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REIMBURSEMENT OF TOLL OR FREE ROADS ON THE
INTERSTATE SYSTEM

TUESDAY, MARCH 25, 1958

HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES,
COMMITTEE ON PUBLIC WORKS

W ashington, D. C.

The committee met, pursuant to call, at 10: 15 a. m., in room 1302,
New House Office Building, Hon. George H. Fallon presiding.
Mr. FALLON. Gentlemen, the Committee on Public Works is meet-

ing this morning for the consideration of H. R. 10422 and 22 identical
bills. In addition, there are 16 other bills.
The purpose of the legislation, and it is all identical, with very few

exceptions, is for reimbursement to States for building the toll roads.
We have a number of very distinguished witnesses here this morn-

ing. We are going to try to reach as many as we can this morning,
and then try to see if we cannot (Yet permission to sit this afternoon
while the House is in general debate.
The Chair first recognizes Mr. Blatnik.
Mr. BLATNIK. Mr. Chairman, Chairman Buckley of the House Pub-

lic Works Committee is unfortunately unable to be here this morning
because of illness. He has asked for permission to file his statement
in the record at this point in behalf of his bill, H. R. 10422, and I
do so in his behalf.

[H. R. 10422, 85th Cong., 2d seas.]

A BILL To amend the Federal-Aid Highway Act of 1956 to increase the mileage of the
National System of Interstate and Defense Highways, and for other purposes

Be it enacted by the Senate and House of Representatives of the United States
of America in Congress assembled, That the Federal-Aid Highway Act of 1956
is amended by adding immediately following section 113 the following new
section:

"SEC. 113A. INCREASED MILEAGE FOR INTERSTATE SYSTEM.

"In the case of any State having a toll road, bridge, or tunnel which is
approved by the Secretary as a part of the Interstate System under section 113
(a) of this Act before June 30, 1958, the Secretary shall, upon application by
the State, designate as part of the Interstate System other routes within such
State which are equal in mileage to the length of all such toll roads, bridges,
and tunnels within such State."

SEC. 2. Section 108 (1) of the Federal-Aid Highway Act of 1956 is amended
to read as follows:
"(1) INCREASE IN MILEAGE.—Section 7 of the Federal-Aid Highway Act of

1944 (58 Stat. 838), relating to the Interstate System, is hereby amended by
striking out 'forty-one thousand miles' and inserting in lieu thereof 'forty-one
thousand plus the total of all amounts designated as part of the Interstate Sys-
tem under section 113A of the Federal-Aid Highway Act of 1956': Provided,
That the cost of completing any mileage authorized by this subsection in excess
of forty thousand miles shall be included in making the estimates of cost for
completing the Interstate System as provided in subsection (d) of this section."

1



2 FREE ROADS ON THE INTERSTATE SYSTEM

Mr. Chairman, I ask that Mr. Buckley's statement go in the record
at this point.
Mr. FALLON. Without objection, it will be so ordered.
(The statement referred to is as follows:)

STATEMENT OF HON. CHARLES A. BUCKLEY ON H. R. 10422

Purpose of the bill
The purpose of the bill is to grant to each State having a toll road on the

Interstate System equivalent mileage to be designated as part of the Interstate
System and thus eligible for 90 percent Federal aid.
The Federal-Aid Highway Act of 1956 changed the matching provisions with

regard to the Interstate Highway System by increasing the Federal share of
the cost of any such project to 90 percent with the remaining 10 percent to be
paid by the States. Through the incorporation into the Interstate System of
State-financed toll roads the States in which these roads are located are losing
a large percentage of Federal-aid for interstate mileage to which they would
otherwise be entitled.
The practical effect of the bill would be to add 2,254 miles to the Interstate

System in 26 States. Under present designations, these States would get the
following additional interstate miles (equivalent to their mileage of toll roads
on the system) :

Mileage of toll facilities approved by the Secretary of Commerce as part of
the Interstate System under Section 113 (a) of the Federal-Aid Highway
Act of 1956

State Mileage State Mileage 1

California 1.0 Missouri 4. 8
Connecticut 98.0 Nebraska .3
Delaware 4.1 New Hampshire_  13.9
Florida 42 5 New Jersey 49.9
Georgia 8 New York 518.0
Illinois 152. 5 Ohio 174. 5
Indiana 156.9 Oklahoma  175. 0
Iowa 3.3 Oregon .9
Kansas 186. 6 Pennsylvania  359.0
Kentucky 40.2 Texas 29.6
Maine 60. 1 Virginia 43.6
Maryland 11.0 West Virginia . 3
Massachusetts 123. 0

Total  2,254.8Michigan 5.0
1 Mileage taken from Bureau of Public Roads release of Aug. 21, 1957, and from

table A—la, p. 12, of Secretary of Commerce report of Jan. 7, 1958 (H. Doc. 301, 85th
Cong., 2d sess.).

Justification
Section 7 of the Federal-Aid Highway Act of 1044 authorized the designation

of a National System of Interstate Highways, so located as to connect by
routes, as direct as practicable, the principal metropolitan areas, cities, and
industrial centers to serve the national defense.
The section, also in round figures, established a 40,000-mile limitation on the

system; it being humanly impossible at that time to estimate exactly what
mileage would be necessary to accomplish the intent of Congress. The mileage
was purposely left in round figures to indicate that it was a preliminary esti-
mate. The intent of Congress to relieve traffic congestion in industrial areas
was emphasized by spelling out that the routes are to connect metropolitan
areas, cities, and industrial centers. Under section 116 (b) of the Federal-Aid
Highway Act of 1956, the Congress further strengthened this intention by
stating, "* * * it being the intent that local needs, to the extent practicable,
suitable, and feasible, shall be given equal consideration with the needs of inter-
state commerce."
While the declared intent of Congress was to relieve traffic congestion by

connecting the principal metropolitan areas, cities, and industrial centers, the
arbitrarily established 40,000 miles was not enough to accomplish the intent.
Only 4,364 miles of interstate highways were allocated to urban or industrial
areas as of November 1, 1957, and the remaining 33,998 miles was allotted
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to rural areas. Because of the vast open rural areas over which it was nec-

essary to construct rural highways to connect the East, West, South, and North,
sufficient mileage was not left to meet the requirements of the industrial

States. That was the first of two cuts in interstate mileage that the industrial

States received. This is evident by the fact that when the Bureau of Public
Roads in 1957 attempted to select 1,000 additional miles for the Interstate
System it received applications from State highway departments for about
13,000 miles from which to make a selection.
The second cut in interstate mileage eligible for Federal participation in indus-

trial States came when the congested traffic States built non-Federal financed
toll roads on the Interstate System because of inability to wait for congressional
action. The Federal-Aid Highway Act of 1944 authorized the designation of an
Interstate System of highways but it was not until 12 years later that the Fed-
eral-Aid Highway Act of 1956 authorized 90 percent Federal-aid participation in
the construction of the Interstate System. In the meantime, a number of States
in the congested traffic areas had problems in accident prevention and safety
promotion which could not wait 12 years for solution. These States took the'
initiative and, on the most congested routes, built toll roads to meet the intent
of Congress spelled out in section 7, of the Federal-Aid Highway Act of 1944.
The Secretary of Commerce certified to the fact that these States had met the
Intent of Congress as to route location by approving the location of 2,255 miles
of toll facilities on the Interstate System in 26 States. This completely State-
financed mileage of toll roads uses up part of the State quota of the 40,000-mile
Interstate System limitation. These States for a second time are being penalized
for their initiative by not being given an adequate mileage to relieve congestion
within their borders. The first time it took the form of an extensive mileage
being turned over to rural States to connect the broad open areas between these
States and the second time to absorb the toll-road mileage.
The Buckley bill, H. R. 10422, provides that the States that built toll-road

facilities be given an additional mileage of interstate highways equal to the
mileage of the toll facilities on the Interstate System financed without Federal
funds. This would compensate the toll-road States for their initiative in build-
ing part of the Interstate System without Federal support and furnish relief
from further traffic congestion caused by the arbitrary 40,000-mile limitation for
the Interstate System.

Cost of the additional Interstate System mileage

The mileage equivalent of the toll roads constructed on the Interstate System
is 2,255 miles. The summation of the first 3 columns of table C on page 6 of
the report of the Secretary of Commerce of January 7, 1958, to the Speaker of
the House of Representatives (H. Doc. 300, 85th Cong., 2d sess.) discloses that the
cost of improving the Interstate System as of July 1, 1956, was $39.5 billion.
This cost covers 36,293 miles, after deducting the 2,255 miles of completed toll
roads. Based on this estimate the cost of improvements on the Interstate
System average about $1,090,000 a mile. At this rate the estimated cost of im-
proving the 2,255 miles being considered under H. R. 10422 would be about
$2,458 billion.

Suggested method of finance
The cost of improving the 2,255 miles of highways provided by this bill could

be financed by extending the period of existence of the Federal Highway Trust
fund for an additional 2-year period and permitting the States to bond finance
these improvements at any time they find it to be in the public interest to
accelerate the road program to meet unemployment-economic reverses or pressing
transportation needs. The bond financing could take the form of permitting a
State to guarantee the principal and interest on 90 percent of the bonds from its
apportionments of Federal interstate funds, and guarantee the other 10 percent
of principal and interest and all maintenance and operations from State funds.
The Federal Highway Administrator on January 15, 1958, in testimony before

the Senate Subcommittee on Public Roads stated that the rate of funds in
the trust fund available for the Interstate System in the fiscal year 1960 will be
$1.6 billion. At this rate extending the trust fund for a 2-year period would yield
$3.2 billion. This is a sum about 30 percent greater than the amount necessary
to finance the estimated cost of the 2,255 miles which is the subject of this bill.

Mr. BLATNIK. I have a further request from the Honorable Averell
Harriman, Governor of the State of New York, that his statement in
support of H. B. 10422 be made a part of the record.
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This is a statement which was also presented before the Senate
committee last February 21. The Governor strongly recommends
favorable consideration of Mr. Buckley's bill.
Mr. FALLON. Without objection, the statement of the Honorable

Averell Harriman, Governor of New York, on H. R. 10422, may be
made a part of the record at this point.
(The statement referred to is as follows:)

STATEMENT OF HON. AVERELL HARRIMAN, GOVERNOR OF NEW YORK, ON H. R. 10422

In spite of the progress we have made, New York State finds itself in a par-
ticular unfortunate position with regard to its apportionment of mileage and
funds for the National System of Interstate and Defense Highways. This posi-
tion is shared by some 15 other States, all of which have toll roads designated as
interstate routes. Of the 1,210 approved interstate miles within our border,
over 500 miles are a part of the New York State Throughway. The new formula
for apportionment of Federal interstate funds makes clear the need and the
justice of some form of compensation for those States which find themselves
similarly situated. This formula, as you know, is based upon each State's per-
centage of the cost to complete the whole National System. In other words,
New York's annual allocations will be based not upon the cost of our 1,210
authorized miles, but upon the cost of the 700 miles which remain to be built.
This inequity will prevail as long as the program lasts.
When the New York State Throughway was designated as a part of the

Interstate System, it was assumed that some method of reimbursement would
be worked out. Reimbursement for toll roads was recommended by the Presi-
dent's Committee, chairmaned by General Clay, which reported its findings in
1955. The 1956 Federal act directed that the Department of Commerce conduct
a study of the reimbursement problem. I understand that the results of this
study have been submitted to Congress. This report will show that the cost
of toll road construction on New York's Interstate System will come to approxi-
mately $1 billion. It would be a glaring injustice if no provision were made to
compensate those States which, like New York, have moved forward with the
construction of large portions of their interstate newtorks without Federal
assistance. The Federal Government would in effect be penalizing those very
States which have had the foresight and the initiative to provide the Nation
with the sort of major transportation system it so desperately needs.
Congressman Buckley of New York, who has consistently sought to rectify

this injustice, has recently introduced a bill amending the Federal-aid Highway
Act of 1956 in such a way as to give the States having toll roads on their Inter-
state Systems a more equitable share of Federal aid. This bill would permit the
Secretary of commerce to designate as part of the Interstate System other
routes within file various States equal in mileage to the length of the toll roads
within their borders. The cost of the construction of these interstate miles would
then be added to the total cost for completing the Interstate System. I strongly
recommend favorable consideration of this bill by the members of this committee.
New York State already has applied for the inclusion of an additional 453

miles in the Interstate System. These major routes are fully justified as Inter-
state Highways from a standpoint of traffic use, economic factors and defense.
New York State needs and should have more than one outlet to the west. Last
year, when an additional 2,102 miles was to be allocated, New York State applied,
among other projects, for inclusion of major portions of Routes 17, 15, 219, and
an extension of the Empire Stateway from its northern terminus to the Ogdens-
burg Bridge. The Department of Commerce passed over our application. If
the Buckley bill becomes law, these routes can be made a part of the Interstate
System. In fact, Route 17 can then be developed as part of the interstate net-
work for its entire length, as I have consistently believed it should be. And
there are routes connecting with other States which are badly needed.

Mr. BLATNIK. Our majority leader, Congressman John W. McCor-
mack, of Massachusetts, asked me to state at the opening of the testi-
mony that he strongly favors legislation of the type we are consider-
ing here this morning, and I would like to have it so indicated in the
record at this point.
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Ale

Finally, Mr. Chairman, a wire from the chairman of the Massachu-

setts Turnpike Authority, William F. Callahan, addressed to Charles

Buckley. He regrets he has been unable to attend the hearings sched-
uled for today on H. R. 10422 and the pending companion bills to per-
mit toll road States to designate as part of the Interstate System
other routes within the State equivalent in mileage to their toll roads,
and indicates he is strongly in favor of this legislation and favors
reimbursement.
He further asks for an amendment so that the additional mileage

will not parallel toll roads.
I ask that this telegram be made a part of the record at this point.
Mr. FALLON. Without objection, it is so ordered.
(The telegram referred to is as follows:)

BOSTON, MASS., March 24, 1958.

