish-hook pat-
tern with the point of the hook pointing northeast at Yellow-
stone Park and the eyelet at the Canadian border., By road this
"hook" has the formidable 1length of about nine hundred miles,
(See Figure 6.)

In southern Idaho the geography of land use and ownership

is determined mainly by the course of the Snake River, which

flows through a large desert area. The extent of private land
in this area is largely determined by irrigation from the Snake
River or its tributaries. The amount of irrigated land along
this fish-hook pattern varies according to the feasibility of
getting water to the land. The private irrigated lands lie as
islands and peninsulas in the vast desert of vacant, unreserved
federal lands under the jurisdiction of the Bureau of Land
Management., The irrigation development in this area began on
small scale immediately following the Civil War but the great
bulk of the development has been in the 20th century.

In northern Idaho the private lands are surrounded mainly
by national forests. Some of the land now being farmed was
natively prairie land--notably the Camas Prairie and the Pal-
ouse areas. Other farm and ranch lands were developed from
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native forests and mountain meadows. The two major prairies
mentioned form solid blocks of farm land but for the most part
the private lands are interspersed with national forests.

The general boundaries between the privately-owned farm
lands and the federally-owned land follow mainly along natural
physical delineations such as canyons, ranges, or water drain-
ages., This is not the case for the privately-owned forest and
forest range lands. Much of the non-farm privately-owned land
in the area was disposed to private ownership before the na-
tional forests were reserved with no view toward natural ddin-
eation. In fact, some railroad land and public school land
was selected and disposed ingeometric unnatural design--isola-
ted sections (640 acres) topublic schools and alternating sec-
tions in checkerboard pattern to railroads.

Changes in land use tend to follow natural delineation SO,
in the instances of arbitrary ownership lines, the changes in
land use are not naturally coincident to the changes in owner-
ship. The scattered landuse generally creates an access prob-
lem of more than ordinary intensity and the non-coincidence
with ownership adds to the planning and development problems.
General provisions exist for exchanging isolated ownership
units but compared with highway needs and planning, the process
of "blocking out'" ownership is taking place relatively slowly.

PRIVATE ROADS vs. PUBLIC ROADS

Many of the State's principal forest areas were original-
ly "opened up' by railroad extensions. The logging railroad
was an important artery of transportation either all the way
to the sawmill or to water <transportation to the mill. Some
of these logging railroads are still in operation; some have
been completely abandoned; some of the railroad beds have been
converted into roads used by rubber-tired logging trucks.

In some instances these roads have become public property
and completely part of the public-road system and under full
public control and use. In other instances there are degrees
of public rights--varying from the private owner permitting the
public to use the road for goodwill reasons w expressed agree-
ments for public use. In some instances the right to charge
toll, the right to put gates on the road, and actually whether
the road bed reverts to private or public ownership are matters
of controversy.

Another matter of controversy is that of placing aprivate
road on the property tax roll. Revenue-producing railroads
rather consistently have been subject to the general property



tax. The railroads which have been converted to non-railroads
were generally not separate entities in revenue production and
the tax problem appeared of importance only whenthey traversed
more than one taxing jurisdiction,

The current private non-rail roads would logically ke
thought of in the same manner as the railroads. If the owner
of the road charges or has the right to charge toll on his
road, the road would be a separate revenue-producing entity
and could be argued as being subject to the general property
tax.

In general there i both conflict and coordination between
the private and public roads. Normally one of the two types
wouldbe dominant and become the core for planning the integra-
tion of the two types, if any planning is done. Regardless of
which is dominant the roads are perhaps not as well integrated
as if they were either all public or all private. The owner-
ship of the road generally affects its use. Different condi-
tions will be revealed in the areas described in the following
pages.

CRAIG MOUNTAIN AREA--LARGE PRIVATLE HOLDINGS
SURROUNDING SMALL TRACTS OF PUBLIC LAND

To be of the greatest economic value, any transportation
system--whether public, private, or a combination o public and
private--must be planned and built to serve the future use of
the resources affected. Variations in potential road-user in-
terests and differences in time-tables for resource development
need to be resolved for greatest mnet benefit over time and
greatest current value of the road. As a result of the demo-
cratic procedures which have developed, the resolution of these
interests and differences is often facilitated into coordinated
action easier under the more nearly normal conditions of many
varying interests than in relatively few interests of distinct
differences. This is especially true if the interests are in
some degree of conflict.

Because there is so much geographic variation in the
State's surface and resources, perhaps no single area could pe
selected for representing fairly tne public-private road prob-
lem in Idaho. Some of the factors of importance exist in the
Craig Mountain Area represented in Figure 7, The area
shown is the southern panhandle of Nez Perce County lying be-
tween the Snake and the Salmon Rivers, which join at the south-
ern tip of the area, This area was chosen to represent condi-
tions of mainly private ownership with isolated tracts of pub-
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lic land but the land resources being comparable to reverse
conditions oi ownership.

The area shown in the figure lies to the southeast of the
Lewiston-Clarkston urban area. Waha Lake is approximately six-
teen airline miles from the center of Lewiston, Idaho, repre-
senting a greater urban area of approximately 230,000 people.
Lewiston, at the confluence of the Clearwater and Snake Rivers,
is at the relatively low elevation of 739 feet above sea level
and summers are relatively hot. Waha Lake, below the mountains
to the south, lies 2,400 feet above sea level. Much of the
topography has great variations from the higher mountainssouth
of Waha Lake to the lHell's Canyon gorge of the Snake River,
which is the deepest canyon in the United States.

