
L 

REPORT TO 

THE CONGRESS OF THE UNITED STATES 

PROBLEMS ASSOCIATED WITH 

LOCATION ANO DESIGN OF SEGMENTS 

OF THE 

INTERSTATE HIGHWAY SYSTEM 

IN MAJOR METROPOLITAN AREAS 

FEDERAL HIGHWAY ADMINISTRATION 

DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION 

BY 

THE COMPTROLLER GENERAL 

OF THE UNITED STATES 

AUGUST 1967 



I 

I_ ,_ 

B-118653 

COMPTROLLER GENERAL OF THE UNITEO STATES 

WASHINGTON . D .C 2vS46 

To the President of the Senate and the 
Speaker of the House of Representatives 

AUG 2 4 1967 

The General Accounting Office recently reviewed the Federal-aid 
highway program in five selected States. As the accompanying report 
on our examination discloses, timely and economical completion of the 
Interstate Highway System may be hindered by unresolved route location 
and design problems for segments in major metropolitan areas. 

The cause of this situation stems basically from the inability of 
Federal, State, and local officials to reach agreement on suitable spe­
cific route locations or design features. 

Although the total mileage associated with these segments is 
small in relation to the entire system, these segments represent links 
which must be completed to create a unified national network of high­
ways. Because of the length of time required to complete modern urban 
freeways, the goal of a completed unified network of interstate highways 
by the statutory completion date of 1972 no longer may be attainable. 

The Bureau of Public Roads, commenting on our report, agreed 
that location problems existed for certain segments of the Interstate 
System. The Bureau, however, stated that these segments were not 
vital links, essential to achieving the goal of a completed unified net­
work of interstate highways. The Bureau's comments, and our evalua­
tion thereof, are disc.~.ssed in detail in the body of this report. 

Our analysis of the Bureau ' s comments indicat e s to us that the 
Bureau's solution to the problems discuss ed in this report carries with 
it such consequences that the Congress may wish to exa:nine the ap­
proach in detail. Therefore, the General Accounting Office is present­
ing this in.formation to the Congress for its consideration and use in its 
continued review of the program. 
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Copies of this report are being sent to the Director, Bureau of 
the Budget; the Secretary of Transportation; and the Federal Highway 
Administrator. 

Comptroller General 
of the United States 
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REPORT ON 

PROBLEMS ASSOCIATED WITH 

LOCATION AND DESIGN OF SDIENTS 

OF THE 

INTERSTATE HIGHWAY SYSTEM 

IN MAJOR METROPOLITAN AREAS 

FEDERAL HIGHWAY ADMINISTRATION 

DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION 

INTROD OCT ION 

For many years the General Accounting Office has been making 

reviews of the administration by the Bureau of Public Roads, an 

agency of the Federal Highway Administration, Department of Trans­

portation, of various aspects of the Federal-aid highway program. 

Our reviews have been made pursuant to the Budget and Accounting 

Act, 1921 (31 u.s.c. 53), and the Accounting and Auditing Act of 

1950 (31 u.s.c. 67). 

The purpose of this report is to present information pertain­

ing to problems that have developed in connection with the location 

and design in major metropolitan areas of highway segments which 

are to be part· of the National System of Interstate and Defense 

Highways, known as the Interstate System. These problems have a 

direct bearing on the timely and economical completion of the In­

terstate System. In eddition to making certain general observa­

tions, we have discussed in the report specific highway segments in 

the States of Michigan, Illinois, Maryland, New York, and Califor­

nia. We confined our review of these segments to matters directly 

related to the problems discussed and did not examine into all as­

pects or transactions pertaining thereto. 
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BACKGROUND 

The Federal-Aid Highway Act of 1944 authorized the designation 

of a 40,000-mile Interstate System. After a thorough study had 

been made of sugges t ed routes submit ted by all of the States, the 

selection of the general route location to be included in the sys­

tem was made by joint action of State highway departments in coop­

eration with the Bureau of Public Roads and the Department of De­

fense. 

Selection of general route locations was made on the basis of 

criteria developed to meet the requirements of law that the system 

be so located as to connect by routes, as di ect a~ practicable, 

the principal metropolitan areas, cities, and industrial centers; 

to serve the national defense; and to connect at suitable border 

points with routes of continental importance in the Dominion of 

Canada and the Republic of Mexico. The size of the system was in­

creased to the currently authorized 41 , 000 mi l es by the Federal-Aid 

Highway Act of 1956 . 

As of March 31, 1967, about 96 percent, or 39 ,493 miles, of 

the highways in the system were either completed, improved, or un­

derway; however, final se lec ti on of the spec ific locations for the 

remaining 1,508 miles was unsettled. The Bureau estimates that the 

total cost of the completed system will be about $51 billion. Proj­

ect co s s generally are financed wi th 90 percent Federal funds and 

10 percent State funds ; project costs fo r those States having large 

a e s o public and Indian reservation lands are fi nanced with a 

greater Federal share, up to a maximumof 95 percent . 

Section l0l (b) o f title 23 of the United Sta tes Code, as 

amended Sep tember 13 , 1966, provides t hat the Interstate System is 

t o be completed by J une 30, 197 2. In this regard, the Federal-Aid 
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Highway Act of 1966 provides for the authorization of appropria­

tions from the Federal Highway Trust Fund to the States through the 

fiscal year endi ng June 30, 1972. Under existing l egisla tion , mon­

ies in the trust fund will not be available for maki ng expenditures 

on or after October 1, 1972. 

The existing legislation provides , however, that fund3 actu­

ally apportioned to the St ates shall continue to be available for 

expenditure for a period of 2 years after the close of the fiscal 

year for which such funds are apport ioned. Accordi ngl y, there 

seems to be an incompatibility between the date that expenditures 

from the trust fund must terminate--October 1, 1972--and that date 

to which States may be authorized to expend funds--June 30, 1974. 

Federal-aid highway law, which has been codifi ed as Title 23 , 

United States Code, places responsibility for the administrat ion of 

the Federal-aid highway program in the Federal Highway Administra­

tnr who, with certain exceptions, carries out this responsibility 

through the Bureau of Public Roads. 

The law prescribes certain requirements which must be met be­

fore the Bureau may approve Federal parti cipation in the costs of 

highway projects proposed by the Sta t es . One of these requirements 

is that the Bureau may not approve proposed proj ects unless a f a ­

cility which will meet projected traf fic needs and conditions in a 

manner conducive to safety, durabili ty, and ecor.omy of ma~ntenance 

will be provided thereby and the project will be desi gned and con­

structed in accordance with standards best suited t o meet th se ob ­

jectives and to conform to the particular needs of each locality. 

The law al so impo ses certain duties and requirement s upon 

States desiring to avail themselves of the benefits of the Federal­

aid highway program. The prescribed duties and requirements are 
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designed to promote the orderly and effective carrying out of the 

prograr .. within the framework of the Federal-State relationship es­

tab lished by the law. 

One of the specified requirements for States i :, designed to 

ensure that the Bureau, in carrying out its responsibilities, may 

deal in each State with one agency which i5 adequately empowered to 

carry out the State ' s responsibilities under the program. Sec -

tion 302(a) of title 23, which was derived from section 2 of the 

Federal Highway Act of 1921 (42 Stat. 212), provides that: 

"Any State desiring to avail .!.tself of the provisions 
of this title shall have a State highway department which 
shall have adequate powers, and be suitably equipped and 
organized to discharge to the satisfaction of the Secre­
tary the duties required by this title. *"Irle" 

This requirement has been amplified by the Federal-aid highway reg­

ulations which provide ~hat each State highway department shall be 

authorjzed by the laws of the Stnt~ to make final decisions for the 

State in all matters relating to Federal-aid highways and to enter 

into , on behalf of the State, all contracts and agreements for 

projects as may be necessary to comply with the Federal laws and 

regulations. 

Because of the effects which highways may have on the communi­

ties or areas through which they pass, section 128 of title 23 re­

quires that, in certai n situations, State highway departments sub­

mit evidence that this aspect of proposed proj ects has been consid­

er ed . 