Representative CHARLES A. BUCKLEY,
Chairman, Committee on. Public Works,

Washington, D. C.:

Regret that I am unable to attend hearings on March 25 and 26 before House

Committee on Public Works on H. R. 10422 and companion bills to permit toll

road States to designate as part of Interstate System other routes within the

State equivalent in mileage to their toll roads. I am vitally interested in this

legislation. Favor reimbursement. Want amendment that additional mileage

will not parallel toll roads.
WILLIAM F. CALLAHAN,

Chairman, Massachusetts Turnpike Authority.

Mr. FALLON. Our first witness this morning will be the distin-
guished Senator from Connecticut, the Honorable Prescott Bush.

Senator, will you please step up?

STATEMENT OF HON. PRESCOTT BUSH, UNITED STATES SENATOR
FROM THE STATE OF CONNECTICUT

Senator BUSH. Mr. Chairman and gentlemen of the committee, I am
very grateful for your invitation to appear today to urge that you
provide for fair and equitable reimbursement to States which have
constructed sections of the National System of Interstate and De-
fense Highways to the required standards with either State or toll
financing.
I recall with pleasure working with the chairman and other mem-

bers of this committee when the Federal-Aid Highway Act of 1956
was under consideration in the 84th Congress.
At that time, we fought shoulder to shoulder for two principles:

(1) That apportionment of the Federal Government's 90-per-
cent share of the expense of completing the Interstate System be
made on the basis Of construction costs instead of by a completely
unrealistic formula—which is the old 3-3-3 formula; and
(2) That States which, prior to the effective date of the 1956

act, had built or were building highways to the required standards
for the Interstate System be equitably reimbursed.

We were successful in our fight for recognition of the principle of
distribution of Federal funds on a costs basis.
The chairman, whom I am looking at, had a lot to do with that, and

I thank him very much again for that. He had a lot to do with it,
as did the other members of his committee in the conference.
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Under the 1956 act, each State will receive from the Federal Gov-
ernment 90 percent of the costs of completing that portion of the
Interstate System which lies within its borders—no more and no less.
This completely fair system of apportioning Federal funds is far
superior to the old formula. Under that formula, the sparsely popu-
lated States in which construction costs are low would have received
inequitable windfalls and the thickly populated States would have
received insufficient funds to complete the highways within the
planned construction period, and we never would have had a balanced
Interstate System.
The Congress postponed a decision on the second principle for

which we fought, namely, equitable reimbursement. The 1956 act
merely contains a declaration that it was Congress' intent to de-
termine whether or not reimbursement should be made to the States
for highways, toll or free, which have been completed or put under
construction on the Interstate System between August 2, 1947, and
June 30, 1957.
It is now time for Congress to make that determination, and I am

delighted that the chairman has called this hearing to focus attention
upon the need.
Fairness and justice require that reimbursement be granted. Con-

()Tess has a moral obligation to treat fairly those States which had the
vision and courage to proceed to finance by their own methods the
construction of these urgently needed highways prior to enactment of
the 1956 act. Unless we enact legislation for reimbursement in the
present session, severe penalties will be imposed against the very
States which have made the most progress in modernizing the Inter-
state System within their borders.
This committee, gentlemen, is considering today many bills in-

tended to meet the reimbursement problem. While I have not had
the opportunity to give detailed study to all these bills, they appear
to fall into three groups:

1. H. R. 10422, introduced by Congressman Buckley, your chair-
man, and companion bills sponsored by other members of this com-
mittee and of the House. These measures would limit reimbursement
to toll highways (including bridges and tunnels) , and would pro-
vide reimbursement by giving a State additional mileage on the
Interstate System equivalent to the toll mileage it had contributed
to that system.

2. H. R. 10921, introduced by Representative Scherer, of Ohio.
This bill also would limit reimbursement to toll highways and would
provide reimbursement by permitting a State to desigante certain
highways on its Federal-aid primary system equivalent in mileage to
the toll mileage it has contributed to the Interstate System. Highways
so designated would be eligible for a 90 percent Federal contribution
instead of the usual 50 percent on the primary system.

3. H. R. 11365, introduced by Representative May, of Connecticut,
which is a companion bill to S. 3429, which I introduced and which is
cosponsored by Senators Purtell, of Connecticut, and Ives, of New
York.
All these approaches to solution of the reimbursement problems have

merit. However, I would like to confine myself today to discussion of
H. R. 11365, and its companion in the Senate, S. 3429, and to certain
modifications I have proposed since the bills were introduced.
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Mr. JONES. Mr. Chairman, may I interrupt the Senator to make a
request?
Mr. FALLON. Mr. Jones.
Mr. JONES. I have to go to another meeting which I preside over on

the Committee on Government Operations, and I hate to leave be-
cause the Senator is certainly making a splendid statement.
I wonder if the committee will indulge me for 1 or 2 short questions

before I leave?
Senator, I certainly do not want to disconcert you or disturb your

orderly presentation to the committee, but concerning the items 1, 2,
and 3 which you have offered, will they be a matter of business to be
considered in the debate in the Senate now in progress on the highway
bill?

Senator Busy'. I offered the bill I last mentioned, Senate bill 3429,
to the committee, and appeared before the Senate Committee on Public
Works and asked them to incorporate this in the Gore bill, which is up
before the Senate today. The committee considered it very carefully
and in their report they made the following statement. It is a very
brief one so I think it will answer your question, if I read it.

The committee held hearings on Senate bill 3429, a bill which would authorize

reimbursement to the States—

and so on—
The committee gave consideration to the information presented and discussed
the matter thoroughly. The merits of this proposal are recognized, but it was
felt because of the policy matters involved, the high costs of such reimburse-
ment, and the questionable issues relative to the financial provisions, that the
matter should be subjected to further study and considered as separate legisla-
tion.

Following my meeting with the committee, where I argued for this
bill, we have revised the bill somewhat because of their objection.
The bill in its original form called for reimbursement of approxi-

mately $4,300 million to be spent over a period of 5 years. We have
changed that period and spread it over a period of 12 years, and no
more than 10 percent of it to be spent in any 1 year. That is the basis
of the Senate bill and Mr. May's bill, which is before your committee.
Mr. JONES. Yes, sir.
Senator BusH. I intend to offer an amendment on the Senate floor

of the same bill, and inasmuch as the committee did not accept it, I
am not overly enthused with optimism about its chances at this time,
but at least we will bring this plan before the Senate and get a good
argument in the record for the principle of reimbursement.
I think some members of the committee who actually did not vote

for this bill may speak favorably of the principle. So I think there
would be a favorable background against which this committee might
consider these bills.
Mr. JONES. Yes, sir.
You no doubt have seen newspaper articles published criticizing

the House Public Works Committee because it failed to undertake
certain allied propositions in connection with the road bill. I noticed
that the Senate has taken on the proposition of the road signs, and all
of those things, and I wonder if it would not be appropriate for them
to consider these items just as well as they could consider the road
sign bill, and the inducement to other utilities, and all of the other
things they are considering in connection with that.
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Senator BUSH. Mr. Chairman, I thought so. That is the reason
why I took it up with them, and I intend to pursue it while the Gore
bill is under debate.
Mr. JONES. I do not intend to speak for the committee, but it has

been my observation that the House Public Works Committee has
followed a pretty sound policy of trying to deal with things in their
proper perspective, and also in the proper season. For that reason I
think our legislation has been fairly free of those extraneous matters
that now are giving concern to the Senate of the United States.
Thank you very much, Mr. Chairman, and you, Senator.
Senator BUSH. Mr. Chairman, I continue with my statement now.
I have mentioned the three general classes of bills.
In general our bills are intended to carry out the major recommenda-

tions regarding reimbursement of the President's Advisory Committee
on a national highway program, headed by Gen. Lucius D. Clay.
The Clay Committee recognized that unless reimbursement were pro-
vided, the fact that a radically new highway program was under con-
sideration might lead States to delay their plans for modernizing
their highways on the Interstate System. Accordingly, the Clay
Committee recommended reimbursement, and in the faith that Con-
gress would recognize the equity and justice of their positions many
States proceeded with construction of their Interstate Highways.
I quote pertinent sections of the Clay Committee's report:
Some States have already constructed sections of the Interstate System to

the required standards with either State or toll financing and others are pro-
ceeding along similar lines. Such construction should not be discouraged by
this report since our goal is maximum highway improvement. Those States in
which sections of the Interstate System have been provided to meet the presently
established standards for the completed system should receive appropriate
credit, provided such funds are used to improve other roads on established
Federal-aid systems or as may be approved by the Federal Government and all
other Federal funds for highway purposes have been matched as required * * *
The funds thus made available to the States will not only encourage matching

of available funds but will also make possible accelerated improvement of
primary, secondary, and other roads, and will encourage local financing of
interstate mileage to make funds available for other roads without increasing
total Federal responsibility. They will be paid to the States only as required
to meet the costs of projects approved for construction and, it thus appears
would provide a major incentive to the highway improvement program as a whole.

Under the terms of our bills, all 48 States would benefit, for all,
to greater or lesser degree, have constructed or have under construc-
tion free or toll Interstate Highways whia would create eligibility
for reimbursement. Twenty-six States, or more than half, have toll
facilities on the Interstate System, while the remainder have con-
structed free highways only.
Our bills would declare it to be the policy of the Federal Govern-

ment to provide equitable reimbursement to the States for acceptable
highways, toll or free, incorporated into the Interstate System.
They would authorize the Secretary of Commerce to provide re-

imbursement, upon request of a State, if he determines that such high-
ways meet interstate standards. The amount of reimbursement would
be limited to the cost of the highway, less depreciation and less the
total amount of Federal funds used in its construction. In the case
of the toll highways, the reimbursement would be further reduced by
deductions for the cost of all auxiliary facilities needed for toll op-
eration such as toll stations, and so forth.
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As introduced, the bills provided that States so reimbursed could
use the funds for construction of projects on any Federal-aid system

within their borders without a requirement of State matching funds.
1 have proposed a modification of this provision which would give

priority to the construction of projects on highways which connect
with the Interstate System and enhance the utility of the Interstate

System.
I know that this committee is concerned with the cost of reimburse-

ment, which has been estimated by the Bureau of Public Roads at
approximately $4.2 billion, about equally divided between toll and
free highways. In our bills as introduced, it was provided that the
reimbursed funds must be obligated within 5 years, as I told Mr.
Jones. Upon reflection, I have decided that 5 years is too limited
a period in which to expect the expenditure of so large an addition
to the normal flow of Federal highway funds. Accordingly, I am
modifying my bill to give a State until July 1, 1972, to obligate the
reimbursed funds to its credit, with a proviso that no more than 10

percent of the total credit may be obligated in any 1 fiscal year.
Mr. Chairman, in closing, I should like to state for the record that

I have serious reservations personally about the wisdom of hasty
action on so large an addition to the Federal highway program as
is proposed in S. 3414, the so-called Gore bill, now before the Senate.

I agree that acceleration of some public works programs can assist

in relieving the unemployment problem with which we are all very

much concerned at the present time, but personally I would prefer that
priority be given to school construction, which I regard as a far more

urgent national need than making bigger an already enormous highway
program. I regret that the President's classroom construction bill
was defeated during the last session. However, that bill is still alive
in the Senate Committee on Labor and Public Welfare and I hope that
the Democratic leadership will see fit to have it brought to the floor.
In my judgment, Federal funds spent on schools would have more

effect in creating jobs and would serve a greater national interest than

adding new Federal dollars to the highway program. At this critical

time, we should be spending at least as much money for character build-
ing as for road building.
I may say, parenthetically, I think one of our troubles is we get the

emphasis in the wrong places too many times in our country. We
have been emphasizing these tremendous automobiles, this speed, and

they have begun to be so different that our cities are having trouble

with them. They do not have parking facilities for them and they

are tying up traffic and causing deaths and destruction on our high-

ways. It has become a very serious national problem. They have
also priced the automobiles so high that they have gotten out of reach
of most working people in this country, which I think is one of the
chief causes of the recession in which we find ourselves now.
I think it would be much better if we took some of this highway

money and put it into things of lasting value, such as the training of
our youth and their education, which would greatly fortify the coun-
try in the years ahead, to give some assistance to the spiritual and
intellectual life of our great country, rather than so much emphasis
on the material phase.

Despite my reservations, I recognize that this Congress will soon
act on highway legislation and it is my conviction that any legislation -
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to be enacted must, in the interests of justice and equity, treat fairly
those States whose vision and courage have contributed so much to the
Interstate System. I therefore urge you strongly to include the
principle of reimbursement in any bill affecting the Interstate Sys-
tem which you may report to the House.
That concludes my statement.
Mr. Chairman, with your permission, I should like to insert in the

record a table entitled "Net Reimbursement Amounts Based on 90
Percent of Depreciated Original Cost Less Federal Aid Already Paid
on Toll and Free Roads."
Mr. FALLON. If there is no objection, so ordered.
(The table referred to is as follows: )

Net reimbursement amounts based on 90 percent of depreciated original cost less
Federal aid already paid, toll and free roads

[In millions]

State

Total cost
less

deprecia-
tion,
table
AS C

Federal
aid

matching
ratio

Total
reimburs-

able
amount
based on
90-10

Less Fed-
eral aid
paymentsalready
made,

table AZ

Alabama 
Arizona 
Arkansas 
California 
Colorado 
Connecticut 
Delaware 
Florida  
Georgia 
Idaho 
Illinois 
Indiana 
Iowa 
Kansas 
Kentucky 
Louisiana 
Maine 
Maryland 
Massachusetts 
Michigan 
Minnesota 
Mississippi 
Missouri 
Montana 
Nebraska 
Nevada 
New Hampshire New Jersey  
New Mexico 
New York 
North Carolina 
North Dakota Ohio  
Oklahoma 
Oregon 
Pennsylvania 
Rhode Island 
South Carolina South Dakota Tennessee 
Texas  
Utah 
Vermont Virginia 
Washington West Virginia 
Wisconsin 
Wyoming 
District of Columbia Alaska  
Hawaii 
Puerto Rico 

