
December 28, 1960 

INTRODUCTION AND SUMMARY 

The President 1 s Directive 

In a letter of July 2, 1959 1 the President instructed tl1..e Special Assistant 
for Public Works Plannin g to conduct a broad revie\v of the Federal 
Hi ghway Pro gra m . He referred to the sharply accelerated roads pro­
gra n1. authorized by the Federal Aid Hi ghwa y Act of 19 56 and pointed 
to the questions that had arise n as to whet h er policies used in selectin g 
1·outes for hi ghwa y s would ac h ie v e m ost eco n omi call y the purposes 
so u gl1t, whether the desi gn sta n dards were greater than needed and 
whether tl1e needs justified a s y ste rr1 of Interstate a n d Defense Hi ghways 
of the n'la gnitude pla n11edo Specificall y , the Preside nt 1s letter directed 
that tl1e revie\v should: 

11 2 • 

'' 3. 

'' 4. 

Re-ex an 1.i 11e policies, n1ethods 1 and standards now in 
effect i11 order to ascertain t h eir effectiveness in 
achievi ng basic n atio n al ·o bjecti v es. This re-exarrdnation 
should co v er, but n ot b e li nu. ted to, intra- n1.etropolitan 
area routi ng incl u di n g i ng ress a n d e gress, interchan ges, 
grade separations, fro nta g e roads, traffic lanes, utility 
relocations, and engin eerin g de si gno 

Delineate Federal responsibility as distin guished fror n 
State and local respo n si bility in fi n ancin g , planning, 
an d supervisi n g the hi ghway pro gra m . 

Deter m ine the n1.ea n s for i rr__._provin g coordination between 
planni ng for Federal-aid hi ghways and State-local plannin g , 
especially urban plan n in g . 

De v elop re co rru--nendati .011s co v erin g the legislative and 
adrn.inistra t i v e actio n required to redirect the program. 
as i 11dica t ed in 1, 2, an d 3, in a n"'l.a lli,.er that will (a} 
m.inir.1.uz e th e Federal cost of the hi ghwa y pro gram., and 
(b ) assure financi n g the _se costs from the Trust ·Fund 
on a self-sustainin g b asis. 11 

... 
' 



The Highway Act of 1956 and the Interstate System 

The Federal Aid Highway Act of 1956 started a new era in Federal 
participation in highway development. It designated the System of 
Interstate highways authorized by the 1944 _}\.ct as the ''National 
System of Interstate and Defense Highways.'' It expressed the intent 
of Congress that the System be completed as nearly as possible over 
a 13-year period and that the entire System in all the States be brought 
to simultaneous completion. It established the principle of control of 
access. It provided for the adoption of standards adequate to accom­
modate the types and volumes of traffic forecast for the year 1975. It 
raised the authorized extent of the Interstate System from 40,000 miles 
to 41,000 miles. It increased from 60o/o to 90o/o the part of the cost of 
the Interstate System to be financed from Federal taxes. It authorized 
annual Federal appropriations totaling $25. 0 billion over a 13-year 
period or 90o/o of the total estimated cost of $27. 5 billion. It prescribed 
a procedure for apportioning the funds among the States in the ratio of 
the cost of completing the System in each State to the total cost of com­
pleting the system in all States. 

To finance the Federal cost, the 1956 Act established a ''Highway Trust 
Fund'' and appropriated to the Trust Fund certain e.xisting and additional 
taxes on motor fuels, vehicles, and parts. 

The 1956 Act was enacted in response to demands of the President and 
the general public for a comprehensive, quick and forward-looking 
program to overco .me the growing deficiencies in highway facilities. 
The President, in his 1955 Special Message to the Congress, presented 
a program of highway construction of 11nprecedented magnitude and 
popular appeal. It was geared to meet the great need and enthusiasm 
of Anlericans for a nationwide network of controlled access highways 
for swift, safe and uninterrupted motor travel that would join both 
coasts, link with our neighbors to the north and to the south, connect 
the principal cities, ports, manufactu .ring areas and other traffic­
generatin _g centers, and provide for the National defense. 