The principal public north-south road in the Craig Moun-
tain area is known as the Cramont Scenic Lighway. From Waha
Lake this extends in a general southerly direction and ends
just short of Township 30 North. In popular language it would
not be referred +to as a highway because it is a low-standard
foad not always passable,

The current interests in transportation in the area can
be grouped as follows:

(1) General public--recreational destinations of picnick-
ing, hunting, and fishing;

(2) Forestry--two principal lumber companies in logging
and other smaller interests in forest products;

(3) Cattle ranching--one predominant large land holding
and a few lesser, but still fairly large, range operations;

(4) Domestic water supply--from Soldier's MeadowReservoir
for the city of Lewiston and its environs;

(5) Power transmission--running the full north-south axis
of the area.

The general 1location of these interests is apparent from
the figure except that the distributions of either range land
or recreational resources have not been indicated.

The general public having the greatest interest in the
Craig Mountain area would come primarily from the Lewiston-
Clarkston and Lewiston Orchards area to the north and asmaller
population fromthe Winchester areato the east. The only feas-
ible access for the Winchester area at present is over a pri-
vate logging road built by lumber company B. The location of
Winchester is at an elevation of 4000 feet above sea level so
there is not the incentive for travel for change in elevation

as would be the case for the inhabitants of Lewiston. The high
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country served by the Cramont Scenic lighway is almost uninhabi-
ted either by permanent or seasonal residents. Part of this
is undoubtedly caused by the ownership of the land but part is
also caused by the lack of easy access, which in turn is some-
what related to land ownership. Upon being asked why they did
not use the Craig lMountain area to a greater extent for gzenersal
recreational purposes, the typical answer of some of the Lewis-
ton residents was that they did not want to cope with the al-
ternate cdust, mud, and snow problems entailed in going and
coming. The query was directed in a manner which would elicit
thinking of enjoying the resources (preponderantly natural) as
they are, mainly on an outing Dbasis, rather than making im-
provements which would entail investment.

There is big game in the area and during the deer season,
(area not open to elk hunting) the travel hecomes quite heavy.
Some of the land owners voiced objection to verious activities
of hunters and fishermen. No effort wasmade, in this research,
to evaluate either activities or objections,

The area shown is one of predominantly large private
holdings with small interspersed tracts of public land not of
great enough significance to enter into negotiations for roads
Zach of the two lumber companies has built significant amounts
of road to carry on its logging operations. The large ranch
and the power company haw also each built significant mileages
of roads. 1In zeneral these roads are single-purpose roads and
are planned for the one purpose rather than resolving the vari-
ious interests into a system.

In several instances, lumber company A has improved seg-
ments of the public road. In other instances, this company
has built a new road closely paralleling the public road for
several miles.

It is evident that road building and log haul have entered
into decisions in forest management and woods operations.
There is a general east-west division of logging area between
the two major lumber companies. This is true despite the fact
that company A owns the great majority of the land being logged
by company B, The basis for the split is essentially that of
company A logging the Snake River drainage and company B log-
ging the Salmon River drainage. Road and hauling expenses are
thus minimized.

Company B relies almost entirely on its own road system

for logging this area. For the purpose of log hzsuling and tim-



ber management, this has distinct advantages both in finance
and regulatory measures, The trucks are not subject to motor
fuel taxes, load limits, or other public-road regulations. On
segments of the road, meeting on the left, rather than on the
right, is reguired to put the loaded logging truck on the "in-
side'" toward the up-slope of the mountain, This practice keeps
the very heavy log loads oif the shoulder which, especially on
the steeper sidehills, has been built up from earth fill. Le-
cause much of the hauling on this particular road is northerly
on an east slope, meeting on the left side is most common. The
public is oriented toward meeting on the right and the company
gives this as & reason for not permitting the general public
to use the road,

The final decision as to the efficacy of having built
these roads as private roads rather than part of the public-
road systems depends upon complex conditions. Ordinarily if
there were only one owner and one use or user, conditionswould
be simplified. With a few interests the roads may be made most
economical through private negotiations; road development may
be blocked because of varied interests; or interests may go
their cown independent ways replicating facilities in an uneco-
nomical manner. In the case at hand, there is replication of
public 2nd private roads--the private roads being constructed
mainly to serve the major interest or use of the respective
owners,

The interest of the owner is often more complex tlan might
appear in the first analysis. 1If a company employs a large
local labor force, then serving its own labor force takes on
certain aspects of serving s general public. The road service
is in the nature of a '""'fringe'" benefit or perquisite to the
employees. If the company's lobor force constitutes a large
percentage of the local population, it is impracticalble for the
company to distinguish between its own employees and the gener-
al public. This becomes especially so if secondary industry
and business are highly inter-locked with the industry of the
road-owning company. Goodwill relations with employees of the
inter-locked firms take on a nature much like that with the
company's own direct employees,

One of the principal differences between publie roads and
private roads is the matter of predictable stairility. Whether
a road is built and maintained 1is always a human decision,