For any proposed project which involves bypassing, - ~ going 

through, any city, town, or village, the State highway aepartment 

must certify that it has held, or afforded the opportunity for, 

public hearings and that it has considered the economic effect of 
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the location of the project. For each proposed in t ers ate highway 

project, the State highway departm n mus cer ify hat it has held. 

or afforded the opportunity for, publ ic hearings at a convenient 

location to enable persons in rural reas to express any obj ections 

they may have to the proposed loca ion of the highway. 

Such public hearings serve to inform the affec ed publi c con-

cerning proposed hi hway construction and permi the State highway 

departments to consider the views of affected parties in reaching a 

decision as to the most des irable location for each proj ec . 

To promote short- and long-range highway and transportation 

plans that are soundly conceived and developed and are continuously 

evaluated, the Congress, in October 1962, amended chapter 1 of i-

tle 23 of the United States Code by addin 

tion . 

he following n w sec-

"134. Transportation planning in certain urban areas 

"It is declared to be i n the na ional inter est o encourage 
and promote the developmen of transpor a ion systems . em­
bracing various modes of transpor in a manne r hat will 
serve the States and local communi ies efficien l y and ef­
fective ly. To accompl ish his o jectiv t h Secretary 
shall coopera te with the Sta es . as au horized i n hi s 
title, in the deve lopment of long-range hi hway plans and 
programs which are properly coordina ed wi h pl ans for im­
provements i n other affected for ms of t ransportation nd 
which are formulated with due consideration t o their prob­
able effect on t he future developmen of urban areas of 
more han fif ty thousand popula t ion. Af er Jul;, l, 1965 , 
the Secretary shall not approv *** any program for proj­
ects in any urban area*** unless he fi~ds hat such proj ­
ects are based on a continuing compr hens ive transpor t a ­
tion planning process c - rried on coop r t ively by Sa es 
and local communities in conformance wi th h objec ives 
stated in this section." 

It seems clear from the sections of the law previously re­

ferred to that, although it was the intent of the Congress ha the 
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State highway dep,:.tments be responsible for the formulation of 

plan s , programs, ~nd prosecution of the work on the Interstate Sys­

tem--subject o the required review and approval actions of the Bu­

reau--i was also he intent and desire of the Congress that the 

eeds and views of local communities be given ad quate considera­

tion i n the formulation proces$. 
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JIMELY AND ECONCMICAL COMPLETION 
OF INTERSTATE SYSTEM 

MAY BE HINDERED BY UNRESOLVED 
ROUTE LOCATION AND DESIGN PROBLD-6 

Information obtained during our reviews of the Federal-aid 

highway program in select~d States indicates that timely and eco­

nomical completion of the Interstate Sys tem may be hindered by un­

resolved route location and design problems for segments in major 

metropolitan areas. The problems stem basically from an inability 

of the parties concerned--Federal, Sta t e, and local--to reach 

agreement ~n suitable specific route location or design fe«tures. 

These segments were originally designated by the Bureau as 

part of the Interstate System. This designation was made in con­

sonance with the language of the s t atute (23 U.S.C. 103) which 

specifies that the system shall be so located as to connect by 

routes the principal metropolitan areas and cities and to s~rve the 

national defense. 

The Bureau does not consider t hat these segments are vital 

links of a unified national network and/or that failure to comple t e 

thes e segments will prevent the complet ion of an integrated and 

completely operational Interstate System. The Bureau does acknowl­

edge, however, that the unresolved loca tions in metropolitan areas 

are vital links in metropolitan transportat ion systems and will i m­

prove metropolitan traffic circulat ion ; relieve local street con ­

s ~at ion; and provide service through t he central district, within 

t":~ central district, or between t he central district and rural in­

ters ta t e highways . 

Because of the length of t ime required to do all that is nec­

essary to complete modern urban freeways--preliminary engineering, 
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right-of-way acquisition and clearing, relocation of families and 

businesses, utility adjustments, and actual highway construction-­

it appears that, unless the problems are soon resolved, it may no 

longer be feasible to fully complete the Interstate System by the 

statutory completion date of June 30, 197 ~. Further, in view of 

generally rising construction costs, it is likely that additional 

costs will be incurred as a result of the delays. 

With the passage of the Federal-Aid Highway Act of 1956, the 

Congress aeclared that prompt and early completion of the Inter­

state System was essential to the national interest and specified 

its intent that the entire system be brought to simultaneous com­

pletion. During the early years of the program, there was little 

indication that the system could not be completed as planned. In 

1965, however, the Bureau advised certain States that it was con­

cerned with the slow progr~ss being made in connection with urban 

segments of the system. Most of the letters to those States having 

location problems contained the following or similar language. 

"Our concern must be that there is sufficient time re­
maining to complete any project once it has begun. This 
means, moreover, that we can hardly approve starting any 
project on a route that cannot be completed in its en­
tirety before the Interstate System program comes to an 
end in 1972. We cannot leave unfinished gaps.'' 

Our review indicated that, because of the many different fac­

tors, such as the attitude of the public, the complexity of design 

and construction, and the weather, that could cause problems at any 

step in the progress, it would not be feasible to secure informa­

tion permitting the development of a general statement of the 

length of time requirerl to con.rlete a typical urban segment of the 
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Interstate System from the time location studies are completed 

until the segment is opened to traffic. However, we noted that 

such time has ranged from 4 years to as much as 12 years in certain 

cases. 

With regard to rising construction costs, we noted that, dur­

ing the April 1966 congressional hearings before the Subcommittee 

on Roads, Committee on Public Works , House of Representatives, on 

the Federal-Aid Highway Act of 1966, one of the items discussed was 

the estimated total cos t of the Interstate System. 

At these hearings the Federal Highway Administrator stated 

that, between 1963 and 1966, the cost of work had increased about 

2.5 percent a year. He also expressed the opinion that these in­

creases in unit prices of work would continue. With regard to the 

anticipated increased cost of highway construction, the following 

graph, presented at the hearings by a spokesman for the Associated 

General Contractors of America, was made a part of the record. 
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The following sections of this report discuss specific prob­

lems concerning Interstate System segments in major metropolitan 

areas of five States. Maps of these metropolitan areas are in­

cluded at the end of the section to which they relate. Although 

the need for obtaining agreement between the parties concerned is 

present in each case, the circumstances that create the disagree­

ment may vary from case to case. Problems of location and design 

o the Interstate System are not confined to these States; the 

States were selected primarily for illustrative purposes. 
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MICHIGAN 

The State 0f Michigan has been authorized to construct 1,081 

miles of highways as part of the 41,000-mile I nterstate System. At 

March 31, 1967, Michigan had complet ed and opened to traffic 808 

miles. Work was in progre ss on 273 mi l es ; however, of this 273 

miles, specific alignment had not been es tablished for approxi­

mately 18 miles. 

In May 1965, the Federal Highway Administrator noted that 

Michigan had made good progress on the development of the rural 

portions of the system but he expressed concern with the extensive 

work remaining to be done in the Detroit area and with the ability 

of the State to monitor the program in such a manner that all sys­

tem projects would be brought to completion by 1972. 

An integral part of the network of freeways in the Detroit 

metropolitan area is Route I-696 which, generally, will traverse 

south Oakland and Macomb Counties. This route, illustrated on 

page 17, will serve as a connecting link between Routes I-96, I-75, 

and I-94 and is expected to hand l e an average daily traffic of 

63,000 to over 100,000 vehicles by 1975. Route I-696 has been des­

ignated to serve national defense needs between Routes I-96 and 

I-94. Accordingly, the need for, and the national importance of, 

the route has been clearly established. 

In June 1963, a planning and engineering analysis of the loca­

tion and design al t ernate s fo r Route 1-696 was published by the 

State highway department. This analysis s t ated that a precise 

route location must be determi ned before the end of 1963 to permit 

construct ion to be started by 1967 so that the freeway could be 

completed by 1972 . Although at March 31, 1967, approximately 

8 miles of this route were open to traffic and t he right - of-way 

11 
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acquisition was underway for about 2 miles, there were 18 miles for 

which plans, specifications, and estimates were being prepared. 