Total 

$18. 2
41.9
14.0

379.9
45.8
326.6
34.9
35. 5
68. 7
11.8

550. 1
180. 6
12. 1

109. 3
37. 6
33. 3
38.7
165. 3
292.0
283. 1
25.9
12. 5
113.8
15.0
1.4
10.9
10. 1

356.4
20.0

1, 036. 2
58. 5
6. 9

300. 1
101.8
1 06. 0
432.6
19.2
9.5
9.8
14.8

285. 1
18.3
3. 2

123. 0
90.3
9. 5
12.7
23. 1
16.2

0.
.9439
.
.9162
.
.9000
.9000
.
.9000
.9230
.9000
.9000
.
.
.
.
.9000
.
.
.
.
.
.9000
.9131
.9000
.9500
.
.9000
.
•
.9000
.
.9000
.9000
.9238
.9000
.
.9000
.9117
.9000
.9000
.9488
.
.
.
.
.9000
.
.9000

9000
9000
9131

$16.4
39. 5
12. 6

348. 1
41. 8
294.8
31. 4  
32.0
61. 8
10. 9

495. 1
162. 5
10. 9
98. 3
33. 8
30. 0
34. 8
148. 7
262. 8
254. 8
23. 3
11. 3

102.4
13.7
1.2
10.4
9. 1

320. 7
18. 5

932. 6
52. 7
6.2

270. 1
91.6
97. 9
389.4
17.3
8. 68.9
13.3

256. 6
1 7. 4
2. 9

110. 7
81. 9
8. 6
11.4
21.5
14.6

$9. 7
25.0
8.9
87. 5
24.8
15. 5
3.4
24.2
7. 5

84. 4
16. 2
7. 0

10. 3
6. 5
12. 6
3. 7
13. 4
13. 2
59. 8
10. 8
6. 6

46. 1
11. 1
.5
9. 7
2.3
22.0
13. 7

139. 5
24.2
4. 5

50. 7
13.7
31. 9
102. 4
6.9
5.4
5.2
9. 2
97.2
13.5
1. 9

14. 5
20. 8
4. 5
5.5
15.6
9. 2

9000

9000
9000
9000
9000
9000
9000
90(10
9000
900(1

9000
9258
9000
9000

9000

9000
9000
9071
9000
9287

5, 922. 2  5,345.0 1, 128. 7

Net
reimburs-

able
amount

$6.7
14. 5
3. 7

260. 6
17.0

278. 5
31. 4
26. 6
37. 6
3.4

410. 7
146. 3
3.9
88.0
27. 3
17. 4
31. 1
135. 3
249. 6
195. 0
12. 5
4. 7

56. 3
2.6
0. 7
0. 7
6. 8

298. 7
4.8

799. 1
28.5
1. 7

219.4
77. 9
66.0
287.0
10.4
3.2
3. 7
4. 1

159.4
3.9
1.0
96.2
61.1
4. 1
5. 9
5.9
5.4

4, 216. 3
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Mr. FALLON. Thank you very much, Senator, for your very clear
and concise statement.
Are there any questions?
Mr. Blatnik.
Mr. BLATNIK. I have no questions, but I wish to make one brief

comment.
The Senator presents a very compelling and a very convincing argu-

ment in behalf of equity and justice for those States that have gone
ahead and built up to standard roads that are now being included in
the Interstate System. I think Congress itself was aware of the need
for doing something along these lines when we included in the Federal-
Aid Highway Act of 1956 section 114, which says that it is the sense
of the Congress that the Secretary of Commerce should report to the
Congress on the incorporation of certain highways into the Interstate
System.
So I am quite sympathetic to the case you present, Senator.
Senator BUSH. Thank you, Mr. Congressman.
Mr. McGREGoR. I have no questions other than to congratulate the

distinguished Senator on his statement. Having served with him on
conference committees, I realize the study he puts in, and I am always
glad to have his views. However, I have one question.
If we give a credit to the various States—and my State would

materially benefit—I am wondering what we are going to use for
money, Senator? We hear everyone saying that this tax or that
should be cut, and one instance that seems to be requiring immediate
attention is the excise tax on automobiles. The minute we reduce the
excise tax on automobiles, we are taking from our highway fund in
excess of $1 billion.
So I am wondering just where we are going to get the money to

operate this program.
Senator BUSH. Mr. Chairman, I should be happy if I could give an

unchallengeable answer to the gentleman's question as to where we
get the money. I think it is a very appropriate question.
I can simply say I did not come before this committee today to dis-

cuss that particular issue. I myself have a great deal of wonderment,
just as Harry McGregor has, as to where we are going to get the
money, because it is not only this program, but it is so many others
that affect our possible increased expenses and our very likely de-
creased income. It disturbs me very much indeed.
Mr. MCGREGOR. I think I used the very words you used, Senator

Bush, at the last conference, when you raised the question, like all of
us, what are we going to do for money? That is the reason why I
brought it up.
Senator BUSH. I say to the gentleman I think it is a very appro-

priate question. My purpose in testifying before this committee, how-
ever, was not to deal with the economics of the situation, but to get
before the committee the principle of reimbursement—the fairness
and equity and justness of this principle. If we are to have highway
legislation in this session it seems to me that the time has come in
view of the Congress' action in 1956—the time has come to recognize
that principle now. That is what I hope this committee will do.
Mr. SMITH. Senator, I think your plan for reimbursement, in the

sense that it takes into consideration depreciation and various other
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items, is the fairest one that has been presented in the general line of
the bills that have been presented to us in regard to this sivation.
However, you do not take up the question of whether or not reimburse-
ment should be made for the roads and facilities which remain under
toll. In other words, you presume that the Federal Government
should pay 90 percent of the cost, as I understand it, of these facilities,
and at the same time tolls should be collected?
Senator BUSH. That is not the intention of our bill, Mr. Congress-

man. We would be reimbursed, under our bill, for any segment of a
toll road, or all of it, if it was accepted as a part of the Interstate
System on the basis of the depreciated value as it was found to be by
the Bureau of Public Roads. But we would not be charging tolls on
the road which we built with Federal funds. Do you see what I
mean?
Our reimbursement money would be put into other roads on the

Federal-aid highway system, and there would be no tolls charged on
those roads. So that the principle you referred to, I believe, would
not be violated.
Mr. SMITH. You would be reimbursed, though, for facilities for

which you were charging tolls after the reimbursement?
Senator BUSH. We would not be putting federally aided highway

funds into a toll road. We would be putting them into a free road.
Mr. SMITH. Then, if that is the case, why not, instead of having a

reimbursement program, have just a general program to give all
States some money for free roads
Senator BUSH. Because that would not be recognizing the principle

of reimbursement, which is the whole point.
Mr. SMITH. I note you make quite a point in the earlier part of

your statement in which you say that you review the fight for the
so-called costs formula for the Interstate System and you state it
was put through because if it had not been put through there would
have been windfalls for other States where the cost of construction
would not be as high. I agreed at the time the highway legislation
was passed and accepted the necessity of having it placed on a cost,
system, but do you not think if you are going to keep these toll facili-
ties under these considerations, that it would be the equivalent of
their getting a windfall?

Senator Bum. Oh, no. On the contrary, there would not be any
windfall at all. It would be only equitable treatment under the
intent of the original committee, that is, the Clay committee, and the
principles recognized in the 1956 act, you see. It is not a windfall.
It is simply an equitable recognition. I think that you yourself would
agree that a State which had the courage and vision and foresight to
go ahead and build the Interstate System mileage between 1947 and
1957, should not be penalized for doing that but, rather, if anything
it should be rewarded. The only reward the bill suggests is just an
equitable reimbursement.
Mr. SMITH. I agree that any mileage built in advance that was not

kept under tolls should be reimbursed for under this depreciation
plan, but as long as you ask for reimbursement and you still ask to
get your tolls and continue the tolls, I do not think you are entitled to
it. Are not your tolls paying out in your State?
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Senator BUSH. Very well indeed, but I am afraid I still have not
made my point clear, which is we are not going to use this money for
building additional toll roads but we are going to put it into free
roads.
Mr. SMITH. I agree, but you are not putting them into a part of the

Interstate System.
Senator BUSH. No but we have the Interstate System. It has been

accepted in very large part. Just take Connecticut, for example. We
have 129 miles of the new Connecticut Expressway there. I hope a
lot of you gentlemen will travel there when you get into the recess
here because it is a beautiful gateway into New England now. That
road is built. It has been financed and accepted as up to Interstate
System standards by the Bureau of Public Roads.
We are fortunate in being able to make an advance contribution to

this Interstate System, and certainly the State of Connecticut should
not be penalized for that, nor the State of Massachusetts, nor any
other State which made advance contributions of finished mileage.
Mr. SMITH. I agree that you should not be penalized, but if you

are going to get reimbursement; and you used the term reimburse-
ment, although you say your bill is basically a reimbursement bill—
if you get reimbursement for something that you will continue as a
toll facility it seems to me you are in the position of asking to have
your cake and eat it, too.
Senator BUSH. Not at all. I am sorry to disagree with you, but it

is just the opposite.
Mr. EDMONDSON. Will the gentleman yield?
Mr. SMITH. I will yield to the gentleman from Oklahoma.
Senator BUSH. If I may make this statement: A toll is just a form

of taxation, just like any other tax, just like gasoline tax.
We happened to finance this particular road through the toll tax

rather than a gasoline tax, and we should not be penalized if we are
'contributing mileage to the interstate system.

Mr. EDMONDSON. Is not your basic position the same one that Mr.
Buckley of New York and others sponsoring somewhat similar legis-
lation have taken, which is that the Nation and the Interstate Systems
have, in effect, enjoyed a windfall through the efforts of these States
that have completed mileage that has been put into this system unless
we do give reimbursement for what the States have done?
Senator BUSH. I think the gentleman put it very much better than.

I did. If there was any windfall involved, I think the Federal Gov-
ernment has got it, or the Nation has got it by advanced contributions
to the Interstate System in completed mileage. I am glad you brought
that out. It is a very good way to put it.
Mr. WITHROW. Senator, I want to compliment you on a very fine

statement. I am from Wisconsin and we have carried on a very ambi-
tious highway program there for the past several years. Now, we do
not believe in toll roads, and we do not have any toll roads in Wiscon-
sin, but we have carried on this program.
Do you not think it is discriminating against us when we do not get

1 mile?
Senator BUSH. May I ask the gentleman a question?
Mr. WITHROW. Do you not think it is discriminating against us to

reimburse you for your toll roads?
25313-55 2



14 FREE ROADS ON THE INTERSTATE SYSTEM

Senator Bum. May I ask you a question?
Mr. WITHROW. Yes.
Senator BUSH. I am not familiar with your highway system, I re-

gret to say. I spent a few years in Wisconsin when I was 5 or 6 years
old, but I have not lived there since. But, do you have any modern
mileage that was built between 1947 and 1957 that would meet the
standards of the Interstate System as of today?
Mr. WITHRow. We have some, but how much I would not be able to

say.
Senator Bum. The bill I sponsor and which Congressman May

introduced here does not differentiate between toll roads and free
roads. So if you have free road mileage which meets the .Inter-
state System standards, you are eligible for reimbursement Just as
much as any toll road which meets the standards of the Interstate
System.
Mr. WITHROW. According to this chart here we are not in for any

mileage at all in the 2,254 miles and a fraction that you asked to be
added to the Federal Interstate Highway System.
Senator BUSH. Is that the chart I put in the record?
Mr. WITHROW. This is Representative Buckley's chart.
Senator BUSH. I am not familiar with that.
Mr. Wriantow. To pursue that just a little bit further, to carry on

the discrimination, for instance, this money will all have to come out of
the trust fund. Well, now, if you insist on being reimbursed for your
toll roads, how much is that going to delay our Interstate. System in
particular in Wisconsin, where we do not have any additional mile-
age on this?
Senator Bum. May I say to the gentleman that I want to repeat

this bill is not to show preference to toll roads over free roads. They
are to be treated alike, provided the State has gone ahead and between
1947 and 1957 built mileage which can be accepted by the Bureau of
Public Roads into the Interstate System.
What Wisconsin's share would be of that I am not prepared to say

at the moment. Maybe Mr. Rothschild can fill that in when he comes
before you here. But you must get out of your mind that in my
bill there is any discrimination between toll roads or free roads, or
that one has any advantage over the other, because it does not.
Mr. CRAMER. Will the gentleman yield?
Mr. FALLON. The gentleman from Mississippi has the floor.
Mr. SMITH. The gentleman from Missouri is next in mind.
Mr. BROWN. Do you feel that the primary purpose of the Highway

Act of 1956 was to build roads, or to adjust the bookkeeping?
Senator Bum. The primary purpose of that act—the primary pur-

pose of it—was to build an Interstate System of highways up to mod-
ern standards in the most heavily populated areas, with three lanes
each way, and controlled access, and so forth. The purpose was to
build a system and not a lot of roads, connecting the capitals of the
various States and the principal centers in the various States. That
is why the Congress finally got away from the old formula of appor-
tioning funds on the basis of population, rural free delivery routes,
and square mileage, and put the emphasis on the cost per mile, so that
they could build a system. That was the primary purpose of that
law.
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Mr. BROWN. Do you think, Senator, we would have a crying need
for completing that system as soon as we can?
Senator Bum. You recall when I made some parenthetic state-

ments toward the close of my prepared statement, and that may have
prompted you to make this uiquiry. I do not know. I do feel some-
times we get the emphasis in the wrong places, and I think possibly
this may be one. But I am not trying to rewrite the Highway Act
of 1956 and I am assuming it is going to be implemented with legis-
lation by the Congress. So I come to the reimbursement again with
all of the force I can, so as to get it recognized in fairness and equity
and justice to all of the States.
Mr. BROWN. If the Congress was right in the Highway Act of

1956, then do the delays we have encountered in the first 2 years
of operation discourage you in any way?
Senator BUSH. No.
Mr. BROWN. You do not feel that there is any complication that

has arisen, or anything of that sort, because it is being stretched
out into a longer period of time and it will be that much longer be-
fore we get the system?

Senator Bum. I say to the gentleman that I left the Public Works
Committee a couple of years ago and I am not in as nearly full touch
as I have been. I have not been keeping up to date with it as our
Subcommittee on Roads has, so I am not in a position really to make
an intelligent answer to that question.
Mr. Rothschild is going to follow me here and I am sure he can,

give you the information you want about that. I have been under
the impression up to very recently, and I have not changed it, that
I have heard the program in 1957 proceeded about on schedule and
was making very satisfactory progress.
Mr. BROWN. Have you seen any of these estimates made about the

delay which is going to take us 5 years longer, or more than that,
in order to complete the system, than was originally anticipated?