Whether policies are going to remain constant is relatively
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unimportant to resource uses which can efficiently be "here to-

day a2nd gone tomorrow'. Some uses are less efficient than oth-
ers under such conditions. Those uses requiring long-range

plenning and fixed investment are dependent upon predictable
stabpility to a higher degree than those which can ke altered
or stopped with 1little loss of either plans or investment,

Presumably, especially if ownership is of corporate form,
stability of road development and maintenance can be as great
and predictable under private ownership as under public owner-
ship. The denree of stability under each type of ownership
depends on both the variation of interests and the decision-
making organi.ation. Rational private owners would logically
provide both access and land use which would maximi-e the value
of their holdings. With complete long-range information, this
wduld in itself bring about a degree of stability., This would
entail a mutual understanding, resolved interests, and a uni-
fied approach, The approach needs to be of a2 dynamic nature.
Management of one of the major resources in the area in question
stated that their policy of resource management has, over a
period of time, changed from a '"cut-out-and-get-out" basis to 2
sustained-yield basis. Decisions of this kind need to be made
for the future; the owners need to be in accord; facilities
such as roads need to be planned and developed in a2ccordance
with major land-use decisions.

In the absence of real market conditions, arriving at the
highest and best use of resources and the attendant maximum
value of the resources requires a logical approach, The logic
needs to simulate the conditions of a real market., Gwners of
land in the Craig Mountainarea relate activities--such as gen-
eral vandalism, destruction of fences, fires, wildlife des-
truction, pilfering forest products and supplies, and sporking
cattle--to recreational use of the resources. Under appropriate
methods of investigation, the costs of such activities could
be appraised in a guantitative manner, General experience in
other areas indicates that the magnitude of such activities is
not directly proportional to the number of recreationistsusing
an area,

Some of the values and costs involved din attaining the
maximum value of the resources of an area are more difficult
to determine in a quantitative manner., The personal privacy
and tranquility of the resident canbe valued only on a personal

basis by the resident. This, however, is not a unique Ekind of



situation because any person must continuously balance the
foregoing of one type of pleasure or income in order to attain
another +type. Fortunately, the great bulk of the situations
have been reduced to monetary equations in the market and de-
cisions have become hakbitual rather than rational., Evidently,
privacy and tranquility weigh relatively heavily in the bal-
ance for some of the few residents of the Craig lMountain area,

Road access has been used as a major control of land use
in the Craig Mountain area. The future of roads in the area
is not highly predictable, Vhen and if present users of some
of the private roads relinguish their use, some very important
decisions will need to be made by the land owners to whom the
rights of way will revert, These decisions can have very im-
portant effects on the land use in the area and upon the inte-
gration of roads with the systems surrounding but serving the
area, To minimize many of the ensuing difficulties and avoid
misunderstandings, these decisions shouldhbe reached in advance

of disturbinz events.

CLARKIA BETTER ROADS HIGHWAY DISTRICT--AN AREA WITH
PUBLIC LANDS PREDOMINANT RBUT INTERSPERSED WITH
VARIOUS-SIZED HOLDINGS OF PRIVATE LAND,

The St., Joe National Forest is reputed to be one of the
most unwieldy in the nation from the standpoint of pattern of
land ownership. This forest is located in parts of four coun-
ties in northern Idaho--Clearwater, Benewah, Latah, and princi-
pally Shoshone--being bounded deep in the hinterland by the
Bitterrcot Mountains on the east, The east boundary is also
the Idaho-Montana state line. The ''cra.y-quilt' pattern of
ownership is augmented by checkerboard ownership of railroad
lands, by interspersed state land and unreserved federal land,
and by private holdings in general. The periphery of this for-
est is exceptionally jagged and broken up by ownerships and
tenures of varied interests making road planning and development
difficult.

The Clarkia Better Roads Highway District lies outside of
the original proclamation boundary of the St. Joe NationalFor-
est, However, that boundary is not at present the actual boun-
dary because of land exchanges and gifts to the Forest since
it was reserved out of the Public Domain., Considerable acre-
age of the present forest lies within the District--the major-

ity of the land in the area being publicly owned,
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GURE 8. Land Ownership and Roads in a 6-township area which
is part of the Clarkia Better Roads Highway District in the periphery

- 32 of the St. Joe National Forest.
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The area represented in Figure g was selected for study
because it exemplifies many of the problems relative to road
development. The hamlet of Clarkia lies near the center of
Section 6, Township 42N, Range 2, placing it only about one-
half mile southeast of the southwest corner of the area shown.
Clarkia is well served with a black-top highway from the north-
west and to the southwest--Idaho State Highway No. 43, This
highway barely crosses the southwest corner of the area in the
figure. Four of the six townships shown (T44N, R2E; T43N and
Ranges 2, 3, and 4E) are in the Clarkia PBetter Roads Highway
District, which in total constitutes approximately 8.5 town-
ships,

Although a relatively high-standard highway is adjacent
to this area, the roads within the area are of relatively low-
standard type. The area is, however, quite well roaded with
roads of the type which are passable under favoraikle weather
circumstances. In only a few areas is it possible to be much
more than a mile from an established road., From an interpreta-
tion of road maps furnished by the U. S. Forest Service, it ap-
pears that only 37 of the 218 sections of land shown are not at
some point traversed by a road. When the proposed roads are
completed, this figure will be reduced considerably. Another
aid in the access to this area is the extensive mileage of For-
est Service trails, which serve the majority of the non-roaded
sections,

Timber is the principal resource of the area, Generally
this resource is fairly adequately served from the standpoint
of the harvest of timber. The great majority of the roads,
whether National Forest Development Roads or private roads,
has been built out of stumpage sales. This procedure tends
to make the road efficient for the timber chances particularly
involved, but does not fully recognize other uses and other
values, Ordinarily it is more difficult for the administrator
of private land to recognize these "secondary'" or less direct
values than it is for the administrator of public land.