The es t imated cost of the 18 miles is about $138 million, but the 

State has yet to gain approval of the final location from all the 

affected communities. 

The State has studieJ alternate ~ocation3 and held numerous 

meetings with the respective communities, but it has not resolved 

the problem. Further, both the Bureau and the State are aware that 

the right-of-way costs along t he path of the proposed route loca­

tion have been increasing as a result of changes in zoning and the 

issuance of build i ng permits to developers who are constructing ex­

pensive developments. There is a State law which prohibits the 

condemnation of any property by the State highway commission until 

the affected cities, by resolution of their governing boards, ap­

prove the route location. The State's attorney general, in a let­

ter to the Governor in January 1965, commented on this situation as 

follows: 

"The major problem confronting the highway commission 
relative to early acquisition of land for city and vil­
lage penetration routes, stems from the cities' delay in 
approving route locations, street closures and designa­
tions, which*** is a legal condition precedent to the 
institution of condemnation proceedings." 

The proposed alignment for Route I-696 was announced by the 

State highway department in Decembe r 1963 after a 5-year study. 

The selection was made only afte r it became apparent that a consen­

sus on any one alternate loca t i on was not forthcoming from the com­

muniti e s affected and t hat any further de lay would have an adverse 

effect on program comp letion s cheduled for 1972. Although the 

State highway depart ment r ecognized that the location selected was 

not free of problems , it r ecommended the alignment. 

1 2 



"** because it would be the best location in terms 
of compatibility with land use, cost, engineering, traf­
fic operation and service, effect upon schools, disrup­
tion of families and impact upon local tax bases." 

There are 14 communities directly affected by the proposed lo­

cation of Route I-696, and 13 of these communities are incorpo­

rated. This faet is significant because, as indicated earlier, 

Michigan law requires the State highway commissioner to obtain the 

consent of the village or city council by resolution before the 

taking of any property within the limits of any incorporated city 

or village. 

By July 1965, only four of the 13 incorporated communities had 

given the highway department the required written approval. The 

major objections raised by the other communities related to the 

loss of valuable property, reduction of tax ratables, and financial 

participation required of the community for the construction of the 

highway. With respect to this last objection, State law requires 

cities and villages with a population of 30,000 or more to partici­

pate with the State in the cost of constructing highways. Commun­

ity assessments range from 17.5 percent of the State share for a 

city having a population of 30,000 to 25 percent of the State share 

for a city having a population of 50,000 or more. As a result, 

certain communities will be required to contribute from several 

hundred thousand dollars to over $1 million. 

As indicated, private construction continued along the pro­

posed alignment after it was first announced in December 1963. The 

effect of this construction will be to increase the cost of right­

of-way acquisition by an amount at least equal to the value of such 

improvements. The Federal Highway Administrator, in January 1965, 

suggested that the Bureau's Michigan division office conduct an 

13 
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inventory of all major improvements constructed or under construc­

tion along the original alignment. Using January 1, 1964, as a 

cutoff date, the division office personnel stated that building 

construction, utility improvements, and damages to remainders, 

which would result from the disruption of the projects, would in­

crease the cost of the segment by an estimated $12 million. 

The Bureau approved the State's proposed locations for the 

segment of I-696 in Macomb County and the remaining segment of 

I-696 which lays primarily in Oakland County on April 20 and Decem­

ber 22, 1965, respectively. In commenting on the Bureau's approval 

of the portion of Route I-696 in Oakland County, the Michigan State 

highway director stated that: 

"I do not interpret the Bureau action as meaning we can 
proceed to acquire right of way and build the route with­
out the approval of the governing bodies of the commW1i­
ties involved." 

Because of its inability to obtain the necessary approval of 

the affected communities, the Michigan State Highway Commission 

adopted a resolution on March 3, 1966, rescinding its previous ap­

proval of the proposed location for Route I-696 and ordered the di­

rector of the State department of highways to study and submit al­

ternate proposals for a similar route in the general corridor. 

Although the State highway department began undertaking new loca­

tion studies, it also continued survey and design work on the pre­

viously approved location "to avoid loss of critical time in case 

the proposed route is eventually agreed upon." 

On March 16, 1966, the Governor of Michigan held a meeting 

with representatives of the communities along proposed Route I-696. 

At this meeting, all 13 communities involved affirmed the need for 

locating the highway within the corridor; however, at that time 
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only six communities had approved the State's proposed location, 

five had disapproved it, and two communi ties were uncommitted. At 

the meeting various communities submitted alternate proposals for 

the location of r.outc I-696. At the conclusion of the meeting, it 

was determined that further study and discussion among the affected 

communities would be required on the proposed alternate locations 

and that further analyses and consideration of the alternate loca­

tions would be made by the Governor and the State highway depart­

ment. 

On March 21, 1966, the State held a meeting with the communi­

ties involved in the eastern segment between Routes I-94 and I-75. 

At this time, two alternate locations were submitted for State con­

sideration. On April 6, 1966, the State again met with the eastern 

communities to present its evaluation of the two alternates. The 

State indicated that the alternates would cost $10 to $12 million 

more than the recommended location and would displace more families 

and businesses. 

On April 21, 1966, the Governor met with the western communi­

ties affected by Route I-696. At the meeting the State highway de­

partment compared the recommended location through the western seg­

ment with three proposed alternate locat i ons. The State pointed 

out that the recommended location would basically follow community 

boundaries and major thoroughfares, would be compatible to residen­

tial living and not jeopardize local traffic, would divide only two 

elementary school attendance areas, would not seriously affect a 

golf course, would in no way physically affect the city zoo, and 

would be the most economical (about $6.5 million less than the cost 

of the next highest alternate location). The State concluded that 

its recommended proposal "is best when all factors are considered." 
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No significant decisions or agreements resulted from any of 

these meetings with the affected communities and the Governor has 

indicated that additional meetings will be held. 

Bureau records showed that, as of March 31, 1967, there had 

been no progress relative to approval by local communities of the 

proposed location of 1-696. These records showed also that State 

legislation, which was proposed to establish an arbitration board 

to resolve this matter, was still before the Michigan State House 

Comrni ttee on Roads and Bridges. 
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ILLINOIS 

The State of Illinois has been authorized to construct 1,641 

miles of highways as part of the Interstate System. As of 

March 31, 1967, Illinois had completed and opened to traffic 927 

miles of its authorized mileage, including 156 miles of toll facil­

ities which were approved by the Bureau as part of the system. Of 

the remaining authorized mileage, 675 miles were under construction 

or in the right-of-way acquisition and design stages and work on 39 

miles was in a preliminary stage or had not started. 

The city of Chicago has been authorized to construct 66.5 

miles of the system mileage designated for the State of Illinois. 

At March 31, 1966, 44. 5 miles of the system within the city were 

completed or underwa . The remainin~ 22 miles were designated for 

the proposed Crosstown Expressway (Route I-494). The general loca­

tion for Route I-494 was approved by the Federal Highway .Adminis­

trator in No ,ember 1963; however, the specific alignment of the ex­

pressway has not yet been determined. 

The general location for Route I-494 was approved to provide a 

link connecting Routes I-94, I- 55, and I-9O, as shown in the illus­

tration on page 22. By 1975, I-494 is expected to handle an aver­

age daily traffic of over 100,000 vehicles. 

To develop a specific location for Route I-494 that could be 

recommended at public hearings, representatives of the State and 

Cook County highway departments and other interested departments of 

the city of Chicago formed the Crosstown Expressway Task Force to 

perform the necessary studies. 

In a letter to the tate 's chief highway engineer dated 

June 22, 1964, the Bureau division engineer made the following 

statement with respec t to the studies of the task force. 

18 



"*** To the best of our knowl dge, this is a unique ap­
proach to the problem of affordin the fullest consider­
ation to po tentia l land use, ur an renewal programs and 
impact on exis ting communities while planning the loca­
tion of a major artery to provide improved service for 
vehicular traffic. This joints udy reflects great 
credit to the continuing cooperative spirit of the public 
bodies in developing a solution based on maximum uti liza­
tion of the available planning skills. We are confident 
that the location finally selected will receive the best 
possible public acceptance. Further, i t is be lieved hat 
the work of this 'Task Force' might well provide an in­
valuable example for future freeway location studies in 
densely urbanized areas, under the continuing, coopera­
tive transportation planning process." 