Senator Bum. Because of the increased costs and having to stretch
it out.
Mr. BROWN. Yes.
Senator Bum Yes; I am familiar with that.
Mr. BROWN. If you were given a choicec of making retroactive set-

tlements on roads previously built, or to complete the system, which
would you choose?
Senator BUSH. Will you state that again? If given a choice
Mr. BROWN. If given a choice between completing the system as

originally planned by the Congress on schedule, or making retroactive
settlements on roads built, previous to 1956, in whatever way the bills
would provide, which would you choose?
Senator BUSH. I do not think I would have to choose. I think that

the reimbursement for the roads already built should be recognized,
because that much has already been done, and people who have gone
ahead and done that should not be penalized in favor of those who
have been less forward-looking in expanding their interstate mileage.
Mr. BROWN. Was there not recognized in the original bill the prin-

ciple of reimbursement?
Senator BUSH. It was indeed.
Mr. BROWN. Is not the question—when the reimbursement shall be

made, and how?
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Senator Bum. That is a very important question, and that is the
reason why I say to the gentleman I changed my bill after testifying
before the Senate committee from a 5-year plan to a 15-year or 14-
year plan. Do you see what I mean? We are stretching it out with
no more than 10 percent in any 1 year.
If the gentleman is talking about the money aspects of this, that

formula could even be modified so as to say for the first 2 years, or
the first 3 years, there would be no reimbursement, or something like
that. There are lots of ways within which you can work in that 15-year
period. I am not going to be fussy about the details of that, as far as
I am concerned. The main thing I think we want and everybody would
like to see is that the principle be recognized now officially and legally,
and that some provision be put into the law this year to do just that.
Mr. BROWN. Senator, I share your concern and your desire to work

out an equitable recognition of the principle. The thing that disturbs
me, though, is that we are going to need every dime we can get to
complete the system. In your State you have fine roads, and a lot of
them. I have lived in your State and enjoyed those roads. As you
get farther west, we need roads, and we need them desperately, in this
Interstate System.
I do not know in my own mind whether we would better use that

10 percent principle to reimburse roads already built, or whether we
had better get this thing back on schedule and build these roads
which we desperately need and might need very seriously for defense
one of these days.
Senator Bum. Well, I would like the gentleman to solve that di-

lemma. in his mind. I am trying to do that in all my testimony.
Mr. BROWN. Has the Senator solved it in his?
Senator Busn. Yes; I have, to this extent: I say if we are going to

have a bill this year I think it is now or never on this question of
reimbursement. The further we get away from the Clay report and
from the recognition accorded this principle in the 1956 act, the less
likelihood in my judgment that we are going to get fair treatment
on this thing. Time is a great befuddler. "Healer" I suppose is the.
word.
Mr. FALLON. I want to ask Senator Bush one question.
Senator, you said that the roads built by the toll authorities and

the roads that were free roads on the Interstate System, and up to
Interstate System, should get fair and equal treatment. Is it not true,
Senator, that a toll road does not cost the taxpayers of that State any
money?
Senator Bum. Oh, no. I would not agree to that at all.
Mr. FALLON. I am not talking about the people in the State who.

pay the tolls. I am talking about the cost of buildinc, and operating
and amortizing the toll road. It is not planned that it would cost
any particular State any money, whereas the States that built free
roads, the State either put up 60 percent, or 50 percent of the money,
in that instance. That is, the taxpayers of that particular State did.
So there are two different situations there.
Senator Bum. No, Mr. Chairman, I don't think I can agree to that,

for this reason: As I said a little earlier, the toll is simply another form
of tax. The gasoline tax is the one we have depended on in our State
to a very great extent. Most of you have done likewise in your States.

"iv
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That has been a great contributor to our highway program. We have

also built some toll roads, which is another tax on our citizens, and a

tax on you gentlemen and our friends who come through our State and

go into New England for recreational business. But when those same

people go through your State they pay a tax too when they buy gaso-

line at your filling stations. We do when we drive down here from

my State.
Mr. FALLON. But Senator, is it not the fact that when a State puts

up 50 percent, or 40 percent of the money, it is put up by people who

do not even use the highways?
Senator Busx. In some instances, yes. To some degree that is true.

We have come to the point now that we have to concede most people
do use highways.
Mr. FALLON. So that puts the free road in a different category than

a toll road.
Mr. CRAMER. Will the gentleman yield?
Mr. FALLON. Mr. Cramer.
Mr. CRAMER. It is true, is it not, that the reason for increasing re-

imbursements on the Interstate System from 60-40 to 90-10 in this
1956 Highway Act was largely because of defense, and it was intended
to be a defense highway. Is that not correct?

Senator BUSH. Partly. I do not know how to divide the emphasis
there, but it was defense and it was safety and it was commerce. Cer-
taintly defense was one of the most important elements.
Mr. CRAMER. Defense was the principal justification for increasing

the Federal contribution up to 90 percent.
Senator BUSH. That was one of them. Yes.
Mr. CRAMER. Do you not think consistent with that objective of hav-

ing a defense highway system, that this committee should acknowl-
edge the necessity of freeing the toll facilities, if in fact any reimburse-
ment is given?
Senator BUSH. No, I do not see why they should be.
Mr. CRAMER. Do you not think a toll facility hampers a defense

highway system?
Senator Bum. That it would be hampering it?
Mr. CRAMER. Yes.
Senator BUSH. Well, I wouldn't say we have noticed that in our

State.
Mr. CRAMER. Don't you subscribe to the theory that defense high-

ways should be free highways?
Senator Bum. Of course I might say if the gentleman is contem-

plating an armed conflict, that in case of emergency there would be
no question of the tolls. The Federal Government could go in and
appropriate that road, or certainly lay down the provisions for its use
if we were in a state of war, or something like that. But under con-
ditions where we are not in active war, I dunk it would be wise for these
toll roads to go ahead and pay out, and, if they are on the Interstate
System, they be reimbursed and the money be put into other roads
which are also needed very much.
Mr. CRAMER. Do you not believe it is a wise policy for Congress to

try to get toll roads paid off as soon as possible if they are accepted as
part of the Interstate System and the States are reimbursed for that
mileage?
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Senator BUSH. I would think the Congress could leave that to the
States, Mr. Cramer. I see no reason for the Congress to make any
provisions that would tell the States to hurry up and get the toll
roads paid off, and the bonds paid off. They cannot do very much
about it anyway. As I see it, it has to take place over a period of
years, because the tolls are figured to take care of your indebtedness
over a period of 20 to 30 years.
Mr. CRAMER. Most of them, of course, have acceleration clauses in

them permitting payment but only after a certain number of years
without penalty.
Senator BUSH. Yes, they can do that if they have the money, and

they might very well do it.
Mr. CRAMER. Why should they not use this reimbursement money

for that purpose?
Senator BUSH. The business of gaging what or just how to do that

I think might be a very difficult thing to do. I also think that it
would be much better for the States and for the country generally,
because of the shortage of good highways that we have, not just
to pay off an existing highway, but to take whatever money may
be coming to it justly to use for the expansion of the highway system.
Because of the conditions imposed on these States, particularly in
more densely traveled and more densely populated States, they have
made our highway systems very outmoded in many parts of New
England. I cannot speak too forcibly about Wisconsin or some of
the Western States, but we are outmoded by the new method of
transportation.
Mr. CRAMER. I agree that there is a need for better transportation

all the way down the line.
Senator BUSH. Yes. So it seems a shame to put the money back

into something already done, and it would seem better to put it into
new roads. We are not having any complaints about our toll roads
in the State of Connecticut.
Mr. CRAMER. The 90-10 money was intended to be spent on the

Interstate System. But your proposal is that it be spent on other
Federal and nondefense highway systems.
Senator BUSH. That is right.
Mr. SCHERER. Do you agree with the principle enunciated in the

Buckley bill that we must increase the mileage on the Interstate System
in order to provide this reimbursement which we are seeking?

Senator Bum. No. I am bound to say, with all due respect to
Mr. Buckley, I prefer the formula in our bill to his. His bill requires
additional interstate mileage. It requires an added interstate mileage
to the whole system, and I do not think that is necessary or desirable.
Mr. SCHERER. What objection, if any, do you have, Senator, to the

provisions in my bill which provide for reimbursement by means of
paying 90 percent for the construction of primary Federal aid roads,
rather than increasing the mileage on the Interstate System?
Senator Bum. I would prefer your bill to the Buckley bill. I

prefer your formula to the Buckley formula, but I think your bill
is also a little narrower than mine.
Mr. SCHERER. I agree it is narrower, and I would certainly agree to

the amendment. It is equitable that those who have built tree roads
which meet the interstate standards should be reimbursed under a
similar formula.
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Mr. FALLON. Will the gentleman pause for a minute? The Chair
would like to state that we have a long list of witnesses here this
morning, and we would appreciate it if the members would direct
questions to the witness, rather than to make observations.
Mr. CRAMER. I have just one additional question, Mr. Chairman.
The thing that bothers me about your position, Senator Bush, with

respect to using these 90-10 funds for other purposes, is first you
assume there has been a State expenditure which deserves to be, or
equitably should be, reimbursed, when actually bonds are floated.

Senator BUSH. That is right.
Mr. CRAMER. I have a little difficulty in reaching your assumption,

because the toll facilities were constructed not out of State tax reve-
nue, but out of bond issue money.

Senator BUSH. The State's credit is solidly involved in this.
Mr. CRAMER. Oh, yes, but that is only involved if the States ever

have to pay off on their credit or guaranty, and I do not know of any
situation recently where they have had to pay off.
Senator Bum. I see no difference in lborrowing in fact for a toll

road and for any other purpose by the State. It has to be paid back
by taxes.
Mr. CRAMER. They are not paid back by taxes, but by the users.
Senator BUSH. That is a tax.
Mr. SCHERER. But when a toll facility is made part of the Inter-

state System by the Federal Government, then the State loses that
equivalent mileage that was originally allotted to that State on the
Interstate System. That is where your loss comes in.
Mr. CRAMER. I appreciate that, but what I am talking about is the

fact that only when a State when it actually puts out money does it
have anything paid out for which it is to be reimbursed equitably.
Mr. BALDWIN. As I understand your proposal, Senator Bush—and

I come from the State of California—we in California have put in.
the last year over $100 million into the Federal Interstate System, be-
yond any matching funds. We just put it into the system on our own.
The State Highway Division of California wants no reimbursement,
but we want to build some more roads. As I understand your pro-
posal, you would end up with a situation where we would reimburse
Connecticut for the amount of expenditures you put into your toll
roads, which would be given to you for any other roads, but then any
Californian who wants to go across country and goes to Connecticut
is not only paying your gasoline tax, but your tolls; whereas the Con-
necticut man who comes to California can use the Interstate System
there without paying tolls. It does not seem equitable to me.
We have a double assessment in your State, even after giving you

equivalent funds.
Senator Bum. Under our plan California would get $260 million.
Mr. BALDWIN. That is not my point. We want to build more

roads.
Senator BUSH. That is what you can do with the $260 million.
Mr. BALDWIN. But the point is, you are putting in an Interstate

System proposal which would end up with anybody using those high-
ways still being assessed a toll after we paid you for those roads;
whereas in the free States that would not be true.
Senator Bum. That is true. It would not be true, but I don't see

any particular difference.
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Mr. BALDWIN. There is a material difference. Anybody using an
Interstate System highway will pay double when it is a toll highway,
but anyone using a free State highway is paying only once for the
eras tax and not the toll.
Senator BUSH. Then why does the Federal Government take our

toll road into the Interstate System?
Mr. BALDWIN. I did not make that decision, but I think your pro-

posal is inequitable in that respect.
Mr. FALLON. Are there any other questions by members?
( No response.)
Mr. FALLON. Thank you very much, Senator Bush, for your state-

ment.
Senator BUSH. Thank you very much, Mr. Chairman and members

of the committee for your courtesy.
Mr. FALLON. And thank you for the nice and concise manner in

which you answered the interrogations of the members.
Governor Ribicoff.
Gentlemen of the committee, I do not think Governor Ribicoff

needs any introduction except to the new members. He served for
many years as our colleague from Connecticut.

STATEMENT OF HON. ABRAHAM RIBICOFF, GOVERNOR OF THE
STATE OF CONNECTICUT

Governor RIBICOFF. Mr. Chairman, let me say to you it is good
being back here and seeing so many of my old friends on both sides of
the aisle. I appreciate the invitation of Chairman Buckley to have
me come down. I listened with a great deal of interest to some of
these questions you have asked. I would proceed with my statement,
but may I say, please feel free to interrupt me at any time.
I think my point of view, instead of the Congressional point of

view, will be looking at it from the States' point of view and the gov-
ernors' point of view, and as I proceed any questions that occur to
you gentlemen, please feel free to interrupt the statement at any
time.
The issue I wish to discuss with you today is one of simple justice.

It raises the question as to whether Connecticut, together with some
other States, should pay a penalty for progress; whether it should
be denied fair and equal treatment because it has shown foresight.
The situation as it affects Connecticut is this: Let me give you

the example of how this works.
With the start of 1958, an important stretch of highway known as

the Connecticut Turnpike was opened to traffic. Its construction was
authorized by the Connecticut General Assembly in 1953.
It is a high-standard modern expressway. For 129 miles it traverses

the densely populated, highly industrialized Connecticut shoreline
from the fringes of the New York City metropolitan area to eastern
Connecticut, near the Rhode Island line.
Because the Connecticut Turnpike is a strategic link between the

vast network of highways in the New York metropolitan area and
many vital industrial areas in New England, no one can question its
value to the Interstate System or to the national interest.
The Department of Commerce, Bureau of Public Roads has ac-

cepted 89.6 miles of the Connecticut Turnpike as part of the interstate

4.
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System of Highways under the 1956 Federal Highway Act. Yet, as
the law now stands, Connecticut is denied Federal reimbursement for
this big section of the turnpike except for some small toll-free sections.
In effect, if Connecticut had shown less vision, less enterprise, less

progress, it would have been able to undertake this project with sub-
stantial Federal aid under the 1956 Federal Highway Act. But be-
cause it tackled the job on its own prior to the adoption of the 1956
act, it stands to lose between $250 and $280 million that it would have
received in Federal reimbursement had it waited.
This is a penalty that no State should be asked to pay for showing

early awareness of the interstate highway needs of the country and
for its enterprise in helping to fill that need.