The land ownership pattern inthis area makes planning and
development, including transportation facilities, much more
difficult than would be the case under a single ownership or
authority. Not only are there various types of ownership, but

the lands owned by single owners are broken up into scattered

tracts.



From the standpoint of scattered tracts, the State of
Idaho perhaps has the worst ownership in the area shown. The
State is shown to own 26 separate tracts in the area. From
map readings it is estimated that the State lands in these 6
townships totals to about 5,800 acres. None of the tracts is
more than one section, ranging down to about 40 acres ancaver-
aging only about 223 acres per tract.

The Federal Government is the predominant owner of land
in the area. Approximately 62 percent of the area is in feder-
al ownership--43 percent in national forest and 19 percent pub-
lic domain (unreserved federal 1land). Three-fourths of the
privately-owned land is owned by three different private con-
cerns., (See Tablel3,)

The checkerboard pattern of ownership of the Northern

Pacific Railroad Company is mainly in the northeast part of
the area shown, This pattern of ownership extends north and
east covering an area of approximately 240 sqguare miles if the
total area were shown. The original philosophy of disposing
public lands into private checkerboard ownership was that pri-
vate initiative would develop the alternate sections and thus

increase the value of the remaining public land. In areas

TABLE13, PRINCIPAL LAND OWNERSHIPS, ACREAGES AND
NUMEER OF TRACTS, IN A 6-TOWNSHIP AREA IN THE
PERIPHERY OF THE ST, JOE NATIONAL FOREST

(1)

Number of Acreages

Ownership tracts Total  Av. per tract
Federal

National forest 22 59,680 2,713

Public domain 32 26,160 818
State 26 5,800 223
Private

Potlatch Forests, Inc. 16 17,480 1,093

Milwaukee Land Company 3 9,280 3,093

Northern Pacific R.R. 24 8,000 333

Tl)The acreages were calculated from a map of holdings which
was furnished by Mr, Ray Hilding, Supervisor of the St. Joe
National Forest. Some of the privately-held acreage was check-
ed against tax assessments. The acreages thus derived resulted
in approximations close to the actual.
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suitable to intensive development and settlement the philosophy
was quite functional but in areas suitable to only extensive
development in large operating units, such 2s the area shown,
the results were not what might have been desired, In areas
such as the one in question, the checkerboard system of grant-
ing land created fragmented ownershipand, in most cases, frag-
mented operating units.

Even though the land held in private ownership is control-
led by the checkerboard method of disposal to be essentially
of the same nature and quality as the retained public 1land,
the land use and the time schedule for development and opera-
tion would not likely be the same for private as for public
land. This has serious ramifications in road development.
The administrator of the public land, being responsible to the
general public, can include the interest of the general public
in his planning even though doing so may be a net cost to the
immediate business enterprise for which he is responsible. The
administrator of the private land can include the general pub-
lic interest in his planning only to the extent that doing so
will result in net income to his enterprise. Fecause of this
difference, there is a tendency for multiple-purpose roads to
be developed on the public lands and more nearly single-purpose
roads to develop on the private land--albeit single purpose
does not usually result in single use,

One of the most difficult man-made obstacles to road de-
velopment in the checkerboard pattern of ownership is the ac-
guisition of right of way for the roads, In this pattern it
is absolutely impossible to traverse beyond the boundary of
any single section of land without acquiring right of way from
another owner, To minimize the amount of right of way which
would need to be purchased, roads would traverse from one sec-
tion to another at section corners--which would rarely be the
best location for a road in rugged topography sas occurs in the
specific area under consideration, Several of the roads in the
checkerboard area do cross over at section corners but whether
this was caused by the right-of-way problem was not sufficient-
ly investigated in this study. It is quite probable that this
factor has influenced road location in some instances,

There is evidence that the predominance of federal land in
this 6-township area has had significant influence on the road
development. Many of the more significant roads traversing
relatively large blocks of private land are classeid &s Forest



Development Roads. Although these roads have been built mainly
for an immediate purpose of harvesting timber tracts (chances)
on the public lands, the interests of the general public and
other land owners have been considered, These roads are essen-—
tially part of the overall public-road systems. Ordinarily
these roads have been built out of the proceeds of timber sales,
Sharing of ccsts and acgquisition of rights of way have been
negotiated. As principal owner, the Federal Government has
been in 2 position to bargain in the interest of the pubklic--
including the recreationist, sportsman, and local resident.
A quite different road use is in effeect in this area compared
with that in the Craig Mountain Area which is predominantly in
large private holdings.

Integrating Local Roads and Interests: In any locality

the roads need to serve all the interests of the different po-
tential road users in order to develop roads of overall maxi-
mum value, Ordinarily this would automatically mean that local
roads provide logical access tothe general public-road systems
serving or being in a position to serve the locality. 1In some
instances the access may be to other modes of transportation.
Consideration of these factors entails planning and resolving
interests.