However, the division engineer poi nted out that: 

"*** Bureau of Public Roads has repeatedly urged that the 
final location of all Interstate routes be fixed by the 
end of 1964 in order to permi adequate time for comple­
tion and still allow proper considera tion of the needs 
and desires of the affected property owners and general 
public." 

He urged the task force to accelerate its studies so that a final 

recommended locat ion could be developed for presen t a tion at public 

hearings before the end of 1964. Also, the division engineer sug­

gested, on the basis of pas t experience wi h similar projects in 

the Chicago area, a schedule which would allow the comple tion of 

Route I-494 before October 1972. The schedule called for the State 

to begin preliminary engineering in early 1965, wi th ri ght -of-way 

acquisition activities and the execution of utili ty agreements to 

start in early 1966. 

Th£ task force, however, did not issue its repor t on the 

Crosstown Expressway study until November 30, 19 5 . It recommended 

that Route I-494 be located on an elevated structure, generally 

over railroad right-of-way, from a poi nt near the intersection of 

the Edens and John F. Kennedy Expressways, sou to approximately 
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75th Stree , and hen east to a connecti on with the Dan Ryan Ex­

pressway and the Chicago Skyway. 

The report ind icated that the elevated alignment would cost 

$300 million to $500 million (about twice the cost of the previous 

estimate for he rou e) and would affect, in varying degrees, 470 

residential, 135 industrial, and 80 commercial structures. The 

task force report sta ed that the selection of the rou te location 

had been based on a comprehensive analysis of seven alternate loca­

tions with in he general corr idor; however,the report presented no 

information on the alternate locations . 

Public hearings on the proposed e levated route were held on 

December 15 , 1965 , and on January 5 and 19, 1966 , before the Chi­

cago Plan Commis sion , an integral par t of the Chicago city govern­

ment, whjc h had he authority to make the city's decision as to the 

location of Route I-494. During and .,fter the r.earings, many local 

groups opposed the elevated location an~/~~ ~riticized the task 

force for not presenting detai led information on alternate loca­

tions . 

Special interest was expressed in an alternate proposal for 

a depressed highway in the vicinity of Cicero Avenue. The support­

ers of the depressed highway--mainly homeowners, associations, and 

archi ects-- stated that an elevat ed expressway would be unsightly, 

more expe nsive to cons ruc t and mai ntain , and depressive to la nd 

values in neighborhoods adjacent o it. They be lieved hat a de­

pressed expressway with improved mass t ransport ation facilities 

would be scenic , le s s expen ive , and more conducive o urban r ede­

velo pme nt. However, proponents o f the elevated alignment, pri nci­

pally city offici l s a nd usi ness organizations, believed that any 

other location would require the taking of at least 2,000 more 

s tructures and thus would fur t h_r r educe the city's tax base. 
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In addition, the Bureau i ndicated t hat, before it could ap­

prove a detailed location for Route I-494, a more definitive com­

parison between the elevated alignment and the alternates would be 

required. Consequently, the B~reau requested the State and ci t y t o 

develop more complete information on the Cicero Avenue alignment. 

Upon conclusion of the public hearings, t he chair.man of the 

Ch icago Plan Commission appointed a subcommittee of private citi­

zens to consider the proposals for building Route I-494. o~ 
April 4, 1966, the State transmitted a progress report of the sub­

committee to the Bureau's division engineer. In the report, the 

subcommittee, in describing its task, stated that it was studying 

all testimony given at the public hearings and additional informa­

tion furnished them since the hearing5. The subcommittee stated 

also that it had given "intensive consideration" to both the ele­

vated railroad alignment and t he depressed Cicero Avenue alignment, 

but it pointed out t hat: 

"It appears from the volume of material this sub-committee 
has been furni shed for i ts study, that any alignnent which 
could be recommended at t hi s time presents a series of 
serious problems ." 

As of March 31, 1967 , the city of Ch i cago wa s sti ll gathering data 

relative to the Ci cero Avenue proposal and had not formally recom­

mended a locat ion for Bureau approval. 
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MARYLAND 
The State of Maryland has been authorized to construct 

354 miles of highway as part of the Interstate System. As of 

March 31, 1967, Maryland had completed and opened to traffic 

266 miles of its authorized mileage, including 53 miles of toll fa­

cilities which were approved by the Bureau as a part of the system. 

Of the remaining authorized mileage, 35 miles were under construc­

tion , 34 miles were in the right-of-way acquisition and design 

s~ages, and work on 19 miles was either in a preliminary status or 

had not started. 

The authority to designate and construct arterial highways, 

freeways, parkways, and expressways within the State of Maryland is 

vested in the Maryland State Roads Commission. Although the com­

mission has the overall authority to designate and build all public 

highways within the State, an agreement with the city of Baltimore 

permits the city to assume the responsibility for the construction 

of all public highways within the Baltimore city limits. As of 

early 1966, however, Baltimore r~linquished to the State roads com­

mission authority to construct the sections of the Interstate Sys­

tem that come within the city limits. 

Within the city of Baltimore and adjacent urban areas sur­

rounded by the Baltimore circumferential highway (Route I-695), 

about 68 miles of connecting links were planned and approved by the 

Bureau as a part of the Interstate System in September 1955. In 

addition to Route I-695 and the toll facilities (Route I-895), 

Routes I-83, I-70N, and I-95 are intended to serve Baltimore. 

Routes I-83 and I-70N enter the city from the north and west, re­

spectively, and terminate near the center of the city where they 

connect with Route I-95. (See map on p. 29.) Route I-95 enters 
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Baltimore from the general direction of Washington, D.C., continues 

through the city, and proceeds in a northeasterly direction toward 

the State of Delaware. The Baltimore segment of I-95 will provide 

continuity of the Interstate System through Baltimore. It will 

handle an average daily traffic of over 80,000 vehicles by 1975. 

As of March 31, 1967, approximately 47 miles of the connecting 

links were open to traffic. ln connection with the remaining 

21 miles, about 8 miles either were under construction or were in 

the process of having plans, specifications, and estimates prepared 

or rights-of-way acquired. Final locations have not been deter­

mined for the remaining 13 miles, of which about 9 miles is on 

Route I-95 and about 4 miles on Route I-70N. 

Both the city and the State have made studies on several dif­

ferent locations for the planned section of Route I-95 between 

DeSota Road and the point of junction with Route I-70N. This sec­

tion of Route I-95 was the subject of a public hearing on Janu-

ary 30, 1962. The location discussed at the 1962 hearing had been 

recommended by the expressway consultants for the Baltimore City 

Department of Public Works and was to pass through the Carroll Park 

area of the city. 

Another study of the Carroll Park location was prepared in 

early 1962 for the Maryland State Roads Commission, with particular 

emphasis on the socioeconomic impact of the proposed expressway on 

the city of Baltimore. This study concluded that the Carroll Park 

location for Route I-95 would cause limited disruption of existing 

neighborhoods because it crossed undeveloped land and followed 

existing community boundaries; that the location would take a total 

of approximately 495 dwelling units, of which 390 were in sound 

condition and 105 were either Geteriorating or dilapidated; and 
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that it would also take about 25 acres from Carroll Park and Car­

roll Park Golf Course, for which compensatory land would have to be 

provided. 

The study concluded also that, for the most part, the location 

would have little adverse visual impac½ except where it would cross 

residential developments, and that it would not have any signifi­

cant adverse economic effect because no significant tax-producing 

uses were involved along the proposed location. 

Following the public hearing, the city recommended the Carroll 

Park location to the chairman of the State roads commission. The 

chairman did not act on the recommendation nor did he submit it to 

the Bureau for approval because he did not consider the traffic 

data used to support the proposed location to be adequate. In­

stead, he initiated a comprehensive restudy of the total Baltimore 

transportation situation. 

In late 1962, the Department of Planning of Baltimore City 

conceived a plan to realign this section of Route I-95 generally 

through the Gwynns Falls area of the city. This location was the 

subject of a 1963 report, prepared for the Maryland State Roads 

Commission, in which the Carroll Park and the Gwynns Falls loca­

tions were compared. The following observations were made. 