Clearly, this is a situation that Congress should correct as a matter
of fairness.
In order that you may better understand our position, I offer this

fiscal data:
To finance the 89.6 miles of the Connecticut Turnpike, Connecticut

has assumed a debt of $354 million. The interest costs over the life
of the debt will total $372 million.
To liquidate this obligation, a barrier-type toll system has been

adopted. This permits substantial toll-free usage of the Connecticut
Turnpike.
The tolls themselves will be used only to meet interest and principal

payments. Operation and maintenance costs are being paid with other
State funds. They are not a direct charge on the turnpike users.
The only Federal reimbursement we have received for the turnpike

under the 1956 Federal Highway Act is $5.8 million. This covers cer-
tain toll-free sections. I am sure that you will recognize that the
amount is grossly disproportionate to the cost of the full 89.6 miles of
turnpike that Connecticut has contributed to the Interstate System.

There is one other problem concerning our highways which I would
like to discuss with your briefly. This is the present method of Federal
reimbursement.
We have been discussing the question of reimbursement, but the

situation I am going to discuss with you now is so vital to each one of
our 48 States, and I am sure this problem faces each one of your own
governors, and your own legislatures, that it would be a great contribu-
tion on your part in discussion of the Gore bill to consider what I am
discussing with you now, so that the Federal highway program can
proceed without breaking our States.
We in Connecticut have found the present system a very serious

handicap in our efforts to speed up construction of sorely needed
highways. I am sure the same is true of other States.
What the situation requires, in my opinion, is a more simplified,

quicker method for the Federal Government to make its grants avail-
able to the States.
What I would suggest specifically is that the Federal Government

pay its grants as the States themselves make matching money avail-
able.
The general effect of the present system is to require a State to

finance the entire cost of a highway project before it can receive
Federal reimbursement. My proposal is that the State be required
to finance only that portion of the cost that it must ultimately pay—
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10 percent in the case of interstate highways—with the Federal Gov-
ernmen making the balance immediately available.
The problem is of immediate concern to Connecticut because of a

special session of the general assembly which I called to deal with
unemployment. I have recommended to the general assembly an
extensive, much-needed highway construction program that would
require the State to borrow $345 million to finance its entire cost.
Out of that, over a period of 45 years, $295 million will be reim-

bursed by the Federal Government under the 1956 act.
The proposal I have outlined to you would substantially reduce the

amount of borrowing the general assembly would be required to
authorize for this highway program.
The reason why I have added this factor in is because it is some-

thing your staff might like to take into account, because whether you
do something or do nothing on the reimbursement feature, if you are
going to have an accelerated-highway program under the Gore bill
and if this House bcroes along with the Gore bill, you are going to 

Cofind the States of nnecticut, California, and Ohio and all of the
States being met with a need to finance and build the expanded-high-
way system. The great problem I have as governor, and that your
governors will have in your respective States, is that we must put
out our money first, the State's money under State authorization
and appropriation, before we get reimbursement. A few States like
Ohio and California have already gone out and borrowed money
in anticipation of Federal grants. I am asking the Connecticut
General Assembly to give us authority to borrow money. But to me
it is a crying shame for the States, all of the States, to put out and
advance money for the Federal share. We will put up our share
and the Federal Government will say, "We will not put up our Fed-
eral part until the State puts up its share." However, why the States
have to be the bankers for the Federal Government I do not under-
stand at all, and this is unfair and will act as a great hindrance on
the entire Federal Government program.
Mr. GEORGE. Will you yield?
I can tell you why you have to bank for the Federal Government.

There was an amendment by Senator Byrd included in the financing
portion of the 1956 act which said you cannot obligate the money
faster then you collect it. Prior to the 1956 act we made an appropri-
ation against the general funds of the Government.
That one amendment I think is what is binding the Federal Gov-

ernment as far as being able to advance money on July 1 is concerned,
and possibly this Congress will repeal that amendment.
Governor RIBICOFF. I understand that, and that is why if you are

interested in using highways as an accelerated recession measure, then
it will not do any good if you do not make the money available to the
States. That is why it would be my hope when this committee has its
own bill to consider in the House, that it will definitely keep in mind
the problem in our respective States, because it is not any good to say
that we will make available $200 million to the State and then make
the State go out and borrow and raise the money and spend the money
and pay the contractors, and then bill the Federal Government, be-
cause the Federal Government's position in collecting this vast sum
of money was specifically designed to reimburse the States, and they
are not being reimbursed.
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This is complicated and sticky, and very few people understand it.
Very few people in the States understand it, but I am sure your re-
spective Governors who are dealing with this problem day by day
realize they have a very complicated problem in State financing. I
think you would be doing your Nation and your districts and your
own States a great service if you would free and make available the
money for the roadbuilding program.
Mr. MACK. Governor, will you yield ?
Governor RIBICOFF. Yes.
Mr. MACK. Governor, suppose the State of Connecticut proposed

a $10 million project and wanted the Federal Government to contri-
bute its $9 million share to that project. Do you mean to say by your
statement it would be necessary for Connecticut to put up $10 million
before the Federal Government could refund $9 million to your State?
Governor RIBICOFF. That is the situation today. The situation

today is this, Congressman Mack: It is that we in the State now have
to have available the $10 million authorized and set aside in the
comptroller's office.
Mr. MACK. By your State.
Governor RIBICOFF. By our State. The whole $10 million. Not

only the Federal share, but ours. Then we go ahead and let $10 mil-
lion worth of contracts, and after we start paying them the Federal
Government starts reimbursing the State of Connecticut.
So the States today are basically the bankers for the Federal

Government on this road program. If you write your governor I
am sure he will tell you he is plagued by the same problem in the State
of Washington.
Mr. MACK. The Interstate System program has been lagging far

behind the expectations of this committee. I know that in your State
you used only about half the money you are entitled to use.
Governor RIBICOFF. That is right. We have about $53 million, but

we do not have the money to match it. We have problems in the State
of Connecticut. Not only do we have to use that money for the Inter-
state System, but on the purely State system. Connecticut may be like
other States. We give State aid to various towns to build town roads.
We have to clean off the snow and maintain our roads and our bridges.
So we take the entire amount of money and we have X amount of
dollars left.
If we were to take all of the State's income for roads and put it

into the Interstate System it would mean a complete deterioration and
a lag in the other roads. This is wrong.
One of the reasons why the Interstate System is lagging is because

the Federal Government basically, although it may not mean to, is
really pulling a fast one. The Federal Government says to the States,
"Here, we give you all of this money which is available to you." Ah,
but they do not. They make us pay out the money first and then we
have to bill you.
If this is the only alternative, I am for going out and borrowing

money to build the Interstate System. Ohio and California have al-
ready done so. I think they have done the right thing if it is the
only way to build roads. If the only way you can do it in the State
of Connecticut is that way, I advocate we do so, but it is wrong.
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Mr. MACK. Construction on the Interstate System program has
bogged down, I know, because the Federal Government made available
up to April 1 about $4,800 million, and only about one-quarter of that
money is in the construction stage at the present time.
Governor RIBICOFF. That is right.
Mr. MACK. You may have placed your finger on one thing that is

causing it to lag far behind expectations.
Governor RIBICOFF. That is right. We have $53 million we have

until 1961 to dispose of, but our highway program is proceeding so
fast and we can build roads there so fast that by September of this
year we will have committed all available funds for the present
biennium in the State. But if we know that the Federal Government
would make the money available to pay our contractors then we could
immediately commit all of the Federal moneys available within the
year.
I think this is one of the problems which, if your staff will study it,

it will find it one of the keys to the lag in the Interstate System. The
obligation is on the Federal Government.
In the 1956 act you do have a so-called revolving fund in which we

make available to the States advances. I believe that is $200 million,
Mr. Rothschild, is it not? The so-called revolving fund?
Mr. ROTHSCHILD. NO limit.
Governor RIBICOFF. There may be no limit, but try to get it out of

the Federal Government. They say they will allow you money to be
used for engineering and land acquisition, but if on the land you ac-
quire you do not build a road in 5 years, you cannot get the money.
Technically they say there is no limit, but if you wish to write to the
governors of your respective States, or the highway commissioners,
and find out if they can get the money in advance, you will see that
they cannot.
The Federal Government does not give it to you in advance. The

Federal Government does not even make it available when you are
ready to pay the bills. You are in a situation in Connecticut and in
each one of the other 47 States of having to advance the State's money
in order to build the roads, and then come back to the Federal Govern-
ment with your hat in your hand and say, "Now pay us back the
share we paid for you."
This becomes a great problem when you have a matching formula

of 90-10, and you have a $10 million project where your State has to
put out $10 million covering $9 million of the Federal Government
and $1 million of its own.
Mr. SCHERER. On the Federal level we have problems, too, the other

way around.
Governor RIBICOFF. Yes. I would say the States and the Federal

Government have problems, but if the Federal Government says we
want an Interstate System, and the Federal Government announced it
as the national policy, then certainly the Federal Government, if it
has this program to carry out, should put up its share equal with the
States. The Federal Government, I contend, does not have any right
to ask the States to act as banker for the Federal Government.
Mr. SCHERER. I was talking about the other way around. We

were acting in most instances as bankers to the States.
Governor RIBICOFF. You are not in this instance.
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Mr. SCHERER. This may be an unusual situation.
Mr. JONES. Are you fearful that the Federal Government will now

.default in its obligation to the States?
Governor RIBICOFF. It is not a default, but the problem of the

States getting their money in advance to finance the Federal Govern-
ment is the problem.
Mr. JONES. I understand, Governor, this is a program to aid the

States and not a program to aid the Federal Government.
Governor RIBICOFF. No, it is both. This is an interstate system.

The Federal Government for many, many years announced a policy
of a national road program.
Mr. JONES. Is the legislation and the contracting and commitments

on the Interstate System any different from that performed on the
ABC road program?
Governor RIBICOFF. No, but you are certainly putting a burden on

the States which is much larger.
Mr. JONES. You mean you are putting a burden on the States in

regard to the interstate program when the Federal Government is
furnishing 90 cents out of every dollar being expended on the Inter-
state System?
Governor RIBICOFF. I would say this, Congressman Jones: The

Federal Government announced a policy. If it was against its policy
they should not have announced it. But they have gone to the people
of the United States and said, "We have this gigantic road program
because we think it is good and the country needs it. In order to en-
courage the building of roads we are going to give you $9 for every
dollar you put up on the Interstate System.
You want to encourage the 48 States to build these roads, which is

what you announced as your policy. Under these circumstances
' 

the
least you can do is when we are ready to put up our share, you put up
your share. We are not asking you to advance the money ahead of
time, but it should be made available at the same time a contract is let.
In other words, the Comptroller of the State of Connecticut and the
Comptroller of Alabama or Mississippi—
Mr. JONES. Governor Ribicoff, what is the usual time elapsing be-

tween the time of commitment and the due date of payment to the
recipient whom you want to pay?
Governor RIBICOFF. You usually find it is anywhere between three

months and a year, but you are in this situation: In the State of Con-
necticut, and I do not know what it is in the other States, we do not
have—and I think it is sound financing—we do not have a right in the
State of Connecticut to let out a contract unless we have the money
available in the State treasury.
Mr. MCGREGOR. It is State law?
Governor RIBICOFF. That is right. It is a State law.
Mr. SCHERER. You can chancre that law, can you not?
Governor RIBICOFF. Yes. You can, but when you talk about sound

financing, of course, you hope the States would handle their financing
on a sound basis. Even if it were not the law the contractors come
along and want to get paid. But this happens to be the law of the
State and I imagine you will find it pretty much the law of every
State. I don't think the State of Ohio, or the State of Maryland, can
go out and spend money unless they have the money available, and
it has been authorized and appropriated by your legislature. But
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the difficulty is, you are now going to your legislature and asking them
to authorize and appropriate not only their share of the money, but to
authorize and appropriate the Federal Government's share of the
money.
Mr. JONES. Let me go to the theme of your statement, as I under-

stand it, Governor. I presume that what you want above all else is
reimbursement?
Governor RIBICOFF. I do.
Mr. JONES. For 89.6 miles.
Governor RIBICOFF. That is right. This is what I am here for.

Yes, sir. And I will be glad to answer any questions on that.
Mr. Joins. You state on page 2 that this 89.6 miles is the only

mileage in question in the State of Connecticut on the Interstate
System.
Governor RIBICOFF. The reimbursement for 89.6 miles. Yes.
Mr. JONES. That is all the mileage involved?
Governor RIBICOFF. That is right.
Mr. JONES. The cost of that 89.6 miles was $354 million?
Governor RIBICOFF. That is right.
Mr. JONES. The interest cost will be $372 million. Is that correct?
Governor RIBICOFF. That is right.
Mr. JONES. Would the State of Connecticut be willing to accept $354

million, the cost of the project to the State of Connecticut, for the
reasonable value of that interstate mileage, and be satisfied?
Governor RIBICOFF. Let me say this: Of course, as you know, a

governor cannot make policy without the legislature but if you are
asking my recommendation, and the question was asked of Senator
Bush, I would say this: I would say a State has no right to have its
cake and eat it too. My feeling is that to the extent we were reim-
bursed by the Federal Government, then those roads should be toll-
free. • I do not think we have a right to get money from the Federal
Government and charge tolls. I think the gentleman from Florida
made that point.
Mr. JONES. What would be the measurement of payment to the

State of Connecticut?
Governor RIBICOFF. I would say that it would have to be what the

State paid for it and what our reasonable interest charges were to
the date when we paid off the bonds. There would be a little com-
plication because some of the bonds are not callable for 5 years, or
some of them for 10 years, but I think this could be worked out. I
would say that the purpose of the Federal Interstate System was to
have a free road system. In many of the States there are some 15
of them that found the only way they could build these superhighways
was that they had to go to toll facilities. Should the Federal Gov-
ernment find that they will reimburse them for that, I would say
that the States would be honor-bound and should be willing as a
condition to reimbursement to open up these facilities as free.
Mr. JONES. Yes, but still the question of the interest rate comes up.