In Idaho the "Good Road District" is vested with consider-
able authority in the area of planning, designing, financing,

and building local roads. (See Idaho Code, 1947 Section 40-

1610 and 40-1611.) It has the status of a public corporation

for road purposes and may levy taxes for such purposes. The
Clarkia Better Roads Highway District is one of these units.
Generally throughout the State the number of "Good Toad Dis-
tricts" has been decreasing during recent years,

Although the Clarkia PEetter Roads Highway District has
the legal authority to be a very effective dinstrument in the
planning and development of local roads, it evidently has not
been anxious to exercise its full authority or to increase its
scale of operation, At present, the District takes year-round
responsibility for about 19 miles of road and takes on the re-
sponsibility for keeping a few additional miles open to traffic
in the winter season,

At the present time, the major project of this District
is a bridge replacement at Clarkia, The District is trying to
negotiate the financing of this improvement through requests

for aid from other units or agencies of government,
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The tax records of the District reveal its small-scale
operation., From 1954 to date the levy has been at the rate of
50 cents per $100 of tax wvaluation. In that part of the six-
township area over which the District has jurisdiction, the
total assessed valuation is only $84,840. At the present rate
of levy, this yields only 3424.20 of taxes per year for roads.
With 28,627 acres of private land in the area this amounts to
less than one-and-a-half cents (§ .0148) per acre of taxable
land per year, The actual value of the average land in the
area is low, but the local public-road finance through local
taxes is even relatively lower, An appraisal of the roads in
the area makes it obvious that the financial support for roads
channeled through the Distriet is an insignificant percentage
of recent expenditures for roads. During the fiscal year of
1959 the District had total receipts of 27,807.41 of which
$19,664,59 was from the Forest Heserve Apportionment,l

Fecause decision-making and finance are ordinarily closely
associated, it is probable that the District has not entered
into the overall road decisionsto a significant degree. There
has become a rather common practice in areas of this type for
land owners to negotiate 1roads in terms of primary, and often
immediate, purposes, Frequently the large non-resident private
lancd owner is more likely to go to the administrators of public
land to negotiate roac plans and development than he is to go
to local units of government.

In the case at hand, it is obvious that the great bulk of
the roads has been the result of such negotiation. Fortunate-
ly for the general public the more important roads in the area
have at least a quasi-public status. Eecause oi the proximity
of the national forest land, many of the roads traversing sig-
nificant distances over private land have been built, at least
partly, out of stumpage valueson national forest land and have
been designated as Forest Development Roads, The State lands
and public domain have also been influencesin keeping the gen-
eral area open to the public, This should not be construed to
mean that all private land owners in the area are rigidly op-
posed to public access--in fact, the larger owners are quite

1 For more detailed information on finances and mileages
of local roads in Idaho see Local Road Finance and Mileage
Report, compiled by the Highway Planning Survey, Idaho Depart-

ment of Highways in cooperation with U. S. Department of Com-

merce, Bureau of Public Roads, (The most recent issue at the
time of this writing pertained to calendar year of 1959.)



interested in maintaining a local labor force which means per-
mitting passenger traffic on the logging rcacds.

VVhen small tracts of private landare completely surround-
ed by public land (isclated "islands") it is logical for the
private owner to negotiate with administrators of puklic land

in gaining access to his land. The area in question contains a

great scatter of such '"islands". (5ee Figure 9.) There seems
to be a general consensus among the public administrators that
the smaller islands are more bothersome than the larger blocks
of private land. It also complicates the problems of the local
highway district or planning agency to have these islands with-
in its Jur;sdiction.

The answer to the guestion as to who should undertake the
initiztive in integrating roads and road interests at the local
level should probably vary Ifrom one locality to another. It is
obvious that in order to serve in a manner which will maximize
the resources to be served, whoever takes the initiative must

do so with adequate force to eifect the necessary suitable com-

promises.
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FIGURE 9. Distribution of assessed values of private lands ina
6-township area in the periphery of the St. Joe National Forest.
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Chapter 1V

EFFECTS SOME POSSIBLE RECLASSIFICATION COF FEDERAL LANDS
WOULD HAVE ON FEDERAL AIDS TO ROADS IN IDAHO

There are several forces which could change the classifi-
cation of Federal lands in Idaho, Some of these are already in
effect but probably will change in intensity in the future.
Some of them are arbitrary in nature and could change greatly
with changes in political philosophy. Others could be of entire-
ly new origin--such as in the areas of technological advance-
ment and the discovery of new resources or new uses of known
resources.

As a result of the rapid population growth which has been
predicted to continue for some time in the United States, there
will be a great pressure for putting some of the Federal lands
in Idaho into more intensive use. Access and outlet to market
have been problems of long standing in public land disposal and
perhaps notably so for those Federal lands situated in Idaho,.
Pressures for roads to serve the interests and resources in the
public-land area go hand in hand with interests for reclassify-
ing Federal lands as to use and ownership. Some of these pres-
sures are controversial in nature and to some extent offset each
other,

Although a great dealof research could be done to forecast
the future use and disposal of the public lands in Idaho, this
report confines itself to the more 1immediate possibilities.
Those considered could be accomplished without any great diffi-
culty or change in public policy.