1. Although the route for the Gwynns Falls location would 
be considerably longer than that for the Carroll Park 
location, it would require the taking of 17 percent 
fewer dwelling units. Of the units which would be 
taken, approximately 61 percent were either deterio­
rating or dilapidated. 

2. The Gwynns Falls location would take little park land 
and would have little effect on other community fa­
cilities because the proposed route lays in industrial 
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and vacant areas; however, it would involve the taking 
of about 40 percent more taxable property than the 
Carroll Park location. 

The prelimi~ary report of the Baltimore Metropolitan Area 

Transportation Study, dated January 1964, recommended that the pro­

post=d location of Route I-95 be through the Gwynns Falls area. 

Both the Carroll Park and Gwynns Falls locations were submit­

ted to the Bureau for consideration. In the latter part of 1964, 

the Bureau advised the State that the location of tb.e section of 

Route I-95 through the Carroll Park area would be acceptable to the 

Bureau. The Bu~eau advised the State that it had considered the 

alternate proposed location through the Gwynns Falls section but 

was rejecting the alternate because the interchanges between it and 

Route I-70N and the interchange with Route I-83 were too closely 

situated to provide adequate weaving distance and to allow any in­

termediate local connections. 

When the location acceptable to the Bureau was submitted to 

the representatives of the city for consideration, the city offi­

cials were of the opinion that the Carroll Park location would not 

be attainable because of the strong local opposition. Therefore, 

the city paid for a study and preliminary plan for another alter­

nate location lying over the Baltimore and Ohio (B&O) Railroad 

between the Carroll Park and Gwynns Falls areas. This location 

would not dislocate as many residences as the Carroll Park loca­

tion, but it would disrupt a large number of industries. 

In the latter part of 1965, the city's alternate plan was sub­

mitted (without cost e s timate) by the State to the Bureau's divi­

sion offi ce with a request for review. The State at that time did 

not make any fcrmal recommendation as to the city's proposed 
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alternate. After careful review of the city's alternate plan, the 

Bureau's regional and division offices concluded that the B&O loca­

tion would cost as much as $50 million more than the 1965 estimate 

of about $128 million for the Carroll Park location. 

The Bureau's regional office had previously taken the position 

that the problem of route location in Baltimore had been adequately 

studied and that no more Federal funds could be used for any fur­

ther preliminary studies of the Interstate System in Baltimore. 

However, the Bureau's regional office indicated that it would not 

object to providing the State an additional $7,500 for the prepara­

tion of a cost estimate for the B&O location if the State would 

submit valid reasons for further study of this section of the sys­

tem. 

The Bureau informally advised the State in November 1965 that, 

before the Bureau could take any action on the proposed B&O loca­

tion, it would be necessary for the State to submit a definite rec­

ommendation or request for the funds. The Bureau expressed concern 

at this time that, if the Interstate System in Baltimore were to be 

finished by 1972, the deadline for mutual agreement between the 

State and the city as to definite locations for the complete system 

in Baltimore was rapidly approaching. 

On May 3, 1966, a meeting was held between Bureau and State 

officials to discuss acceptance of the State's proposed location 

(B&O) of Route I-95 and Route I-70N. A Bureau official pointed out 

that the Bureau had not yet accepted the State's proposed location 

primarily because the State had not demonstrated that the increased 

expenditure of $50 million for the B&O location was justified and 

in the public interest. The Bureau official indicated that it 

would be inappropriate for the State to go forward on a proposed 
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al i gnment that could not be accepted by the Bureau. The State in­

dicat ed that some information on the social and cultural effects of 

the location had been submitted to the Bureau division office and 

that more would be made available soon. 

The proposed location of I-95 over the B&O railroad tracks was 

submitted by the State to the Bureau for approval. In September 

1966 , the Bureau determined that this route was not acceptable. 

The State has since formulated plans to provide a location which 

will be acceptable to the Bureau; however, as of March 31, 1967, 

the State had not presented an alternate route location t o the 

Bureau. 
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NEW YORK 

The State of New York has been authorized to construct 1,225 

miles of highways as part of the Interstate System. At March 31, 

1967, New York had completed and opened to traffic 981 miles of the 

system. Of this mileage, 437 miles met acceptable construction 

standards for the Interstate System but about 52 miles required ad­

ditional work to comply with the standards. Toll facilities which 

had been approved by the Bureau as part of the system represented 

the remaining 493 open miles. Work was in progress on 220 miles 

and was in a preliminary status or had not started on 24 miles. 

Most of the 24 miles represent segments of the Interstate System 

within New Yor~ City. 

State legislation confers certain authority on the city of New 

York in regard to highway projects. The following interpretation 

of this authority was given by the counsel for the New York State 

Department of Public Works, in a leLter dated January 22, 1964, to 

the Bureau's division engineer. 

"*** the State has no authority to acquire lands in the 
City of New York for arterial highway purposes since by 
statute, this power has been conferred solely on the City. 

"*** Section 349-c, Subdivision 3.3 of the Highway Law 
prcwides that any property which is deemed by the Super-
i nter ·dent of Public Works and the City of New York to be 
necessary for the project shall be acquired by the City of 
New York*** if the City of New York does not agree with 
the Superintendent of Public Works as to the property nec­
essary for an arterial highway or if it does not proceed 
with the acquisition of such property*** the project can­
not be advanced." 

Furthermore, the State law authorizes the State to proceed only on 

those sections for which approval as to design, plans, specifica­

tions, and estimates of cost has been obtained from the city. 
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One of the 5egments of the Interstate System within New York 

City which has been the center of much controversy is the Lower 

Manhattan Expressway (LME), a segment of Route I-78. This 2.4-mile 

segment of I-78 will provide for continuing Route I-78 across Man­

hattan and will connect the Holland Tunnel and West Side Highway on 

the west with the Manhattan and Williamsburg Bridges on the east, 

as shown on the map on page 36. This connecting link i s expected 

to handle from 100,000 to over 158,000 vehicles a day by 1975. 

The I.ME was described in March 1960 by the direc t or of the New 

York State Bureau of Highway Planning, as providing: 

"*** the most direct connection from all poi.nts in Man­
hattan and Northern New Jersey to the Brooklyn Navy Yard 
and the several miles of waterfront facilitie~ on both 
shores of the East River in this area as well as being a 
connection to all of the Brooklyn shorefront on Upper 
Bay. 

"*** It is thus an extremely strategic and urgently 
needed element of the New York - New Jersey Metropolitan 
Interstate System." 

Since the original public hearings, the location of the LME 

has been under debate. Opponents stated mainly that the proposed 

elevated location would cause major dislocation of families and 

businesses, reduce the city's tax base, and blight adjacent areas. 

They suggested either canceling the expressway or constructing a 

depressed roadway along the recommended line. On the other hand, 

the Triborough Bridge and Tunnel Authority (TBTA)--the agency which 

coordinates Federal, State, and city actions with respect to arte­

rial highways in New York City--indicated that the project was 

based on sound planning studies and was necessary to relieve con­

gestion. 
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TBTA conceded that the proposed location would require reloca­

tion of families and b~sinesses but indicated that most of the 

buildings i n the area were old and in poor condition. The TBTA 

stated that it would cooperate with the city in providing low in­

come housing for the dislocated families, contribute to relocation 

costs for commercial tenants, and spread the relocation over a 44-

month per iod t o mi nimize it s e ffect. Moreover, TBTA stated that a 

depre ssed alignment would cost $50 million more than the recom­

mended proposal and would di sp lace the same number of properties. 

Public hear ings were held on the proposed location of the LME 

in 1959. In 1960 the New York City Planning Commission approved 

the location of the LME. Later in the same year, the New York City 

Board of Estimate included the route in the city map. 1 No agree­

ment, however , was made between the State highway department and 

the city regarding right-of-way acquisition for the LME. 

On the same day that the board of estimate took action on 

" mappi ng" the Ll1E, it approved const ruction of the Chrystie Street 

Subway underpass, a portion of the LME. The const ruct ion work for 

the underpass was authorized in J anuary 1961 by the Bureau, and the 

construction contract was awarded in March of that year. 