The needs for improved intercity highways grew during the 1930 1s. 
They be came increasingly evident as the requirements of defense for 
highway transportation in the early 1940 1s were superimposed on these 
peacetime requirements. Rapid growth of motor vehicle transportation 
after World War II continued to pile up th ,e backlog of hig :hway needs. 
Highway accidents were continuing to take an a.larming toll of lives. 
The cessation of highway construction and maintenance during World 
War II, together ·with the ever-inc .reasing number of vehicles, compelled 
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t h e launchi ng of a vigorous attac k on t h e hi ghwa y problen "l. The 

practice of the Con gress theretofore of enactin g bie nn ial hi ghwa y 
authorization le gislation h ad proven to be too indefinite a IT.!.ethod of 
insurin g that the obstacles v-1ould be overco n'1.e in th .e foreseeable 
future. Th~ proposal for aut h orizin g a lon g -ran g e pro gram. to be 
acco m plished over a definite period of y ears r ·ece .ived practically 
unani m ous acceptance. The onl y reall y serious controvers y t .hat 
ren -iai 11.ed at the ti rrLe of the e n act m e nt of t h e 195 6 Act was tl1e 1neans 

of fina n ci ng the pro gra m. 

Proble r .. c1s that Led to Presidential Directi v e for Review 

The new hi ghwa y pro gra m aut h orized b y the Con gress in 1956 was 
·u11.dertal ce n with vi gor and e nthusias m b y the Federal govern n1.ent, 
tl1.e States and the Road Buildin g industr y . H owever, it was not lon g 
before m ajoi· probl em s of finance, plannin g , f11nctio1 1 and scope arose 
witl 1. respect to tl 1.e new Interstate Pro gra m . -

Tl1.e u1· g enc y of getti 11g wor k underwa y and fears that tl1.e road buildin g 
i r1.dust1· y m i gl1t riot be g eared to acco n-iplish the expanded pro gram re -
sult e d i r1 di1·ection of the m ajor efforts toward g ettin g construction 
started ratl1e1· tl1a 11. to'\vard f·irst establishin g and clarif y in g understand­
i n g s as to the n-iajor objecti v es to be achieved. The availability of 
Federal ta...x funds for 90 o/o of t h e cost of t l1e work pr .ovided a11 attractive 
11.ire f or solvin g traffic proble m s of a predo rr .!.inantl y local character -­
a co n seque 11.ce 11.ot fore seen at th e ti.m e of e n act m ent of the A .ct. 

T he ascendi n g rate of gro wth i n population, particularl y in the suburbs 
of t l1e m etropolitan areas, a n d t h e accelerated econo rn ic developrr ient 
i n creased t ransportation facilities n eeds, especiall y for rn otor · vehicles, 
to t h e poi 11t ,vh ere an )' pro grai n wi t..1-i flli"'1.dS a v ailable was sou ght to be 
used to relie v e n-::ountin g traffic co ng estion. The r1.1.an y pressures that 
de \reloped as a !esult of the growi n g m etropolitan area problerr 1s, to­
get l1er wi th t h e enlar ged a u thorizatio n s contained in t h e 1956 Federal 
Aid H i g l1,va y Act, placed unparalleled de m ands on t l-ie Bureau of Public 
Roads a n d State Hi gh wa y Depa:i:- br 1ents and app .arentl y did not giv e 
s ,1fficie n t ti n -ie for the esta b lis hm e n t of clear b asic ob j ecti v es. There 
\ivere increasi n g te n de n cies t o u.se th e Interstate Sy ste r1'1 as the m ain 
sol u tio n to co n-,,rriuter tra n sportatio n proble n1.s in m etropolitan areas 
wit h out adequate co n sideratio n of suitab .le a n d possi b l y better and m ore 
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economic alternatives. Differences of opinion emerged as to whether 
parts of this program were being d.irected more at att~mpts to solve 
purely local traffic problems th.an at advancing basi ·c nationa .l obj _ectives. 
There was concern that some of the new freeways being provided by the 
Inter state P_rogram might be strangled by their ·,own traffic on opening 
day.. There was not agreement as to the types of needs and services 
which were to have primary emphasis in the development of the Inter­
state System, nor the order in which the construction of facilities was 
to be pro ·grammed. 