Under the present system of Federal aids for highways, the
national forests are not included in the publiec lands which af-
fect the Federal-State matching ratios. Federal aids to com-
pensate states in which national forests are located have been
allocated from a special appropriation called the "Forest High-
way Fund." For several years, the total Forest Highway Fund to
be allocated was $30,000,000. Idaho received $3,054,441 on the
basisaof the 1958 apportionment of this fund. Out of the nation-
al authorization tor riscal year 1961 of $33,000,000, Idaho re-
ceived $3,360,000--which makes this a very important item in
the State's highway budget.
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Table 14 shows how the Feceral-State matching funds would
be affected by reclassifying the Federal lands in Idaho so as
to treat either all or none or these 1lands the same as public

domain and nontaxable Indian landin the project matching ratio,.

Table 14. FEDERAL AND STATE FUNDS FCR THZ THREZE FEDERAL-AID
KRIGHWAY SYSTEMS FOR IDAEC IN THE 1961 APPCRTIONMENT COMPARED
WITH WHAT THEY WOULD HAVE BEiN HAD EITHER ALL OR NONE OF TEE
FEDIRAL LANDS BEEN INCLUDED IN TEE AREA OF PUELIC LANDS FOR
wHICH PROJECT MATCEING CREDIT IS ALLOWED

Federal-Aid System ($1,000) )

Primary
Item or Condition and Interstate Total
Secondary*
Existing conditions
Total Funds $13,001 $13,354 526,355
Federal 7,962 12,256 20,258
State 5,089 1,058 6,097
lMatching Credit 2,923 172 3,085
It All Federal Lands
Were kligible For
Project Matching Credit
Total Funds 10,709 12,911 23,620
Federal 7,962 12,296 20,258
State 2,747 615 3,362
Matching Credit 5,215 615 5,830
If No Federal Lands
Were Eligible For
Project Matching Credit
Total Funds 15,924 13, 526 29,450
Federal 7,962 12,296 20,258
State 7,962 1,230 9,182
* Incluces urban extensions
On the basis of the 1861 apportionment, the State funds were

$5,039,000 on the Federal-aid primary plus the TFederal-aid sec-
ondary systems, including extensions in urban areas., The State
funds for the Interstate system were $1,053,000. 1If there had
been no project matching credit-~that is, the third condition
shown in Table 1l4--the State's share of the primary plus sec-
ondary systems would have been §7,962, the same as the Federal
share, and the State's share of the Interstate would have been
$1,336,000, or 10 percent of the total funds. Under the pres-
ent program and land classification the project matching credit
to Idaho was $3,095,000--whereas this wouldhave been $5,830,000
had all of the Federal lands in the State been ruled or classed
as rural mail routes or star routes,

Under the present formula for apportioning the Federal aid
to the three Federal-aid highway systems, no amountof reclassi-

fication of lands in the State of Idaho could increase the Fed-



eral apportionment to the State as a direct result of reclassi-
fication. All of the State's area regardless of land ownership
is now included in apportioning the funds based on the relative
areas of states. Unless the boundaries of the State were chang-
ed to include more area, the only way the State could receive 2a
greater apportionment--assuming a fixed national fund--would be
through increased population or increased road mileage classed
as rural mail routes or star routes,.

Reclassification of Federal 1lands in Idaho could have a
long-run effect on the population of the State,. Although the
population growth of the §State has been relatively slow the
population '"explosion" 1in the nation as a whole should bring
increasing pressure for disposal of certain Fecderal lands to
private ownership and more intensive use and settlement. HMMuch
of the public-land area of the State, as is the case in all of
the major public-land states, would not support a greater popu-
lation in private ownership and use but many areas could become
more densely populated under private ownership. General nation-
al rural land-use policies pertaining to private lands as well
as policies on public-land disposal could affect the rural pop-
ulation of the State significantly. This could become a real
factor in both the financing and planning for roads. Many of
the areas, albeit many of them would be relatively small '"pock-
ets'", now planned predominantly on the basis of a single re-
source--notably timber--would need to be planned in terms of a
more complex development and occupance than exists at present.
In some of these areas, the transition would probably be quite
rapid when the access barrier has been removed.

The classification of Federal land into "Wilderness' could
have significant effect upon highway development. Except for
local roads the lands considered for this classification do not
seriously interfere with the State's highway systems in the
current economy. The known resources and terrain are such that
major roads would not exist in these areas. If either or both
demand for roads and technology in road construction were to
change radically such lands could, to some extent, be an ob-
stacle to the most efficient long-run development. No Federal
aids hinge on the classification.

On the basis of the present Federal-aid program, the only
feasible reclassification of Federal lands in Idaho which would
directly affect the amount of Federal aid to the State would be
to change the national forest area in the State. Presumably

some of this could occur through land exchanges, either private
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or public, ©but if the area of national forest were to be in-
creased significantly it would come from the public domain. The
most feasible areas for thisto take place would bein the north-
ern 10 or 12 counties. Increasing the area and value of the na-
tional forests in the State would increase the apportionment

fromthe Forest Highway Fund without decreasing other apportion-

ments.



Chapter V
SUMMARY AND CONCLUSIONS

For various reasons the planning and financing of high-
ways would be more difficult for those states in which there
are extensive Federal lands than in other states if there were
no oifsetting factor in the Federal-aid program, It is obvious
that great expansesof nontaxable, sparsely-settled public lands
add to a given state's burden in the highway program I'ecause
of the youthful economy in most of the public-land states the
zeneral situation is such that natural resources are abundant
in relation to people and capital, and the demands for the lim-
ited capital are great even in developing privately-held nat-
ural resources but especially so when publicly-held natural re-
sources are considered in addition.