Despite its previous ac tions t o advance construction of the 

LME, the board of estimate, on December 11, 1962, unanimously re­

jected a proposal to commence the acquisition of the right-of-way 

1rn New York City , the planning commission is the custodian of the 
city map. Requests regardi ng map changes are sent to this agency 
which has, by law, a specified period to act on a change. After 
the commission makes i ts recommendation on the change, the re­
quested change is sent to the board of estimate which, for all 
practical purposes, is the final approving authority. 
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for the project. The mayor, in explaining the action, stated that 

the board was rejecting the LME because: 

1. It felt that the present traffic congestion would be re­
lieved by other expressways, planned commercial reloca­
tions, and installation of improved electronic traffic sys­
tems. 

2. It feared the effects of economic and social blight in the 
shadow of an elevated expressway and the loss of tax reve­
nues from properties being demolished and from propert ies 
adjacent to the expressway decreasing in value. 

3. In view of the above, it did not regard the LME to be in 
the urgent public interest which would justify the expendi­
ture of $100 million and the uprooting and dislocation of 
2,000 families and 800 businesses employing about 10,000 
people. 

The city planning commission, in April 1963, held a public 

hearing to consider eliminating the LME from the city map. How­

ever, the Commission did not subsequently demap the route. In Jan­

uary 1964, the chairman of the TBTA, in a letter tc the mayor, 

identified the LME as the keystone of the city's entire future fed­

erally aided arterial program and stated that "If the City will not 

proceed with this project now it might as well abandon the entire 

program." 

On December 22, 1964, the board of ~stimate, at the request of 

the mayor, held a public hearing on initiating the project for ac­

quisition of the right-of-way for the LME. The board, on March 11, 

1965, approved the city's capital budget for 1965-66 which included 

funds required for acquiring the right-of-way. 

In May 1965, the mayor approved the rout~ and, in the follow­

ing month, he issued the required certificate to initiate 
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d • f h f . . . l procee 1ngs or rig t-o -way acqu1 s1t1on. Thi s certificate is an 

order directing the ci ty 's corporation counsel t o obtain title 

vesting f~= ~he property. The corporation counsel's office, how­

ever, suspendc~ proc dings for acquisition pending the resolution 

of three cour t actions filed by private local groups requesting the 

court o restrain the governmental agencies involved in advancing 

the Ll1E. In November 1965, two of the court actions were decided 

in favor of the governmental agencies. However, the city took no 

me ,- sures toward advanc ing the LME. 

In addition to the legal complications, another factor may af­

f ect the progress on this route. Officials in the corporation 

counsel's office believe that the certificate issued by the mayor 

is revocable prior to title vesting. This is significant because 

the present mayor, who was elected in Nov~mber 1965, has indicated 

that he is not in favor of the Ll1E as presently planned. 

On April 11, 1966, city officials informed us that the LME was 

still legally mapped and that t he funds for the LME were included 

in the ci y ' s capital budget for fi sca l year 1966-67. However, a 

Bureau offic ial informed us that, as of March 31, 1967, the city 

had not initiated action t o acquire rights-of-way for LME. 

In addi ion t o the LME, other signi ficant routes within New 

York City have not been started. At March 31, 1967, the following 

proj ects were sti ll in a preliminary status. 

1 
In the present New York City char t er , the mayor can authorize ac-
quisition after the route has been included in the city map. 



Project 

Mid Manhattan Expressway 
Sheridan Expressway 
Astoria Boulevard 
Bushwick Expressway 
Clearview Expressway 

Extension 

Subtotal 

Lowet ~anhattan Express­
way 

Total 

Route 

I-495 
I-278 
I-678 
I- 78 

I- 78 

I- 78 
and 
I-478 

Estimated 
Length cost 

in miles (millions) 

2.0 $111.1 
3.0 50.1 
2.5 31. 2 
7.0 155.4 

~ 59.7 

19.4 407.5 

109.2 

$516 7 

Althou~h the combined routes included in the above tabulation total 

only abc,ut 22 miles, which is less than 2 percent of the New York 

Interstate System mileage (1,225 miles), the related estimated cost 

of about $517 million represents almost 21 percent of the estimated 

total system cost in the State ($2,462 million) submitted t o the 

Congress in January 1965. 
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CALIFORNIA 

The State of California has been authorized to construct about 

2,165 miles of highways as part of the Interstate System. As of 

March 31, 1967, California had completed and opened to traffic 

about 1,163 miles, or 54 percent, of its authorized mileage, in­

cluding about 10 miles of toll facilities which were approved by 

the Bureau as part of the system. Of the remaining authorized 

mileage, 356 miles were under construction and 646 miles were in 

the right-of-way acquisition and design stages. 

State statutes vest authority in the California State Highway 

Commission for determining the actual location of a State highway; 

the Division of Highways of the California State Department of Pub­

lic Works (State highway department) is responsible for the design 

and construction of the highways. The statutes also provide, how­

ever, that no city or county highway may be permanently closed be­

cause of freeway construction, except pursuant to an agreement be­

tween the city or county and the State highway department. Thus, 

unless the State is able to obtain a so-called freeway agreement, 

the local governing authorities in California can exercise a veto 

power over the functions vested in the State highway department. 

Substantial achievement has been made by California in con­

structing its portion of the Interstate System. However, virtually 

no progress was made toward gaining local approval of three seg­

ments of the system designated for the city of San Francisco. On 

March 22, 1966, the Federal Highway Administrator officially de­

leted two of the segments from the system and approved a rerouting 

of the third segment. (See maps on pp. 42 and 43.) The specific 

routes involved and their estimated cost, accordi ng to the cost es­

t imate submitted to the Congress in January 1965, were as follows: 
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Project 

Western Freeway (note a) 
Panhandle, Park Presidio 

Freeways 
Golden Gate Freeway 

Total 

Route 

I-280 

I-80 and I-280 
I-480 

Estimated 
Length cost 

in miles (millions) 

4.6 $103.2 

4.9 123.0 
4.3 106.2 

13.8b $332.4 

aThe portion of the Junipero Serra Freeway within the city limits. 

bAbout 1 mile of this total length involved work on existing loca­
tions, such as widening the approach to the Golden Gate Bridge on 
I-480. 

The proposed Panhandle, Park Presidio, and Golden Gate Freeways 

were to form a loop in northerP San Francisco which would connect 

with the Golden Gate Bridge in the northwest and with the Bay 

Bridge in the east. The Western Freeway was to originate at the 

southern city limit and proceed northward to connect with the 

southwest corner of the loop. It is expected that by 1975 various 

portions of these routes will handle from 48,000 to over 176,000 

vehicles a day. 

The plan for the freeway loop within the city of San Francisco 

was approved by the Bureau as a part of the Interstate System in 

September 1955; however, specific route locations were never deter­

mined and approved. Although the State made numerous studies, its 

proposals for specific locations for the three routes were never 

accepted by the city of San Francisco. 

In January 1959 (reaffirmed in July 1961), the city of San 

Francisco, by resolution of its board of supervisors, declared as 

official city policy, its opposition to certain freeway routes 
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contained in the city's master plan. Among the routes specifically 

opposed were the propose<l Western Freeway, the entire Park Presidio 

Freeway (the Western Freeway and the Park Presidio Freeway consti­

tute Route I-280 within San Francisco), and the entire Golden Gate 

Freeway from the Embarcadero and Bay Street to the Golden Gate 

Bridge (Route I-480). As~ result of the board's action, the State 

ceased planning early in 1959 pending action by the city of San 

Francisco. For some time thereafter, little effort was directed 

toward the development of Interstate Routes 80, 280, and 480 within 

the city. 

The board of supervisors, by resolution in June 1962, reaf­

firmed its opposition to various freeway routes, as declared in the 

earlier resolutions. However, in the June 1962 resolution and in 

subsequent negotiations with the State, the board indicated its in­

terest in having freeways constructed in the city of San Francisco 

and requested the State highway department to perform location 

studies. In accordance with these agreements, studies were under­

taken. 