How will we get rid of it?
Governor RIBICOFF. The interest, Congressman Jones, is interest

figured over the life of 10 years. As you know, if you call the bonds
and pay them off with the Federal reimbursement, the interest stops.
Mr. JONES. Are those bonds of the State of Connecticut callable?

•
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Governor RIBICOFF. I would say some bonds in 5 years and some
bonds 10 years, I would guess. I do not know. You would have to
work it out. I am under no illusions that any bill you might pass
would provide for the reimbursement as of this year.
Mr. JONES. Governor, it is a very practical question and one this

committee has been working with over the years. This idea of going
out and paying 300 or 400 percent for roads over and above their cost
because we have to pay an enormous interest fee is not very appetizing
to us who sit here on this committee. I for one am not willing to pay
the bonds of the State of Oklahoma, or Alabama, or any other State,
and give these enormous presents, in order to make freeways of them.
Governor RIBICOFF. But you are not, Congressman Jones, because

once you pay the bond the interest stops.
Mr. JONES. But you do have to pay a premium on it if it is callable in.

10 years. Certainly the bondholder will not surrender it without pay-
ing him something.

Governor RIBICOFF. Your problem here is to take the issue and first
indicate what the conditions of your formula will be. In other words,
if Congress would lay down a condition, this is what we are willing
to do on reimbursement, then the question is, would the States of Ohio,
Connecticut, and New Jersey, and so forth, be willing to do this much?
That is a decision the States would have to make. If they were to get
the reimbursement they would have to accept the conditions, and if
they would accept the conditions they would get the reimbursement.
You cannot generalize. I understand the dilemma, Congressman

Jones.
Mr. JONES. Governor, do you have any suggestions or formulas that

can be applied universally to all of the States on the acquisition of
these toll roads? As you know, we could not arrive at any formula
that seemed equitable in the 1956 act. We worked very earnestly in
trying to arrive at some kind of method that could be applied to take
out these toll roads and make freeways of them, and place them on the
Interstate System. But since we were unable to do it and you are
here today to make the request they made in the other States in 1956,
and probably you did too, I do not recall 
Governor RIBICOFF. I did too. I was here in 1956.
Mr. JONES. Still we are no further along with it. This morning

you said to us that you want the Interstate System to take over the
89 miles in Connecticut and reimburse the State on an equitable basis.
What would be an equitable basis to take care of the State of Con-
necticut?
Governor RIBICOFF. I would say an equitable basis would be the

payment back of the actual cost of the road, and the amount of interest
we have paid to the debt that you say we can get reimbursed. In other
words, if you say, "We will reimburse you 3 years from now," then
you pay the interest up to 3 years from now and the State would have
the problem of making its deal with the bondholders.
Mr. JONES. But do you not think there would be some depreciation

of the value of the property?
Governor RIBICOFF. No. I wouldn't say a depreciation. I would

say an accretion. From my experience on the roads in Connecticut
I feel they cost more and more all the time. It will cost you a lot
more 3 years from now than it would to build it at the present time.
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Mr. JONES. In other words, you think the reasonable value is the
proper way to go about the valuation?
Governor RIBICOFF. Yes. The value at the time of taking over, to

be arrived at on a formula adopted by. the Federal Bureau of Public
Roads and the State. This would not be a problem. I know we have
kept the high-cost toll roads up in tiptop shape, so I believe the Fed-
eral Government would not have a depreciation, but basically would
be getting a bargain.
Mr. JONES. In the State of New York we have some 600 miles of

very excellent toll roads that we would have to treat similarly to the
89 miles in the State of Connecticut.

Governor RIBICOFF. Yes, sir.
Mr. JONES. To do that automatically with one agreement would

mean you would have payments in the amount of ndreds of mil-
ions of dollars going into the State of New York at one time. How
would you suggest a formula for making apportionments to the
States that would not disturb the formula of apportionment to all of
the 48 States?
Governor RIBICOFF. I would say that the fairest way to handle

that would be to tote up the amount of roads by dollars that you
would be required to reimburse, and once you have determined that—
I recognize you cannot do it in 1 year because you do not have the
money, so if you determine it should be a 3- or 4- or 5-year program,
then pay it back to the States in proportionate amounts as their por-
tion of the total, in the percentage it bears to the entire amount.
Mr. JONES. If that were done, Governor, it would mean that the

State of Connecticut would not be in the way of getting other inter-
state road system work if they have any more mileage credited to the
State of Connecticut until the debts of the toll road were retired to
the full.
Governor RIBICOFF. I would go along with Congressman Scherer's

bill. I would say as far as I am concerned, personally—and I can-
not talk for myself because the legislature is the factor that must
always be considered—I would say that this money you could condi-
tion to be used for roads in the State.
Let me say that it is not basically a windfall. I could say that the

State of Connecticut today could expend the entire program up to its
top base., $1,300 million. It is very obvious that amount would take
a long time to spend, and a long time to disburse. Whatever credit
we received from the Federal Government, I would be willing to say
that shoud be conditioned to be used on other roads in the State. I
think this is so because we need roads and since the money is being
given for roads and the entire philosophy deals with roads, I would
condition the expenditure of that money for roads.
I think under these circumstances the Federal Government would

feel the money was being used for roads and for the basic purposes of
the act.
Mr. JONES. My final question is this—I do not want to take up too

much time of the committee. Would you be willing to free the toll
roads in the State of Connecticut on the assurance that you would be
given an equal mileage in your State on some other designated high-
was other than the toll roads?

overnor RIBICOFF. I would say provided that the money we are
getting for the regular road system and that we would expend in a
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road program within the State's finances, would allow us to pay off
the toll roads. In other words, if you were to say, "We are going to
give you $50 million a year reimbursement," and we took this $50 mil-
lion and spent it on other roads, we could work out some formula that
way.
Mr. JONES. I am not making that suggestion.
Governor RIBICOFF. You asked me how I would do it. This is how

I would do it.
Mr. JONES. We will give you 89 additional miles of interstate roads

in the State of Connecticut if you will free the Connecticut Turnpike.
Governor RIBICOFF. The reason why I cannot do that is this: This

89 miles is about as expensive a road as you could possibly find any
place in the United States. It went through some of the most expen-
sive property. We had to bridge harbors and rivers. It is very expen-
sive. So you cannot give us 89 miles in flat country, or through back-
woods and say, "We will give you this 89 miles and you free these 89
miles." Financially, we could not do it, and I would be insane to sit
here and say we could because it could not be done. But if the formula
were worked out so that the money you reimburse us would be used on
the $1,390 million worth of roads we need, then we could work it out
on that basis, but we cannot take any 89 miles, because this happens to
be a very expensive 89 miles.
Mr. EDMONDSON. I want to ask the gentleman one question: I am

certainly in sympathy with your plea for reimbursement of some kind.
If reimbursement in cash cannot .be found and the till does not have
the cash in it, would not your State be better off with these other States
on these turnpike mileages to take that out of the Interstate System
and get that mileage for interstate road construction elsewhere in those
States?
Governor RIBICOFF. Yes. Let me put it this way: Anything we can

get more than what we have now would be welcome. Right now we
do not have anything. If you come and give us a proposition that can
give us something we do not have now, I would say "Certainly."
Mr. JONES. Mr. Chairman, that is all I have. Thank you very much,

and thank you, Governor.
Mr. MCGREGOR. I have two approaches. First I would like to in-

quire: Has the Federal Government come into your State and taken
any mileage and put it into your State without your request that they
do so?
Governor RIBICOFF. To my knowledge, no. I would say our rela-

tions with the Federal Bureau of Public, Roads are excellent. I find
them very cooperative. They never act highhanded.
Mr. MCGREGOR. Then in other words some of the arguments you are

puffin°. up here, I think, Governor, fall right on your State legisla-
ture. You have made the statement, or I interpret it to be such, that
you are asking us to change the existing Federal law, so that you can
have money at the time you write the contract. Why can you not do
It now? Is it not because of your own State law that you cannot bor-
row on this anticipated revenue? There is nothing in the Federal law
that prevents you from doing it.
Governor RIBICOFF. No, but even if the legislature gave us that law,

and I hope it is the least they give us in the special session, we still
do not get money from the Federal Government.
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Mr. MCGREGOR. You have been drawing on the anticipated revenue
from the Federal Government.
Governor RIBICOFF. You mean borrowing from the Federal Gov-

ernment?
Mr. MCGREGOR. That is right. You can borrow on anticipated rev-

enue if you pay it back within a year under the existing Federal law.
Governor RIBICOFF. This I am not aware of. If it is there are a lot

of smart fellows in the State of Connecticut who have been there for
20 years or more who have not found it out yet.
Mr. MCGREGOR. Then why do you not change your State law? You

have prohibitive law in the State of Connecticut that you cannot
borrow on anticipated revenues.
Governor RIBICOFF. We have the right to borrow on anticipated

revenue, but we have to have the authorization and an appropriation
from the legislature for any expenditures.
Mr. MCGREGOR. We can borrow in Ohio because we have a law that

permits us, in Ohio.
Governor RIBICOFF. That is right.
Mr. MCGREGOR. I contend you can do the same thing in Connecti-

cut if you have other laws to do it.
Governor RIBICOFF. That is right.
Mr. MCGREGOR. So do not blame it on the Government.
Governor RIBICOFF. No, Congressman McGregor. My answer is

this: Why should the State of Connecticut or the State of Ohio have
to pay interest when Congress puts down as a philosophy that they
are going to contribute to the States? Why is there not a real contri-
bution? Why should the States still have to finance it?
Mr. MCGREGOR. Don't you think 90 cents out of every dollar is a

pretty good-sized contribution?
Governor RIBICOFF. Yes, it is, but keep this in mind: This is for

the roads in the Interstate System. The Federal Government is in-
terested in the partnership too.
Mr. MCGREGOR But you asked for those roads to be put on the

Interstate System, did you not ?
Governor RIBICOFF. That is right.
Mr. MCGREGOR. Can you name any single mile in Connecticut you

have not asked to be put on the Interstate System?
Governor RIBICOFF. They will not shove any interstate roads down

your throat, but they should not be Indian givers. If they are going
to give us money they should give it to us when we are entitled to it.
Ar. MCGREGOR. I recall, Governor, when you used to serve in the

Congress and you were just as protective about Federal funds as you
are now about State funds.
Governor RIBICOFF. Although I would say this: If I were in Con-

gress today I would certainly make sure if the Federal Government
agreed to give me $9 for every $1 I had put up, that that $9 should
be available payment for payment when my $1 was put up.
If this is a bargain, it ought to be a fair bargain.
Mr. MCGREGOR. There is not a State in this Union that is not better

fixed financially than the Federal Government.
Governor RIBICOFF. I do not know about that. I would say the

Federal Government has a pretty good credit, and the Federal Gov-
ernment still has a great reservoir of tax collections—much greater
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than the States do, No. 1. No. 2 the Federal Government can always
borrow money—not always, but generally—at a cheaper rate than
the States borrow money, just as the States usually borrow at a
cheaper rate than towns and cities in our States borrow money.
I think the Federal Government should not make the State borrow

the Federal Government's share of the money.
Mr. CRAMER. MT. Chairman.
Mr. FALLON. Mr. Cramer.
Mr. CRAMER. Governor, I was a little disturbed by your statement

that the Federal Government is pulling a fast one, because the Federal
Government is putting up 90 percent of the money on this Interstate
System and the Bureau of Public Roads is using the same procedure
that has been used for years on the primary, secondary, rural, and
urban systems. Is that not true?
Governor RIBICOFF. Yes, but the difference is this: Prior to this youwere dealing with, relatively small sums of money in the past. Now

you have come in on the Interstate System with large sums. So itis no longer a question of having 2, 3, 4, or 5 million dollars available,but it is a question of having to match substantial sums of money.
Now it depends on the size of the States, but there are very few

States that can keep up with the requirements of the Federal loansystem.
Mr. Mack suggested that he was concerned by this slow rate ofprogress being made by the Interstate System. One of the reasons why 

ithere is such a slow rate of progress s that the 48 States have thisfinancial problem. That is why it is going slow. If it is your feelingthat you must proceed fast with roads and if it is the philosophy oCongress—and I do not know whether it is—that you are interestedin an accelerated public-works program, and especially in the fieldof roads
' 

then under these circumstances if you set aside the moneyfor roads but do not make the money available, you are still goingto see a definite lag among the 48 States.
You either want the roads or you do not want them.
Mr. CRAMER. There is another reason it lags. In the State of Flor-ida, for instance, our State Road Department made a decision to startconstruction in the urban areas rather than rural areas, meaning ittakes much longer to plan and get the right-of-way and everythingelse.
Governor RIBICOFF. That is right.
Mr. CRAMER. So our system is held up because that is apparentlythe way the department planned it, but we have no problem of match-ing money or spending the money so far as the Federal funds beingmade available when due under any contract is concerned.
Governor RIBICOFF. You know Florida and I do not, but you knowif the 90 percent were made available to the Highway Department ofFlorida you would find they would move much faster.
Mr. CRAMER. So far as I know, the money is made available to Flor-ida. What percentage of money in Connecticut is being used?
Governor RP IBICOFF. I would say we have available now, that has notbeen used, about $53 million.
Mr. CRAMER. What percentage is that of the money that has beenavailable for the last 2 years?
Governor RIBICOFF. I do not have that percentage. All I know isit has a $53 million credit to 1961. How much we used on Federal
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expenditures in the last 2 years I do not have, unless Mr. Rothschild
has it.
Mr. CRAMER. It is a substantial amount of money. The $53 million,

I mean.
Governor RIBICOFF. It is a lot of money.
Mr. CRAMER. Do you not think if you could call a special session

of the legislature to deal with unemployment that that is one of the
matters to consider, that is, how to make the 10-percent matching
money available, although I can't understand why that amount hasn't
been provided for already?
Governor RIBICOFF. I have asked the Connecticut General Assembly,