In this report a state with more than 5 percent of its
area in public domain and/or nontaxable Indian land has ueen
referred to as a '"major public-land state", Thirteen states
qualify under this definition--being what is normally referred
to as the 11 Western States and Alaska and South Dakota. In
the 11 Western States more than one-fifth of the area is puulic
domain and 49 percent is land owned by the Federal Government.
In the other states, excluding Alaska, only about 3.3 percent
of the land is Federally-owned. There is a great deal of vari-
ation in land ownership among the individual Western States--
from 86.3 percent Federal in Nevada to 30.6 percent Federal in
Montana. In Idaho 65.5 percent of the land is owned by the Fed-
eral Government--about one-third (32.6 percent) of which is
public domain and about 58 percent national forest,

Recognizing what would otherwise either be a great finan-
cial hardship or an obligation not met in the states containing
extensive Federal lands, and also recogni-.ing the benefits ac-
cruing to the Federal lands as wellas the more widespread bene-
fits derived from highways integrated to a national level, the
Federal Government makes several types of adjustments for the
existence of Federal land within a2 State's boundaries. Of the
greatest gzeneral importance either at national level or to most
of the states in which large areas are located is the fact that
one-third of the Federal funds for the Federal-aid primary and
Federal-aid secondary systems is apportioned to the states di-

rectly in relation to the relative areas of states and that the
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Federal lanas are included in the individual State's area. This
means that in the 11 Western States with 49 percent of the areza
in Federal ownership, approximately one-eighth (1/3 x 49 per-
cent) of the Federal aid for these two highway systems comes to
the States by reason of the Federal lands in these states. For
the 3State of Idaho with 65.5 percent of the area in Federal
ownership one-sixth of this aid is by reason orf the Federal
lands. Approximately one-twelith of the total Federal aid to
these systems was by reason of Federal land prior to and in-
cluding the apportionment for fiscal year 1396C anc beginning
with 1861 this changed to about one-ninth because of a change
in the aid to Alaska--explainec later.

There are Federal aids, other than that involved in the
apportionment to the Federal-aid highway systems, which are de-
pendent upon the existence of TFecderal land in a state. Some of
these are well-established by formula; some are IfIor special
emergencies or occasions; some are regularly channeled through
hgzhway departments whereas others are handled by Federal land
agencies either directly or in cooperation with States or sub-
divisions of States; and some aid comes by reason of Federal
lands in very indirect manners. A total compilation would be
extremely difficult because in many minor instances aids for
roads alsc contain other benefits or functions,

The Forest Highway Fund has been one of the more important
highway aids to Federal lands, At present this is $33,000,000
at national level with about nine-tenths oi it zoing to the ma-
jor public-land states. This is a very important item to the
State of Idaho receiving approximately 10 percent ($3,360,000
in 1961) of the national total and this being about 10 percent
of the Dbudget for the highway department. The use of these
funds is required in relation to national forests. Idaho being
second only to Alaska in area of national forest shares heavily
in the funds for this reason.

Funds for public lands highways (USCA g 209) have been re-
latively important to Idaho recently although the national has
been only about 33 or $3.5 million annually. During the 3 most
recent fiscal years Idaho has received approximately $4 million
to be used on the Lewis and Clark Highway. This is not a pre-
dictable source of signifiicant income to a highway department.

Very important in road development in the hinterlands un-
der Forest Service jurisdiction in the major public-land states
--especially so in Idaho--are the forest development roads and

trails built by the Forest Service either from appropriated



funds or timber income. These roads--besides veing of primary
value in managing, protecting and harvesting forests--serve the
public both as access roads for sportsmen and as links between
other public roads and also frequently join significant private
roads. A determination of either the historical costs of these
or their value to the local economy would be difficult but it
is well known that it would be great.

The Bureau of Land Management builds low-standard roads in
the public domain. Although the primary purpose of these is to
protect and manage the public domain they often serve the pub-
lic as routes of travel in the back country. In Idaho there
has been considerable cooperation between ELM and State agen-
cies--notably for fire protection, timber operation and manage-
ment, and for wildlife management and harvesting.

The Bureau of Indian Affairs aids to varying degrees in
road finances on the several Indian reservations in the major
public-land states. The EBureau of Reclamation and Army Engin-
eer Corps are significant sources of financial support for
certain road projects but these may not be directly related to
Federal land--at least not in the ordinary sense of compensa-
ting a state for vast areas of Federally-owned hinterland lying
in a state. These two latter sources have been of importance
in financing roads in Idaho.

Twenty-five per cent of the net value of stumpage cut from
national forests is turned Dback to the counties from which the
timber is cut. It is required that this must be used for roads
and schools. To some of the counties in Idaho and more so to
some of the local highway districts in the periphery of the na-
tional forests this is a significant item in financing the lo-
cal roads. In some districts it is the principal item.