The completed studies presented various alternate route loca­

tions and possible design treatments for Routes I-80, I-280, and 

I-480 and indicated that certain locations and designs would be 

feasible. Recommendations for adoption of what were considered the 

most feasible alternates were made hy the State. However, the 

board, in October 1964 and July 1965, rejected these recommenda­

tions and made alternate suggestions which, for the most part , in­

volved the construction of tunnels to carry the freeways. The 

State, in turn, rejected the board's suggestion for a tunnel design 

for the Panhandle and Park Presidio Freeway corridor (Routes I-80 

and I-280), on the basis that such construction would involve the 
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expenditure of excessive sums of money while rendering relatively 

poor traffic service. 

In regard to the Golden Gate Fre~eway (Route I-480) , the board 

rejected the State's proposed location and design treatment of the 

route and proposed a tunnel as the alternate. In addition, the 

board resolved that, as a matter of policy, it would not "execute 

any agreement with the State as required by the provisions of Sec­

tion 100.2 of the Streets and Highways Code" in connection with any 

freeway to be constructed along the I-480 routing unless the plan 

for such freeway basically conformed with the intentions, designs, 

and concepts of the subsurface tunnel design. 

Upon learning of the board's action, the Federal Highway Ad­

mjnistrator, in a letter dated July 30, 1965, to the State highway 

engineer stated that: 

"It is my considered judgment that the latest action by 
the Board of Supervisors closes the door on any reason­
able development of the presently constituted Interstate 
freeway system for San Francisco within the period avail­
able for completion of the system. Accordingly I urge 
that the Division take immediate steps to reexamine the 
problem of system continuity in the San Francisco area 

***· '' 
The State highway engineer, in a letter dated August 5, 1965, 

agreed with the Federal Highway Administrator and recommended that 

the Panhandle, Park Presidio, and Golden Gate Freeways be deleted 

from the Interstate System. He recommended also that I-280 be re­

routed--originating at the southern city limit and proceeding 

northerly and easterly along Eixisting highways--to form the South­

ern Freeway that would connect with existing approaches to the Bay 

Bridge. 
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While recommending deletion of the described routes from the 

Interstate System, the State highway engineer recom'Tiended that 

these routes remain on the Federal-aid primary system as they were 

Still considered essential elements of California's ultimate high­

way network. 

In commenting on the State's proposals, the Bureau's division 

engineer stated in a letter dated August 6, 1965, to the Bureau's 

regional engineer that: 

"It is to be noted that the State's proposal provides for 
retention of the deleted San Francisco Interstate seg­
ments on the Federal-aid Primary System. I consider this 
proper, as these segments or variations thereof must be 
constructed in the future if San Francisco is to ever 
have adequate traffic distribution in the northern and 
western portions of the City." 

The division engineer also stated that, by taking the routes out of 

the high priority I~terstate System, the city supervisors would 

have the additional time they considered necessary for planning and 

discussing the matter. 

On August 30, 1965, in a letter to the State highway engineer, 

the Federal Highway Administrator concurred with the route adjust­

ments. However, the routes were not officially deleted from the 

Interstate System until March 22, 1966. In June 1966, an official 

of the Bureau informed us that, if the city of San Francisco could 

demonstrate to the Bureau that the deleted routes could be reestab­

lished and built before the 1972 deadline, the Bureau might still 

consider giving its approval and redesignating portions of these 

deleted routes as a part of the Interstate System. 
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LEGEND: 

STATUS OF INTERSTATE SYSTEM AT AUGUST 31, 1965 

SAN FRANCISCO 
CALIFORNIA 

(BEFORE DELETIONS} 

CO MPLETED OR UNDER CONSTRUCTI ON 

111111111/lll!lll! PREPARAT ION OF PLANS , SPEC! FICA T IONS, AND 
EST IMA TES , AND OR R !GHT-OF -WA Y A CQU ISITION 

FI NA L LOCATIO N NOT EST ABLISHED 
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LEGEND: 

STATUS OF INTERSTATE SYSTEM AT MARCH 31 , 1967 

~ 
I 

COMPLETED OR UNDER CONSTRU CTIO N 

PRE PARATION OF PL ANS , SPEC IFIC ATIO NS, AND 
ESTIMATES, AND OR RI GHT -OF -WAY ACQUISITION 

FINAL LOCATION NOT ESTABLISHED 
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AGENCY COMMENTS AN D OUR EVALUATION THEREOF 

The Assistan t Secretary of Commerce, by letter dated Janu-

ary 10, 1967 ( see app. II), furnished us wi t h the Bureau of Public 

Roads ' comments on our draft report. The Bureau stated that our 

report was fa ctual in all essential elements and that the problems 

set forth in the r e port "mus t be resolved since highway construc­

tion is badly nee ded." The Bureau pointed out that it was meeting 

or anticiyated meeting strong and determined local opposition to 

t he loca t ion of about 23 segments of the Interstate System. 

The Bureau contend ed, however, that these unresolved segments 

were not vital links in the unified national network of the Inter­

st ate Highway System but rather were vital links only in metropoli­

tan transpor tation systems and would serve to improve metropolitan 

traffic circulation, relieve local congestion, and provide service 

through the central district. In this regard, the Bureau stated 

that failure to complete these segments would not prevent the com­

pletion of an integrated and complete Interstate System. 

The Bureau stated also that the route location problems could 

be resol ved by deleting the route segments entirely from the Inter­

state System and substitu ting other intersta te connections. The 

Bureau pointed out that this approach had been used in San Fran­

cisco without any adverse effect s on the unified national network 

of the Inter state Highways Sy.stem . As not ed on page 41, the pro­

lems in San Francisco were ~esolved by elim. nating the controver­

s ial r oute segments from the Inters tate System and constructing an 

abbreviated segment. 

With r egard to the Bureau's solution to the problem in San 

Francisco, we noted that , although the Bureau approved, as a spe­

cial case , the deletion of the established segments and the 
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substitution of a new connection, State and Bureau officials recog­

nized that the deleted segments or sub~titutes therefor •~ould 

eventually have to be constructed in order for San Francisco to 

meet its traffic needs. 

Moreover, Bureau officials informed us that, if the State 

could demonstrate to the Bureau that the deleted segments could be 

reestablished and built before 1972, the Bureau might redesignate 

portions of the deleted segments as part of the Interstate System. 

Therefore, it appears that the Bureau's approach to the route loca­

tion problems in San Francisco was an expedient solution. In this 

regard, it should be noted that portions of the deleted route have 

already been constructed. (See pp. 42 and 43.) 

With regard to the importance of the segments which the Bureau 

stated could be deleted, we note that, in answer to an inquiry from 

a Congressman from California concerning the possible transfer of 

that mileage deleted from the San Francisco Interstate System seg­

ment to another city within the State, the Federal Highway Adminis­

trator, in a letter dated April 12, 1966, stated that: 

"The 41,000-mile National System of Interstate and De­
fense Highways was designated after a thorough study of 
suggested routes submitted by all of the States. These­
lection of the system was made by joint action of the 
State highway departments of each State and the adjoining 
States, in cooperation with the Bureau of Public Roads 
and the Department of Defense. Selection was made on the 
basis of criceria developed to meet the requirements of 
law that the system be so located as to connect by routes, 
as direct as practicable, the principal metropolitan 
areas, cities, and industrial centers, to serve the na­
tional defense***." 

* * * * * 
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"From the above background, it is apparent that this is a 
'system' nationwide in character, selected to meet pre­
viously established criteria, and that uniformity in the 
distribution of mileage and money among the States was not 
a determining factor. The approval of the Bureau of Pub­
lic Roads was for designated routes, as clearly specified 
by the legislation. The intended function of the Inter­
state network would be seriously impaired if substitution 
of new routes were to be permitted -Irk*." 

From the Administrator's comments and the facts presented in 

this report, it is apparent that each segment or link that was des­

ignated to form the Interstate System is an integral part of the 

system and that each segment or link was designated for the purpose 

of best serving the needs of the nation by providing a complete and 

unified network of highways. In accomplishing this purpose, each 

segment, as a matter of course, will benefit the communities of the 

areas in which the segments are established, by reducing traffic on 

local and arterial streets. Such benefit is in complete consonance 

with the intent of section 134 of title 23 of the United States 

Code, which provides that the needs of local communities be given 

adequate consideration in the fornrulation of the Interstate System. 