I will say frankly, to authorize the borrowing of the full amount.
Let me put it this way: Personally, if it is the only way we can get
it, I am for borrowing it, because I still believe it is more important
to get the roads and have good roads and transportation and also
have unemployment—it is much more important to have than the
interest we would have to pay. As far as I am concerned, there is
specific legislation that I have to ask the legislature to authorize the
State to borrow in anticipation of the Federal program.
If this is all we could have, that is fine; but I would like very much

not to have to borrow it if it could be worked out. But if it could
not be worked out, I would rather borrow it.
Mr. MACK. Governor, the States of California, Illinois, Ohio, and

Maryland have used over 90 percent of all the money allocated to
their States for the Interstate System. Your State has used about
50 percent. New Jersey has used about 17 percent. West Virginia
and Indiana have used practically nothing.
Why is it that 1 group of States, about 16 of them, are not using

this money to the extent California, Ohio, Illinois, and Maryland are
using the money?
Governor RIBICOFF. Let me put it this way: I do not know what the

situation is in the States you have mentioned, but my feeling is you
will find that the basic roads needed in the States you mentioned are
roads that are on the Federal system. I brought along a breakdown
of what our highway fund is used for so that you can readily see where
our highway money goes.
You take the administration of the highway department, over

$3 million; highway and bridge maintenance, $14 million; protection
from and removal of snow and ice, $7 million.
This is what we have to use highway money for.
Roadside maintenance, $3 million; construction of highways,

bridges, and acquisitions of land, $73 million.
Town aid—out of the money we get we have to give $21 million

to the 169 towns to help them pay for their local town needs.
So our problem is the money we get in we have to allocate for

many needs. Therefore, we cannot take this $148 million that we
have for the payments for roads and put it in the Federal system
because we have prior obligations for other road needs.
It may very well be if you would examine proportionately Cali-

fornia and Ohio their allocations in proportion are not as large as
Connecticut's basic needs.
Mr. MCGREGOR. Do you have diversion of highway funds for other

than highway use?
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Governor RIBICOFF. Not at all. This is what happens to our high-
way funds. The motor-vehicle department operation comes out of
highway funds, but the license fees and automobile registrations go
into it.
The State police—about 50 percent of their cost comes out of it,

but most of their work is on highway patrol. The rest of the money
we have in the highway fund comes from the 6 cents a gallon gas tax
and registration and license fees which all go into the highway fund;
but we do not use the money for anything else. We have frozen it
and never diverted.
Mr. SCHERER. But where could you get a better return on the money

than to invest it in the Interstate System? You get $9 for $1.
Governor RIBICOFF. I agree with you. I would like Congress to

do it. If Congress does not do it I am still for the Connecticut Legis-
lature authorizing us to borrow the money. But it is still my feeling,
if you have a deal with the States you ought to put up when we put
up.
Mr. CRAMER. I have just a couple of other questions. When we

had this bill up in the first instance practically every State, or some
representative of the State, testified in favor of the legislation and
said they could match this money. It was our understanding that
the State legislatures, or the State governors were going to go ahead
with the program to make that money available under the circum-
stances then in existence.
Do you not think it is the responsibility of the States to do that?
Governor RIBICOFF. I would say this: I would say that the States

can match the 10 percent. I doubt whether many Governors at the
time, or whether this committee realized the extent of the burden it
would be on the State also to make arrangements to finance in advance
the Federal share. When they came up to face the reality of this
problem, I think that is what slowed the thing down.
They suddenly found they could not maintain their basic State

needs and at the same time take care of the Federal needs. You say
to me it is a good deal and I say it is definitely a good deal. In other
words, the program of $345 million I presented to the legislature with
an eventual $293 million coming back to the State of Connecticut, let
me say to the committee, is an excellent deal, I think.
If the only way we can use it is by going out and borrowing $345

million and paying interest it is still a good deal for the State of
Connecticut. Do not get me wrong. It is still a good deal. And I
am for it and for borrowing the money and paying interest, if that is
the only way we can get it. But I would hope you would make your
money available so we did not have to borrow it.
If you do not make it available it is still a good deal, Mr. Cramer,

to go out and borrow the money and pay interest on $293 million out
of this total of $345 million.
Mr. CRAMER. In regard to your position on the Bush and the May

bills, I understand you are in favor of those bills except you feel that
the interstate toll facility should be made free.
Governor RIBICOFF. I would say if the Federal Government would

reimburse the States for their expenditures it would be fair for the
Federal Government to put on a condition to the extent that the toll
roads which are reimbursed for, the States should make toll free.
Mr. CRAMER. To that extent you favor those bills?
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Governor RIBICOFF. Yes, sir.
Mr. EDMONDSON. That is, in cash.
Governor RIBICOFF. I would say in cash, or a method of financing

so we would be in a position to phase them both out at the same time.
Mr. SCUDDER. Would you be willing for the State highways that

have been completed be given the same treatment as the toll roads,
reimbursing the States of funds spent to be expended on other high-
ways in the State?
Governor RIBICOFF. That they had already expended?
Mr. SCUDDER. Highways already completed to Federal standards.

Such as we have constructed in California.
Governor RIBICOFF. Yes.
Mr. SCUDDER. We have a very small lag of $23 million in the entire

program for this year. When this legislation was first discussed it
was the consensus of opinion that highways that were completed to
Federal specifications by States would be given the same treatment
as the toll roads that have been completed.
Governor RIBICOFF. That is right, Congressman Scudder.
Mr. SCUDDER. You subscribe to that?
Governor RIBICOFF. I would certainly subscribe 100 percent to this

proposal.
Mr. FALLON. Are there any other questions?
Mr. SMITH. Governor, I go back to this essential point of the pur-

pose of the hearing in respect to the reimbursement. I think you
have made the fairest presentation of those who seek to bring about
reimbursement. I do not believe there is any possibility, or that there
would be any fairness in reimbursement if tolls were continued. I
think the people who ask for reimbursement and the States who ask
for it have to accept the fact that if there is any practical hope of
getting any reimbursement they have to agree to provide for the
elimination of tolls. Or else, if we do not have that, and if Con-
gress is going to allow tolls to continue, we were wrong in not allowing
tolls to be imposed as a means of building the Interstate System.
I think the main problem remaining is for the Congress to agree

on some formula for fair valuation of the roads for which we would
be reimbursing the States on. If we can work out something along
that line I think we can achieve something on this end.
I wanted to ask you as a representative of the State that has an

important stake in this if you think of what the fairest way to reim-
burse you is, or if you have given any consideration to it from that
standpoint or how the adjusted amount could be worked out?

Governor RIBICOFF. As you were talking a thought came to my
mind, Congressman Smith. The governors' conference will be held
this May in Florida. It would seem to me that it would be a fitting
subject for a special committee of the governors, to carry out the
consideration of a method of reimbursement to discuss with Congress.
I have been asked to chair one of the special subcommittees at the

next governors' conference one of those subcommittees on highways
and highway safety. I do not know whether this is the forum which
will be assigned to me, but I would say this is so important to the
States that if there was an inclination on this committee's part to
consider it and work out a fair formula it would be my proposal to
the governors' conference this May that a special committee be set
up by the governors' conference to go into it, because I think this
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came about originally with a meeting of the governors to have some
Federal-State cooperation, and maybe the governors could work it
out with the congressional authorities to try to find a fair formula on
the Federal and State level. Does this make any sense to you?
If it does, I will propose it at the next governors' conference.
Mr. SMITH. I think that is a very good idea, Governor. However,

I hope if you do take it up at the governors' conference you will con-
sider the problem with more intelligence and more realism than the

a last operation the governors' conference conducted in respect to the aid
program involving things like pollution control. That agreement
that was worked out between the governors and Secretary Anderson
is the most ridiculous thing. It will not even get 10 minutes discus-
sion in the Congress.

Governor RIBICOFF. I regret I am not even aware of this particular
project.
Mr. SMITH. That was an agreement whereby States agreed to give

up all sorts of taxes in return for the Federal Government giving up
these taxes.

Governor RIBICOFF. There is no agreement on that.
Mr. SMITH. The telephone tax and others.
Governor RIBICOFF. This is the last conference which has a special

committee working on Federal and State relationships. To my
knowledge a report on that will be made to the same governors' con-
ference in May. There was no decision. It was just a committee.
Mr. SMITH. You might advise your fellow governors they have

wasted a lot of time in that respect.
Mr. JONES. Will the gentleman yield? Off the record.
(Discussion off the record.)
Mr. JONES. I will agree with Mr. Smith in commending you on

bringing to us some concrete proposals as to how we can make some
progress in recovering lost mileage for those States that lost mileage
by virtue of their toll roads being on the Interstate System. I am
sure that all of us want an equitable program for the States. You
have given us something that will certainly be helpful to us.
Governor RIBICOFF. Let me say this to the committee. Believe me,

having been a legislator and a Member of Congress and a working
governor I am well aware of your problem. I am well aware you are
definitely in the gray area. There is no black or white solution to the
problem you have here. It is most complicated and I am most sym-
pathetic with what you have to wrestle with.
There is definitely a conflict of interest between the various States

and I can understand the varied philosophies expressed, but from my
experience I have always found that basically Congress is interested
in doing the fair thing. These problems must be brought forth and
argued and debated. They must be considered in committee.
Frankly I want to commend the committee for going as thoroughly

as you have into this problem. I can understand the reservations
many of you Members have, but it would seem to me this is definitely
a field that cannot be handled individually by the individual gov-
ernors. But so many States are involved and it is important enough
so that it should be looked into by all of the governors. It is my hope
we can get a solid committee study going at the next governors' con-
ference and come back to you in 1959—it may be another governor
than myself—to discuss this problem with you.
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As long as we have your continued sympathy and interest in trying
to do something I think we can gradually get your approach and get
your thinking and also the States thinking on this.
Mr. FALLON. The Chair would like to make the announcement that

we have permission from the Speaker to meet this afternoon during
general debate. There will be a continuation of the hearing when we
adjourn to come back at 2 o'clock. Are there any other questions of
the Governor?
Mr. SCHERER. Just one question. Governor, do you feel that the

solution to this problem of reimbursement lies in the increase of mile-
age of the Interstate System in the respective States, as proposed in
the Buckley bill? Do you favor that provision?

Governor RIBICOFF. The Buckley bill worries me. Frankly I prefer
the philosophy first of the Bush bill. Secondly, I prefer the phi-
losophy of yours, and the Buckley bill would be third. I would say
that the problem in the Buckley bill would be, or it might be the
answer for the large States like New York, but it might not necessarily
be the answer for the smaller States like Connecticut.
But your bill, with its flexibility and the use of these credits for

different parts of the Federal road system, and a different method of
payment instead of 50-50 and 90-10, I think would be more helpful
to the State of Connecticut than the Buckley bill.
Mr. SCHERER. Don't you see a lot of dangers inherent in increasing

the mileage on the Interstate System at this time?
Governor RIBICOFF. Dangers? No. I do not follow you.
Mr. SCHERER. The whole program. There is some thought in the

Senate now to increase the mileage on the Interstate System by
7,000 miles. You are aware of that?
Governor RIBICOFF. No. I am not aware of the increase in mile-

age but I would say I am aware of the Gore bill to try to accelerate
the entire Federal program, which I am for. I am for the acceleration
of the entire program and I would be frank with you, I have not
looked into whether this increase of 7,000 miles would be good or bad.
I am not informed on it.
Mr. SCHERER. Do you think we should build the 41,000 miles already

designated before we start building additional mileage on the Inter-
state System?
Governor RIBICOFF. If you are wondering about where the money is

coming from for the 41,000 miles you will certainly be double wond.er-
ing about 48,000 and I would attend to that first.
Mr. SCHERER. Have we not demonstrated by the evidence that the

primary need for relief of traffic is on the 41,000 miles already desig-
nated?
Governor RIBICOFF. That is right. However, it should be kept in

mind this country is growing at such a fantastically rapid rate in
population that what we consider adequate today will be inadequate
5 or 10 years from today. So it is difficult to say 41,000 is adequate and
48,000 is not adequate. In my opinion 48,000 miles will be inade-
quate in 10 years because we are bursting at our seams and will con-
tinue in our growth in America.
Mr. SCHERER. There is no question of later on, but I am saying we

should meet the primary need and take care of the 41,000 miles now
and not get into a political allocation of an additional 7,000 miles
where the primary need does not exist.
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Governor RIBICOFF. I would say there would be no greater dis-

service that could be made to the entire road program than to allo-

cate the entire 7,000 miles on a political basis. It would be dis-

astrous to the country.
Mr. BROWN. You are a most eloquent pleader for reimbursement

in the State of Connecticut. You faced reimbursement problems

before at the State level, no doubt. When a road district, or a

county, bonds itself and builds a bridge, and then years later the

State of Connecticut includes that bridge on a State highway, do

you reimburse the county or the road district for its bridge, or how

do you handle it?
Governor RIBICOFF. Let me put it this way: In the county we do

not have any road districts or county roads. We have towns. The

State of Connecticut is overly generous with its towns. The legisla-

ture is controlled by the small towns, and year in and year out they

come to the legislature and they do a pretty good job of getting more
and more out of the State for the towns.
So, when it comes to the question of fairness, I say every inde-

pendent study made of the road system indicates that the towns of
the State of Connecticut do very well from the State. The State

does very well by them and we do not have the problem that you
have.
What we do have in the State of Connecticut which develops into

a great burden is that each session the legislature, by a typical log-
rolling process, has more and more town roads placed in the State
system, which causes the State to take over the maintenance and
rebuilding of those roads, which is a burden to the State.
Mr. BROWN. But do you reimburse them?
Governor RIBICOFF. They do not want any reimbursement. They

are very happy in having what is basically a town project taken over
by a State for the future. Hardly a legislative session goes by that
the towns do not grab a bigger piece of the State road money.
Mr. FALLON. I want to ask you one further question, Governor.