Lack of adequate progress in overall planning, particularly land use 
and mass transportation planning in urban areas, was apparent. The 
mammoth size, the speed, and the complexity of this program, made 
the need for improved coordination with the planning of other programs 
even more imperative. Yet, by the same token, sufficient time for this 
coordination was precluded. Planning and designing were often based 
on con .tinuation of trends in existing highway traffic rather than in well­
thought-out forecasts of future needs and developments, technological 
as well as other, and how these needs could best be satisfied. Insuffi­
cient attention was being given to the impact of the new highways on the 
development and form of mushrooming u .rban regionso Urgent dem.an .ds 
for speed i11 placing work nnder way prevented adequa .te consideration as 
to whether traffic should be encouraged to follow past m .otor vehicle 
patte1·11s, possibly to its own long-range detriment, or whether routes 
should be so selected as to channel parts of such traffic to other arteries 
or to other forms of transportation or, as a result of la.nd use studies, 
to other origins or destinatio .ns. 

Time also was not available to fully develop suitable geometric and 
construction standards for reasonably 1.1niform application throughout 
the cou ,ntry as required by the 1956 Act. Oftentimes the width of right­
of-way and the cross-section elements 1 especially the width of median, 
design of the left shoulder, an .d the number of lanes, were such ~t 

safety was impaired and that additional capacity could not be added to 
the Interstate System without increasing the 11nit cost of highway trans­
portation. Furthermore, the spacing and design of interchanges in 
some urban areas seriously affected the capacity and function of the 
Inters ·tate System. 

The traditional Bureau of Pub .lie Roads - State Highway Departtrients 
relationship, ·which had bee .n so effective over a period of some forty 

- 4 -



years, was subjected to new considerations, 11ntried procedures., 
and severe strains. The simple relationships which had existed 

during the period when Federal-aid highway programs were much 
more modest appeared to lack the facility and techniques required 
for speedy and successful accomplishment of the new, intricate, 
gigantic Interstate Highway con .struction program. The need for 
modernization of procedures to meet late 20th Century demands was 
obvious. 

The Depa1-tn1ent of Commerce., the Bureau of Public Roads, an .cl 
the States took many steps toward the solution of the imposing mass 
of new problems and issues. Certain new techniques were initiated, 
arrangements made for review of actions, and responsibilities 
as signed o Yet, the morass of detail, combined with the limited 
staff seemed to so engulf the attention of personnel that there was 
insufficient time t ·o monitor dir e ctives to insure that authorities and 
responsibilities w er e being adequately exercisedi principles applied, 
and established procedures properly followed. Furthermore, there 
had not been sufficient experience with the trem .endously enlarged 
p1·ogram to be su .r e that the guides and instructions were workable 
and effective. 

The first realistic estimat e of cost of the Interstate System, sub­
mitt e d to th e Congr e s s in January 1958, showed that the original 
hurried estimates of $2 7 . 5 billion - - $25. 0 billion Federal and $2. 5 
billion State -- w ere inadeq11ate and that the total cost would probably 
ex ce ed $40 billion. The expected continuous, adequate flow of 
in c ome into the Highwa y Trust F 11nd was not being fully realized. 
Acc e leration of the total Federal-aid highway program, financed 
by borrowing from the general fund o.f the Treasury, was authorized 
by the Con g ress in 1958 to he lp relieve unemploy:rnent. 

These problems became of major concern to the Administration in 
early 1959 0 In order to assure that the Program would proceed on 
a sound fo11ndation, the President decided that a review of the 
Federal-aid highway program was necessary, and assigned the 
task t o the Special Assistant for Public Works Planning. 

Th e Re v iew and Analysis of the Highway Program 

In vie w of th e magnitude of the highway program, the study was 
c on c entrated on a rev i ew of some of the major facets and problems 
of the Interstate Program. 
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It \Vas ob vious that an effecti v e st u dy- of t h e Federal-aid hi gh wa y 
pro gr a n-i re q uired an anal y sis of its purposes in relatio n to the objecti v es 
of t h e 11.atio n 1 s e n tire tra n sportation plant 0 Further m ore, in a pro gressive 
eco n o rt1y all for m s of transporta t io n rr;.ust be considered. Provision of 
inte grated, coordinated tra n sportatio n presents an e n or m ous challen g e, 
particularl y since develop m ents i n t h e v ario u s m odes of transport h a v e 
taken place sporadicall y ov er t h e y ~ars and lar g el y- i n depende n tl y of 
eac h other. It was because of t l:1.is loose groupin g of m odern and anti­
quated s y ste m s and the strait j ac k ets under whic h distributio J1 takes place 
that t h e Sec1·etar y of Co mm erce, at t h e Presidentts request, recently 
conducted a v er y useful a n d enli ghtenin g stud y to ide 11.tif y n 1easures needed 
to assure t l-1.e balanced de v elop rri ent of our transportation sy ste m . This 
r e port 11.as b een a valuable aid i n providin g g eneral b ac k grow1d m aterial 
for t hi s Hi gl1wa y Study o 

