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FORT COLLINS, COLORADO

COST OF COLORADO ROADS

E. B. HOUSE

The recent agitation upon the subject of good roads for Colo-
rado has brought before the people many questions concerning the
road system as it now exists, the amount of money now annually spent
upon it, and the cost of a better system of highways.

To answer the question of present cost the following table is
submitted, which gives a record of the money expended for road pur-
poses since 1go0:

Concerning the figures given in the table, it may be said
that in May, 1906, a letter was sent to the county clerk of each county
asking for the desired data and inclosing a blank to be filled out and
returned to this station. Some of these letters brought prompt
replies and some were never answered. To those counties who had
not replied, letters were later sent to the county commissioners, asking
for the same data.

Out of the fifty-nine counties in the state, replies were finally
received from thirty-four containing the information asked for, three
replied that no data was available, and from twenty-two no reply what-
ever could be obtained.,

The fact that it was impossible to get complete figures from
all the counties in the state is to be regretted.

The fact that it was not possible to get even a reply from many
of the counties shows a condition of affairs which should be corrected.

Records and maps of the roads, together with the amount
expended upon them, should be found in every county clerk’s office
and the clerk himself should be ever willing to furnish those figures
for bulletin purposes. However, it is thought that enough data has
béen secured to furnish a good working basis.
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From the table it will be seen that from the counties reporting
there are 9,226 miles of county road in twenty-seven counties. This
does not include the many miles of private road, which in time will all
be taken over by the state or counties.

Figuring from this as a basis, the total mileage of county roads
in the entire state is, in round numbers, 20,000 miles. Add to this
the mileage of private roads, and some conception may be had of the
tremendous mileage Colorado’s road system represents.

Taking the twenty-seven counties making complete reports to
this office, we find an expenditure

In 1900 of $203,918.19, which means ............ 22,12 per mile.
In 1901 of 217,118.68, which means ............ 23.53 per mile.
In 1902 of 259,437.30, which means ............ 28.14 per mile.
In 1903 of 282,220.79, which means ............ 30.59 per mile.
In 1904 of 319,826.73, which means ............ 34.67 per mile.
In 1905 of 375,003.51, which means ............ 40.64 per mile.

Using these figures as a basis, the total mileage of the state
represents an expenditure

For 1goo of ... ............ $442,400.
For tgor of ................ 470,600
For 1goz of ................ 562,800
For 1903 of ................ 611,800
For 1904 of ................ 693,400
For 1905 of ..........iit. 812,800

In figuring the expenditure per mile, it will be noticed that it
was necessary to omit such counties as El Paso, Larimer, Logan, etc.,
for the reason that they could not give the number of miles of road in
their counties, although they were able to give the expenditures. As
these counties have a large yearly expenditure, the above figures are
low rather than high.

It will also be noted that there is a steady increase in the amount
expended for road purposes each year. The amount spent in 1905
was nearly double that of 1900, thus showing the increased interest
and desire of the people for better highways.
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