Of the three factors used for apportioning to states Fed-
eral funds for the Federal-aid primary and Federal-aid second-
ary systems the factor of greatest importance to the 13 major
public-land states is area. In the 1960 apportionment these 13
states received $98.2h—gzllion from the area apportionment com-
pared with $57.6 from the total of population plus mileage de-
spite the fact that twice as much (one-third for each) was a-
vailable nationally for the totalof the population plus mileage,
This varied considerably among the major public-land states--
Alaska receiving about 6 per. cent from non-area factors and
california receiving about 64 per cent from the twomon-area
factors.

Evidently as an aid to development of the Federal-aid pri-
mary and secondary systems in Alaska, in 1959 the Federal-aid
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Highway Act was amended te use 211, rather than the heretofore
one-third, of the area of Alaska in apportioning the one-third
of the Feceral funds apportionecd on an area basis., An analysis
of the effects of this legislation shows that the increase in
Alaska's share, by including her total area, greatly decreased
the funds to the major public-land states. This varied con-
siderably among the states and, ironically, the more comparable
state's condition to the conditions in Alaska the relatively
greater the decrease suffered by the State. As a group the
major public-land states other than Alaska lost 6.4 per cent of
their Federal aid to these two systems whereas the other states
lost less than 2.5 per cent. Several of the sparsely-settled
states lost considerably more Federal aid through this amend-
ment than was apportioned to them out of the one-third based on
Population. Idaho lost $602,000, approximately 90 cents per
capita, 1in Federal aid to the primary and secondary system.
How important the incidence of decrease in funds will be in the
development of the highway systems, and concomitant development
in the sparsely-settled states suffering the greatest increases
could not be determined in this study. It appears, however,
that a major effect of the amendment is to invest Federal funds
in one underdeveloped area by reducing such investment in some-
what comparable underdeveloped areas. It appears that the effi-
cacy of this would bear detailed investigation.

What this report terms project matching credit is based on
the Federal law (USCA E 120a) which reads in part and essence
that Federal funds on projects on the primary and secondary
systems '"....shall not exceed 50 per centum of the cost of con-
struction, except that in case of any State containing nontax-
able Indian lamnds, individual and tribal, and public domain
lands (both reserved and unreserved) exclusive of national for-
ests and national monuments, exceeding 5 per centumaf the total
area therein, the Federal share shall beincreased by a percent-
age of the remaining cost equal to the percentage that the area

of all such lands in such State, is of its total area." The 13
states containing these conditions are referred toas major pub-
lic land states in this report. In the year ending June 30,

1960, the project matching credit amounted to $73,107,000 which
meant that the matching requirements in these 13 states were
reduced by that amount. In effect this preferential treatment
results in less funds being required by the State and less funds
for highway finance in these states. For fiscal year 1960 this
resulted in a reduction of $3,281,000 in Idaho. In Alaska the



reduction amounted to 45 percent of what the budget would have
Leen without this treatment. In some states--notably Alaska
where it would have amounted to about $96.50 per capita on the
1960 census--bringing the matching requirement up to a 50-50
basis would appear to be a real hardship on the Stafe. It ap-
pears that the matching credit program should receive continu-
ous research to discover modifications winich would assure the
best use of Federal funds. It seems that investigations as to
the efficacy of a straight-line relationship between the credit
and the land pase and the land pase usedior this purpose should
receive attention!

Two areas in Idano in wnicn private and puwplic lands are
interspersed were studied. The interspersion causes additional
problems in planning, financing and developing roads. The dom-
inant ownership tends to dominate road policy in these areas.
Where there is one primary land use cutting across all lands
regardless of ownership the problems and issues seem quite well
resolved. WYhere the land use is more complex and the resource
potential less well determined the issues do not seem clear and
it appears that much study of land owneérs' interests and poten-
tial land users' interestis needed to maximize the value of the
land. In these hinterland areas where these conditions occur,

the cost, value and effect of road improvements will be major

determinants.

Granting a continued rapid population growth in the United
States, and throughout the world, the pressure for more in-
tensive use of land will increase. These pressures will be
especially strong against the resources of the extensive public
lands in the major public-land states, The decreasing timber
supply and the growing needs for water are already vividly im-
pressed in the public mind. Potential increases in demands for
outdoor recreational and agricultural resources, although not
so firmly established, are nevertheless very much of the hori-
Zon, Determining the future intensity and locale of these
pressures, and how to resolve them into maximum- value combi-
nations, is a top-effort problem for public and private land
owners as well as those responsible for planning and financing
access to these resources.

According to most of the measures ordinarily used, Idaho's
economy has recently moved forward at a slower rate than in
several other states or areas--notably in some areas in warmer
climates. However, Idaho is well endowed with resources des-

tined to become generally scarce--water, timber, scenery, wild-
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life, and agricultural resources. Many controversies exist on
how to proceed 1in development. Many of the controversies are
certainly the result of differences 1in ’'sense of value'", but
just as certainly many of the controversies exist because re-
liable facts, for determination of potentials, are missing or
can not be interpreted objectively. The problem is not unique
to Idaho.

Financing and planning roads will have profound effects on
resource uses far into the future. Although the major public-
land states have special problems and interests by virtue of
proximity to the public lands, the problem is national in scope.
In view of the magnitudes of both the costs and the benefits,
much research should be done to assign to the most reasonable
degree feasible the costs and benefits to different resource
uses before the major costs are incurred. The research needs
to be proad in concept and detailed in facts. It will need to
consider the interests of many groups and the responsibilities

of several agencies of the Federal and State governments.