T h e President, in his letter of Jul y 2, I 959, asked t h at t h e review of 
the Federal-aid 11.ighwa y pro gr a n1. ascertain t h e effecti v eness of existin g 
policies, m ethods and standards in aclne v in g basic n atio n al objecti v es. 
To esta b lish a fra m e w or k for this review, the followin g state m e11.t of 
basic 11ational obje c ti ,, es was prepared i n consultation wit h the Bureau 
of t h e Bud get and t h e Depart m ent of Co mn -"1erce: - ,,----;; 

/ .,:.... . '/' '' 
j,.; • ~ 
I .J ,;Y\ 

Basic National Ob j ecti v es of Federal-aid hi gh wa y s y ste m s ~- ~-
"' ... ,~ ... _ 

.f. ,., t t;_ 

In the de v elop m ent of t h e v ario u s s y ste m s of transportation in 
the United s5ates, the n1.ai n o bj ecti v e is to see t h at eac h syste rr i. 
b ears tl1at t ype of traffic whi c h it can m ost effecti v el y a n d 
efficie n tl y carr y wit h t h e least cons um ption of resources, and 
t l1er e b y (I) facilitat e t h e rri o v e m ent of people and goods, ( 2) 
pro n-io t e tl 1e Nation 1 s eco n o n1.ic growth and de v elop rr_e nt, (3) 
contribute to the ge n eral w ell- b ein g of its people, a n d (4) 
pro n 'lote tl1e natio n al de f e n se .. 

Wit h in t h is fr am ewor k , th e o b jecti v-e of th e 1,J. gh w a y s y ste m s of 
t l1e n atio n is to pro vi.de for th ose rr :.ov e m ents of people and goods 
w l1.ic h . ca I1 b est b e ser v ed b y m otor vehicles, ei th er separatel y 
or i n con junctio n wi.th ot h er m odes of tra n sportation. The 
ob j e c ti v e of the Federal-aid 11.ighw a y s y ster .o.s is to pro m ote 
t l1.e de v elop n : ent of th ose ele r11.e nts of the over all sy ste m of 
roads and hi ghw a y s w luc l1 pro m ote broad defi n able n ational 

i n terests. 
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The ob jecti v e of t h e Natio n al Sy ste m of Interstate a n ·d Defense 
H i gh wa y s, whic h is prese ntl y a selected part of t h e Federal-aid 
Pri rri ar y Sy st em , is to pro vi de for efficie n t m ov e m ent of t h at 
hi ghw a y traffic whic h is r11..ost i m porta n t to co n1.m unication -
b etween rn a j or cent .er s of populatio n , productio n , and defense o 

T h e Interstate Sy ste n 'l is to ser v e as a n atio n -¼'ide n e't\v ork of 
c ontrolled access hi gh w a y s, affordi n g safe, efficie n t, rapid 
rr ... otor vehicle tra v el, a n d co nn ecti n g wit h o th er lri ghw a y s y ste m s 
whic h ser v e as rr1ajor collectors a n d distri b utors. 

Tl 1.e ob j ecti v e of t h e re rr1ai 11.der of t h e Federal-aid Pri m ar y 
Sy ste r.o. is to pro v ide for ot h er m ai n arterials re quired to 
int e r c on nect m ajor ce n ters of populatio n , productio 11., a 11.d 
defe n se. 

Tl 1e F e deral-aid Seco 11.dar y Sy ste n1. is a colle c tio n of f eeder 
roa ds w l-1ic h facilitat e local a n d i n terco n.,_n-iu nit y n1.o ve 1n e n ts 
of s pecial i rr J.porta n ce. It is 11ot a n int e g 1·ated n e t w or k in itself. 