The Bureau stated that our report did not cover certain unre­

solved financing problems relating to (1) the insufficiency of 

funds being accumulated in the trust fund to complete the Inter­

state Syst em by 1972 and (2) the r ecently established ceiling of 

$3.3 billion on total project obligations to be incurred during 

fis cal year 1967. The Bureau implied that these financing problems 

might extend the completion of the Interstate System beyond 1972. 

As noted earlier (p. 3 ), however, the legislation now in effect 

prohibits expenditures being made from the highway trust fund on or 

after October 1, 1972. 
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Our analysis of the Bureau's comments indicates to u s that the 

Bureau's solution to the problems discussed in this report carries 

with it such consequences that the Congress may wish to examine the 

approach in greater detail. Therefore, we are presenting this in­

formation to the Congress for its consideration and use in i ts con­

tinuous reviews of the Federal-aid highway program. 
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PRINCIPAL OFFICIALS OF THE FEDERAL GOVERNMENT 

RESPONSIBIE FOR THE ADMINISTRATION OF 

THE FEDERAL-AID HIGHWAY PROGRAM 

DURING THE PERIOD COVERED BY OUR REVIEW 

APPENDIX I 

Tenure of office 
From To 

DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION 

SECRETARY OF TRANSPORTATION (note a): 
Alan S. Boyd 

FEDERAL HIGHWAY ADMINISTRATOR (note a): 
Lowell K. Bridwell 

DIRECTOR OF PUBLIC ROADS (note b): 
Francis C. Turner 
Rex M. Whitton 

DEPARTMENT OF COMMERCE 

SECRETARY OF COMMERCE (note c): 
Alexander B. Trowbridge 
John T. Connor 
Luther H. Hodges 

Apr. 1967 

Apr. 1967 

Jan. 1967 
Feb. 1961 

Jan. 1967 
Jan. 1965 
Jan. 1961 

Present 

Present 

Present 
Dec. 1966 

Present 
Jan. 1967 
Jan. 1965 

aPosition created by the Department of Transportation Act (Public 
Law 89-670). 

bTitle changed from Federal Highway Administrator, Department of 
Commerce, in April 1967. 

cAll functions, powers, and duties of the Secretary of Commerce un­
der certain lar s and provisions of law relating generally to high­
ways were transferred to and vested in the Secret ary of Transpor­
tation by the Department of Transportation Act. 
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APPENDIX II 
Page 1 

THE ASSISTANT SECRETARY OF COMMERCE 
WASHINGTON, D.C. 20230 

Mr. E. W. Stepnick 
Assistant Director 
Civil Accounting and 

Auditing Division 
General Accounting Office 
Washington, D. C. Z0548 

Dear Mr. Stepnick: 

JAN 10 1967 

Thia is in reply to -,our letter of October Zl, 1966, requesting com­
ments on a p:..·oposed ·report to the Congress entitled "Problems 
Associated With the Location and Design of Interstate Highway Sys­
tem Segments in Major Metropolitan Areas, Bureau of Public Roads, 
Department of Comme:..~e. 11 

We have reviewed the comments of the Bureau of Public Roads and 
believe that they are appropriately responsive to the matters dis• 
cussed in the audit report. 

Sincerely youra, 

C)~t76J~ 
David R. Baldwin 

Enclosure 
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U.S. DEPARTMENT OF COMMERCE 

BUREAU OF PUBLIC ROADS 

Mr . E. W. Stepnick 
Ass i s tant Dir ec tor 

WASHINGTON. 0 ,C , 20235 

JAN 10 1967 

Civil Acco w1'Ling and Audi ting 
Division 

U. S . General Accounting Offi ce 
Washington , D. C. 

De~r Mr . Stepnick : 

APPENDIX II 
Page 2 

IN REPLY Rli F ER TO: 

Jl - 10 

I am transmitting h erewi t h o ur comments on your draft r eport 
t i tl ed , 'f'ro blems Associ ated w-.i. th t h e Location and Des i gn of 
Interstate Highway Sys t em Segments iri Major Metropoli tan Ar eas ." 

I appr t-'ciate th e opportunity afford ed the Bureau to r evi ew the 
repor t . 

En <.:l osur "' 

Copy microfilmed 
was of poor qual ity. 53 
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APPENDIX II 
Page 3 

COPY 

COMMENTS ON GENERAL ACCOUNTING OFFICE 

DRAFT REPORT TITLED, 

"PROBLF11S ASSOCIATED WITH 

THE LOCATION AND DESIGN 

OF INTERSTATE HIGHWAY SYSTF11 SEGMENTS 

IN MAJOR METROPOLITAN AREAS" 

U.S. DEPARTMENT OF OOMMERCE 
BUREAU OF PUBLIC ROADS 

OFFICE OF AUDITS AND INVESTIGATIONS 

DECFl1BER 1966 
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APPENDIX II 
Page 4 

TIMELY AND ECONOMICAL COMPLETION OF INTERSTATE SYSTEM MAY BE HIN ­
DERED BY UNRESOLVEP ROlITE LOCATIONS AND DESIGN PROBLEMS (pp. 6-41) 

We believe that the location and design problems as di scus s ed 

in the report are factual in all essential elements. On Septem-

ber 30i 1966, Public Roads hearings had been held and the rout e lo­

cations approved for all but 1933 mile s of Interstate System. The 

location of only about 158 miles involving 23 segment s are meeting 

or we anticipate will meet strong and determined local oppo s ition. 

Resolution of these problems will require patience and underst and­

ing by highway officials local representatives, and the cit i zens 

involved. Difficulties in selecting specific locations usually in­

volve displacement of people and disruption of the communi t y life 

as well as the community tax base. It takes patience and time to 

work out these difficulties. Eventually, the difficulties must be 

resolved since highway construction is badly needed. 

The unresolved locations in metropolitan areas are vi tal links 

in "metropolitan transportation sys tems" and will i mp rove met ropol­

itan traffic circulation, relieve local street congest i on , and pro­

vide service through the central district or between the cent ral 

district and rural Interstate highways. However, t hese segment s 

are not vital links of a "unified r.ational network" and f ai lure to 

complete these segments will not prevent the completion of an i nte­

grated and completely operational interstate sys tem. I t is pos ­

sible to either delete the controversia1 route segments fr om the 

Interstate System entirely or to make substitute Interstate connec­

tions. The problems with the segments in San Francis co were r e­

solved in this manner and will not hinder t he t imely and economical 

completion of the Inters tat e System as i ndicated in the heading and 

fi rst sentence on page 6 of the report. 
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APPENDIX II 
Page 5 

On report page 1, GAO pointed out that its review was confined 

to the matters directly related to the location and design problems 

discussed and did not cover all aspects or transactions pertaining 

thereto. 

Apparently, the GAO review did not cover unresolved financing 

problems, which, when resolved, may give us additional time in 

which to resolve the location and design problems discussed in the 

report. Because of the following problems, those discussed in the 

report may not actually hinder the timely and economical completion 

of the Interstate System as stated on page 6 of the report. 

1. On the basis of current tax rates and cost estimates 
for completing the Interstate System, it appears that 
sufficient revenues will not be available to complete the 
Interstate System by 1972. While it is impossible to 
speculate as to how this problem will be resolved, the 
possibility of extending the completion date is being 
considered. 

2. The Administration recently had to reduce non-military 
Federal expenditures as a contribution to the Viet Nam 
effort and the resulting program to reduce inflationary 
pressures. As a result, the Federal-aid Highway Program 
is to be limited to $3.3 billion in total project obliga­
tions that can be incurred during fiscal year 1967. It 
is anticipated at this time that this rate of obligation 
will continue into at least t he first quarter of fiscal 
year 1968 and this slow-down in the rate of obligations 
might have an effect on the duration of the Interstate 
Program. 

GAO note: Page 6 referred to in the agency's comments on our draft 
report has been changed to page 7 in the final report. 
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