M a jor St e ps to I n crease Eff e cti ve n e s s of Hi gh wa y Pro gra rr1 

Duri 11g t J1e e ar l y sta g es of the h i ghw a y s tu d y , it b eca r.c1.e apparent t h .at 
th e D e part m en t of Co 11.uner c e a n d t l1.e Burea u of Pu b lic Roads, as well 
a s t h e States, w e1·e be i n g faced wi t h n1.a n y n e v.r pro b le n1.s arisin g fro rri 
the rapid ex pa r1sio 11 and e r1or m o u s i n crease i n r.na gni tu de of the Federal­
aid l1i g l1wa y pro g1·am . In tl1 e co n duct of t hi s st u d y m uc h factual data 
'\:Ver e c o n 1.piled. O n t h e b asis of t hi s infor m atio n , it was found that a 
nun -ibe r o f f urt li er actio n s co u ld b e t ak e n , witho ut interr u ptin g the pro­
gra n1., to o, rer c o111.e so m e of t h e m ore tro ub leso m e pro b le rr l.s and achieve 
gr e ater ov erall coordi n atio n , eff icie n cy , eco n o rny a n d un derstandin g . 
T h e y h a v e bee1 J. under co n ti nuin g discussion wi th t h e Depart rn ent of 
Co 1nm er ce a n d n'"lan -y- h a v e b ee n i m ple m ented. 

Mu c h of t l1e authori z ed pro gra m is co m pleted, 1Jnder w a y or co w..ni itted. 
This does n ot eli m i n ate the desira b ili ty or necessi ty for proceedin g with 
i .rr1.pro v en --ie n ts i n t h e pla nnin g a n d ad rrtl nistratio n of t h e pro gra 1n as the y 
m a y b eco m e app -are n t. Additio n al a n d v ar .ied needs w-ill de v elop O'\l"er 

' 

- t11e year s a 11d Federal participatio n i n hi ghwa y co n structio n will 11ndoubted­
l y c o,n tinu e i nt o th e i n definite futur e. It is for t hi s reaso n t h at t h e stud y 
h a s be e 11 ai m e d a t lo n g -ra 11g e t ar gets rather th a n at fi n di n g te n-iporar y 
e x p e die n ts. 
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In ?1e _absence of agreement and clear 11nderstandings as to the major 
objectives of the various parts of the highway program, it is inevitable 
that policy questions should ariseo To overcome the surge of criticisms 
of the program and as sure widespread public support, its purposes should 
be distinctly set forth. The National Objectives outlined above establish 
a basic framework aro11nd which a coordinated, integrated system of 
highways can be built. Each of the categories included therein has certain 
specific goals. Each should have an equitable cost-sharing ratio directly 
relat_e~ to the type and magnitude of benefits supplied, and the cost of .. ---~ 
pr ovtdmg such benefits. .1...-.,;.... --\ ·- . ·,. J- a. ,..... .., 
The Interstate System should be established as a distinct and separate ~ ... n.- .~ ~-

~ 
part of the Federal-aid highway program with its objectives being as 
defined in the above statement of National Objectives. The purpose of 
the Interstate System is to provide for efficient movement of the highway 
traffic which is most important to comm11nication between major centers 
of population, production, and defense. Projects meeting this qualifica .tion 
should be included in the Interstate System whether or not they were included 
in the authorized 41, 000-mile network. Those that do not fulfill these 
purposes should be classified under other systems. 

Proposals for road projects hereafter advanced for Federal-aid, regard­
less of the program under which they are presented, should be screened 
against the various objectives set forth above to ascertain into what 
classification they s.liould fall. As they are developed as part of local, 
regional, and national plans, found justified, and presented for consider­
atio 1i, tl1ey should be approved and incorporated into the particular • system. 
for which they qualify. This should be a continuing process. 

It would be unre .alistic a11d a lack of exercise of normally expected fore­
sight to decide at this time that a program would be stopped at a point 
some decade or so in the future when a predetermined number of miles 
of a certain type of highway have been completedo This would fail to 
recognize that progress, growth and change are constantly taking place. 
No matter how sophisticated we may be today, we are in no position to 
assume ·that present patterns will be frozen for sometune in the future. 
We should not impose limitations on the decisions which must be made 
by our progeny nearly a generation hence. While useful for planning 
purposes as a prospectus of the size of the package of the Interstate 
System program with which we will probably be concerned in the next 
decade, the 41, 000-mile authorization for the Interstat .e System should 
be abando ·ned as a long-range legal limitation and a service con .cept 

should be adopted as a control. 
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Construction of the Inter state Sy stem has vital and lon g -ran g e impacts 
on the areas throu gh which it traverses, as wel l as on the econo n1y of 
the nation as a wholeo Coordination of such a m ajor public \vorks 
pro gra m with the mult itude of other progra1ns at the several le ve ls of 
g over nm ent is an exceedin g l y co m plex undertakin g . O ne of the m ost 
useful tools in overcomin g tb..is proble rr 1 and assurin g effective solutions 
is co rr1prehensive plannin g . 

Tl1.e foundation for co m prehensi v e plannin g - be it for a re gion, State, 
metropolitan area, city or co nu:fl 11nity - rests on the principle that 
econo r.c.t.ic g rowth and broad land use plans will fir st be developed be­
fore e rr1barkin g on detailed plannin g for functional facilities. Compre­
l1ensive pla11nin g requires that all t y pes of needs be n'1easured a11.d their 
g rowtl 1 forecast, then their relative ur g encies co m pared a11.d wei ghed. 
It is at tl1.is point that lon g -ran g e plans are for m ulated for their ful­
fill1 7}ent, a11.d tl1e costs, ber1efits and conse quences of eacl1 evaluated. 
This plannin g process, whicl1 develops coordinated pro gra n-is in ter m s 
of tl1eir contribution to the overall objectives, is as essential to the 
success of the Federal-aid lu. ghwa y pro gram as it is to an y other 
fu r1ctional develop m ent pro gr a n1.. Of such co rn prehensive plans the 
transpo1·tation plan is 011.e part, and, in turn, the I-Ii ghwa y Plan is but 
011.e part of the transportation plan. 

Tl1is concept of plannin g , con l.l.---non to successful bus i ness and industry, 
is g raduall) r gainin g acceptance b y the public and Govern n'l ent officials 
tl11·ou ghout tl1.e countr y . The efforts in this direction b y the Bureau of 
Public Roads and the States, as well as local goverIL. rn.ental bodies, 
should be encom.·a g ed and stren gthene d. With improved r.aechanisms 
£0 1· coordinatin g plannin g gra nts U-lJ.der the v arious Federal pro gra rri s, 
it should b e reasonable to req1rire, that, as a prerequisite to an alloca­
t .ion of Federal-aid funds to an Interstate System project, it be a part of 
a satisfactor y hi ghwa y plan which confor m s to the re gional transportation 
p .lan and t h e co n'1.m11nity gro"vt h and land use plan for the area. 

T h e effecti v e solution of t h e ur b an transportation pro b le m requires 
planni n g for the proble n1. in its entirety. A separate Federal-aid pro­
gra 1n is n eeded to sti11:1ulate and assure the plannin g and development 
of those f acilities th .at can 1nost effectivel y and eco no m icall y meet urban 
tra n sportation require rr1e n ts, s u c h as m ass transportation. 

Land ac quisition for ri ght-of - w a y of th e Federal-aid hi g l1wa y pro gra m 
is bi g b usiness toda y . It will require expenditures of m ore th .an one-half 
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billion dollars annually during the next decade,, As an item in the 
overall cost of hig .hway construction, it has rapidly moved fro1n a 
position of relative insignificance to one of great importance. The 
right-of-way cost of the Interstate System will be 20o/o to 25o/o of the 
total co st of the Inter state System. 

The efficiency of acquisition procedures varies greatly between the 
States, and the Bureau of Public Roads auditing practices vary 
accordingly. In some States t h e procedures are efficient enough to 
permit auditing by sampling n'l ethods, while in others a IOOo/o audit 
is required. While speed is an important factor in many projects 
there are certain generally accepted procedures., n ot no\v being 
uniformly followed, whic h would materially assist i n getting fair and 
expeditious action in land acquisition. In fact the scope of t lris prob­
lem justifies that specific steps be taken to provide for advance ac­
quisitio ·n not only to allow sufficient lead time but also to keep costs 
to a n1.inimum. There should be no further delay in insisting that all 
States be placed on some m inimal level of required procedure and 
practice for land acquisition. 

Tl1e 1956 l'..fi ghw ay Act provided that g eon 1.etric and construction 
standa1·ds, approved by the Secretary of Commerce in cooperation 
witl 1. State I-Iighway Departments and adequate to accommodate traffic 
fo reca s t for 1975, sl1all be applied with reasonable uniformity through­
out tl 1e States. Wl,ile this requirement covers a multitude of items 
1·an ging fron-i numb e r and width of traffic lanes to structural design 
tl1at m ust be suitable to wide variations in climate, terrain and traffic, 
pro gress has been m ade by tl'1e States and the Bureau of Public Roads 
in fo1·mulation of acceptable g uides that have widespread application. 
Examples are the standards i n corporated in various rn emoranda 
issued b y tl1.e Bureau of Public Roads and in the iRstructions for prep­
aration of estin 1.ates of cost of completion of the Inter state System 
under Section l08{d} of the Highway Act of 1956 and under Section . 
104(b)5 of Title 23, United States Code, £

1Highways.' 1 H .owever, analysis 
of tl1.e cl1aracteristics of the sections of the Inter state System completed 
or under construction re, real considerable variation not only among the 
Sta tes but even within a State. Al th oug h t h ere may be adequate justifi­
ca t io n for a number of t l'lese differences because of sp ·ecial circumstances, 
tl1ere is evidence t1'1at m ore dyna.rriic and realistic progress could be 
made whicl1 would lead not onl y to better and more efficient facilities, 
but also to better utilization of resources. 
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In some States the programming of construction of sections of highways 
also brought forth serious criticisms. It ·can well be argued that con­
struction should be programmed in such a way as to comp .lete, as early 
as possible , usable sections for intercity travel. Yet, many States 
have been programming their construction along scattered segments of 
Interstate routes with the result that long, continuous sections of the 
System probably will not be available 11ntil the entire System is completed. 
The States may have laws, traditions or policies, requiring distribution 
of Federal fund allocations among various districts or on other bases. 
More attention to the scheduling of sections of the Interstate Highway 
System is necessary to assure that continuous sections most needed to 
meet national objectives are completed first. 

Since the Interstate System is to serve the national interests , the 
Federal government has a responsibility to provide broad leade .rship 
in the planning and administration of the Federal-aid highway program. 
Yet such broad leadership has often been lacking, probably due in part 
to tl1.e limited staff and appropriations for the Departrrient of Commerce 
to supervise the program and in part to a reluctance to disturb the 
histori c position that the highway program was, to all intents and pur­
pos e s, a State responsibility. However, when the national interest in 
a program is such that 90o/o of the cost is financed from Federal tax 
funds, it would seem only logical that the Federal government should 
pl a y a g1·eater part in the planning and policy-making process. 

The cost of the Inte1·state System, with its high standards of convenience 
and safety, will be enormous. Presently authorized taxes will be in­
sufficie11t to complete the system within the scheduled time. But means 
are available for augn'1enting financial resources both through extension 
or increase in present taxes and through general authorization of toll 
roads where financially feasible and desirable. The latter presents a 
very useful tool to pro,ride the roads faster, as well as t ,o insure fu.nds 
for State maintenance during the period of amortization. 

In addition to providing increased revenues to the Highway Trust Fund, 
ways must be found to finance a new program to stunulate the compre­
hensi v e planning an .cl integrated development of urban transportation 
systems - embracing rapid transit , highways, and other modes of 
transportation. 
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Studies authorized 11nder Section 210 of the 1956 Highway Act have 
been under way for four years by the Secretary of Commerce to 
determine, insofar as practicable, an equitable distribution of the 
tax burden among the various classes of users and beneficiaries of 
the Federal-aid highways,, This report is intended to provide the 
information required to assign equitably, the costs a .mong the 
beneficiaries o 

General Reco:rnrri.endations 

1. Clarify t1nderstanding as to basic purposes of the Interstate 
and other Federal-aid highway systems. 

2. Establish the Interstate as a distinct system separate from 
the ABC Systemso 

3. Establish systematic procedures for coordinating highway 
planning with comprehensive planning for other Federal 
programs and local development programs. 

4. Strengthen land acquisition procedureso 

5. Formulate more uniform and specific criteria and standards 
£01· route location and design of the Interstate System. 

6. Formulate criteria for programming to assure orderly system 
developme11t. 

7. Strengthen Federal role in guiding Interstate System planning, 
programming and constructiono 

8. Delineate Federal, State, local and non-governmental responsi­
bilities. 

9. Provide for equitable assignment of costs amon .g beneficiaries. 

10. Authorize and assist the development of toll roads on routes 
of the Interstate and _t\.B C System .s where feasible and . desired 
by the States • 

11. Provide mea .ns of assuring adequate financing to complete the 
presently authorized Interstate System on or near schedule, 
together with adequate progress on ABC Systems, as well as 
to plan a .nd develop integrated urban transportation systems. 
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