When we considered and passed this bill in 1956, we called it the
Interstate and Defense Highway System. The Congress spelled out
in the law that the ABC roads would get so much money out of the
trust fund that was set up, and the balance of it would go to the
completion of the Interstate System. The amounts as expressed in
the bill were that the ABC roads at that time would (Yet $875 million
and it would increase $25 million a year until it reached $1 billion.
The balance of the fund would be spent on the Interstate System.
If we give credit to States that have toll roads, so that the money
can be spent on the primary and secondary roads, would we not be
breaking faith with the people who accepted this legislation back
in 1956?
Governor RIRICOFF. No, Congressman Fallon. Your 1956 bill, if

my memory serves me right, also had a provision recognizing a basic
problem of reimbursement to those States that built toll roads, and
there was a contemplation that this would be a matter for study
and future consideration.
Mr. FALLON. I agree with you, Governor, up to that point, but I

am talking about diversion of funds from the interstate to the pri-
mary and secondary roads. Do you not think that we would be break-
ing faith with the people who accepted that legislation?
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Mr. SCHERER. No. Can I answer?
MT. FALLON. Yes.
Mr. SCHERER. Because when we built the 240 miles of toll roads in

Ohio we relieved the Interstate System of building 240 miles that was
originally contemplated to be built in Ohio and which would other-
wise have been built. Does that not answer the question?
Mr. FALLON. No, it does not. We were going to complete the 40,000

miles with the money which was left in the trust fund after the ABC
money was taken out, and it was specified as to just exactly how much
money the ABC would get out of this trust fund. If you use the
money for your Interstate System in your reimbursement plan I
would say you are not breaking faith, but if you divert it to the other
systems I say you are breaking faith.
Mr. SCHERER. Mr. Chairman, when you built the toll roads you took

240 miles off of that road system.
Mr. MCGREGOR. When the people in Ohio voted the bonds for that

240-mile toll road they never expected to get $1 from the Federal
Government to pay for those bonds.
Mr. BROWN. Will the gentleman yield?
Mr. FALLON. Yes.
Mr. BROWN. On that same principle, when the State of Missouri ac-

quired the right-of-way and built a very good Highway 66 from St.
Louis clear across the State, which is now being used as 1 side of a 4-
lane divided interstate highway, that was also a contribution thrown
into the kitty by the State of Missouri for that much of the Interstate
Sysem, for which Missouri has not asked for reimbursement.
Governor RIBICOFF. Do you want the answer to your question?
Mr. FALLON. Yes.
Governor RIBICOFF. I would say this: Your question assumes that

there is something frozen about the legislative process. I would say if
there is anything that is fluid in the American system of government
it is that change that takes place in the legislative process from ses-
sion to session depending upon the changing needs of the people of
the country.
Mr. FALLON. I agree with you, but a commitment has to be taken

into consideration when you are making the change.
Governor RIBICOFF. That is right, but when conditions arise that

call for a change, it would be a Congress that had abdicated its re-
sponsibility, that did not vote the change. I know that all of us who
are part of the legislative process recognize a constant flux and fluidity
of the legislative process, and this is what makes it so successful, and
our Government so successful.
Mr. FALLON. I might say in consideration of the legislation, at no

time have I ever suggested, nor was it in anybody's mind, that there
would be diverted from the Interstate System funds for use on the
other systems. Many things were suggested in and out of committee
in regard to reimbursement features, but never was it ever considered
it would be diverted to another system.
Governor RIBICOFF. As far as I am concerned, if it were conditioned

that this money could only be used on the Interstate System, that is
fine, because we still have plenty of Interstate System to build in the
State of Connecticut. I could say we could well use every dime of
this money which would be reimbursed for expenditures on the Con-
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necticut Expressway, for much needed road building programs in
the State of Connecticut. We would not have to divert 1 dime of it.
Therefore, if you condition this reimbursement that it should go

solely on the Interstate System we would spend it solely in the Inter-
state System.
Mr. FALLON. Thank you, Governor. On behalf of the committee

I want to tell you how much we appreciate yuor intelligent statement
and the very fine manner in which you handled the interrogation.
Governor RIBICOFF. Thank you. It is a pleasure to be here.
Mr. FALLON. Thank you again, Governor.
Governor RIBICOFF. I am delighted to be here.
Mr. FALLON. Before we adjourn I have a telegram here from Gov.

Harold W. Handley, Indiana. If there is no objection I will insert
it at this point in the record.
(The telegram referred to is as follows:)

INDIANAPOLIS, IND., March 24, 1958.
Hon. CHARLES A. BUCKLEY,

Chairman, Committee on Public Works,
House of Representatives, Washington, D. C.:

Forced to enter hospital today. Sorry I cannot attend your hearings tomor-
row on various bills to amend 1956 Highway Act. Am interested in legislation
which would compensate toll road States for taking initiative in building part
of Interstate System without Federal support.

Gov. HAROLD W. HANDLEY.

Mr. FALLON. Also I have a letter from Mr. Horace Seely-Brown,
Jr., one of our distinguished Members of Congress, who desires his
statement be put into the record at this point. If there is no objec-
tion it is so ordered.
(The statement referred to is as follows:)

CONGRESS OF THE UNITED STATES,
HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES,

Washington, D. C., March 24, 1958.
Hon. CHARLES A. BUCKLEY,

Chain-man, Committee on Public Works,
House of Representatives, Washington, D. C.

DEAR COLLEAGUE: Please permit me to express my proper interest in the vari-
ous proposals presently before your committee regarding highway construction.
As I recall, when the Federal Aid Highway Act of 1956 was under considera-

tion in the 84th Congress, there were two basic principles of particular concern
to both of us. We were in agreement, first that the apportionment of the Fed-
eral Government's 90-percent share of the expense of completing the Interstate
System be made on the basis of construction costs, and, second, that the States
which, prior to the effective date of the 1956 act, had built or were building
highways to the required standards of the Interstate System be equitably
reimbursed. While Congress at that time acted on the first principle, it post-
poned making any decision on the second.
It is my firm belief that now is the time for Congress to make that determi-

nation. I am sure that you and I are in agreement that fairness and justice
require that reimbursement be granted. It is my further opinion that we must
treat fairly those States such as yours and mine which had the wisdom and
courage to proceed to finance by their own methods the construction of urgently
needed highways prior to the enactment of the 1956 act. Unless we enact legis-
lation for reimbursement during the present session, I believe we will be impos-
ing severe penalties against the very States which have made the most progress
in modernizing the Interstate System within their borders.
You may be sure of my desire to support the committee in whatever proper

action may be forthcoming on this most important matter.
With all good wishes,

Very sincerely,
HORACE SEELY-BROWN, Jr.,

Member of Congress from the Second Connecticut District.
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Mr. FALLON. Mr. Rothschild, I do not know how the committee
members feel about lunch, but would you come back at 2 o'clock?
Mr. ROTHSCHILD. Yes.
Mr. FALLON. The committee stands adjourned.
( Whereupon, at 12: 20 p. m., the committee recessed until 2 p. m.

of the same day.)
At ihRNOON SESSION

2: 15 p. m.
Mr. FALLON. Our first witness this afternoon needs no introduction

to this committee. He is one of the more distinguished members of
the administration, the Under Secretary for Transportation under the
Secretary of Commerce.
Mr. Rothschild, without further delay I think we had better go

ahead with your testimony. I hope you are ready.
Mr. ROTHSCHILD. Ready, Mr. Chairman.
Mr. FALLON. I hope your answers will be suitable.
Mr. ROTHSCHILD. Yes, sir.

STATEMENT OF LOUIS S. ROTHSCHILD, UNDER SECRETARY FOR
TRANSPORTATION, DEPARTMENT OF COMMERCE; ACCOMPANIED
BY FRANK TURNER, DEPUTY COMMISSIONER, BUREAU OF
PUBLIC ROADS

Mr. FALLON. You may proceed, sir.
Mr. ROTHSCHILD. Mr. Chairman, our statement is directed towards

the bills which we were asked to report on, but if any of the members
have questions on any of the others or any of the matters which were
brought up either in Senator Bush's testimony or Governor Ribicoff's,
we would be glad to try to answer any questions.
May I read my statement?
Mr. FALLON. Please proceed, Mr. Rothschild.
Mr. ROTHSCHILD. Mr. Chairman and members of the committee, I

appreciate this opportunity to present the views of the Department
with respect to H. R. 10422, H. R. 10921, and several similar bills.
H. R. 10422 and several other bills would amend the Federal-Aid

Highway Act of 1956 so as to provide that where a toll road, bridge,
or tunnel in a State is approved by the Secretary of Commerce as a
part of the Interstate System under section 113 ( a) of the act prior
to June 30, 1958, the Secretary must, upon application by the State,
designate other routes within the State as part of the Interstate
System which are equal in mileage to the lentgh of such toll roads,
bridges, and tunnels.
These bills also would amend the Federal-Aid Highway Act of 1944

so as to provide that the total mileage of the routes so designated
would be included as part of the mileage authorized to be designated
for the Interstate System, and the cost of completing such mileage
would be included in the estimates of cost for completing such .system.
H. R. 10921 would amend the Federal-Aid Highway Act of 1956

so as to provide that States having toll roads, bridges, or tunnels
i'pproved by the Secretary of Commerce as a part of the Interstate
System prior to June 30, 1958, may designate from highways on the
Federal-.Aid primary highway system, other than the Interstate
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System, highways which do not exceed in length the number of mile
s

of such toll roads, bridges, and tunnels, and the Federal share payable

on account of such highways would be increased to 90 percent of the

total cost thereof.
The Department is opposed to the enactment of any of these bills.

The vastly accelerated highway program, which has early comple-

tion of the Interstate System as a primary objective, has been in prog-

ress for only 21 months. Our comparatively limited experience in the

prosecution of this program is not sufficient to justify an immediate

decision on the important and far-reaching problem of whether or not

the Federal Government should reimburse the States for highways

such as those with which these bills are concerned.
Current estimates of the cost of completing the Interstate System

indicate that the receipts of the Highway Trust Fund under existing

law will be insufficient to complete the system as now authorized to be

designated within the period of time originally contemplated. Fur-

thermore, legislation now pending in Congress would., if enacted,

greatly increase the amounts to be expended for highway purposes,

without providing for additional revenues for the Highway Trust

Fund. Amounts authorized for the Interstate System for fiscal years

1959, 1960, and 1961 would be increased by $800 million. Also, an ap-

propriation of an additional $400 million for fiscal year 1959 would be

authorized for the Federal-aid primary and secondry highway systems,

including extensions thereof in urban areas, and an additional $115

million would be authorized to be appropriated for use as advances

to assist the States in meeting Federal-aid matching requirements.

It is our opinion that a decision concerning this matter should be

deferred until the construction of the Interstate System presently au-

thorized has advanced to the stage at which a more reliable assessment

can be made of the need, if any, of increasing the mileage of the Inter-

state System, the ability of the national economy to carry the burden of

increased expenditures for highway purposes, and the impact of the

completion of the Interstate System upon the national economy.

Until a complete and reliable analysis of these problems can be made

upon the basis of adequate information, date and experience, we believe

that our efforts and resources should be devoted to the completion of

the Interstate System as now authorized by law. Much thought, study,

consultation, and consideration have been devoted to the selection of a

network of highways which is a true National System of Interstate

and Defense Highways, and that system should be completed before

Federal-aid highway funds are expended as contemplated in these

bills.
In addition to believing that these bills are premature, the Depart-

ment considers them objectionable in several respects.
In section 114 of the Federal-Aid Highway Act of 1956, the Con-

gress declared its intent and policy—

to determine whether or not the Federal Government should equit
ably reimburse

any State for a portion of a highway which is on the Interstate System
, whether

toll or free, the construction of which has been completed subsequen
t to August

2, 1947, or which is either in actual use or under construction by c
ontract, for

completion, awarded not later than June 30, 1957.

H. R. 10422, H. R. 10921, and the other bills relate only to toll

facilities, without regard to the limiting dates set forth in section 114

of the 1956 act and without regard to the facts developed in the study
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conducted by the Secretary of Commerce in cooperation with the
State highway departments pursuant to that section.
The bills also fail to give recognition to the considerations leading

to the establishment of the National System of Interstate and Defense
Highways.
The Interstate System is required by law to be

so located as to connect by routes, as direct as practicable, the principal metro-
politan 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.

In view of the national significance of the Interstate System and
because of its primary importance to the national defense, in 1956 the
Federal share of the cost of the construction of that system was in-
creased to 90 percent while the Federal share of the cost of construct-
ing other highways on the Federal-aid systems remained unchanged.
H. R. 10422 and H. R. 10921 would increase the Federal share of the

cost of constructing some highways, in a limited number of States, to
90 percent, irrespective of whether those highways are—
so located as to connect by routes, as direct as practicable, the principal metro-
politan areas, cities, and industrial centers, to serve the national defense * *

Under H. R. 10921, the States themselves would designate the mile-
age of highways for the cost of construction of which the Federal
share would be increased to 90 percent. The approval of the Secre-
tary of Commerce would not be required, and presumably the State
could designate highways of primary importance to only a limited
area within a single State.
It should also be borne in mind that mileage is not the only con-

trolling factor in the cost of highway construction. Right-of-way
and construction costs vary widely, depending upon topography and
whether the highway is in urban or rural areas. It is entirely possible
that the cost of constructing the additional highway mileage provided
for in these bills could vastly exceed the cost of constructing the toll
facilities which have been approved as a part of the Interstate System.
For these reasons, the Department strongly urges that favorable

consideration not be given to H. R. 10422, H. R. 10921, or similar bills.
Mr. FALLON. In other words, Mr. Rothschild, you do not recommend

the favorable enactment of any bills at this time?
Mr. RoTrIscnn-.D. Not any bills having to do with reimbursement,

Mr. Chairman.
Mr. FALLON. Mr. Rothschild, let me ask you this: If the Congress

were to approve any of these bills, would it retard the building and
completion of the Interstate System?
Mr. Rarnscmr,D. Well, it would depend on what the bills provided,

Mr. Chairman.
Mr. FALLON. I am talking about the bill before you right now.
Mr. ROTHSCHILD. If the bill were to provide that these additions

were to be built simultaneously with the 41,000 miles already desig-
nated, then the completion of the 41,000 miles would be severely re-
tarded.
Mr. FALLON. Severely retarded?
Mr. RoTHscHiLD. Yes, sir. If no additional ones were made avail-

able to the trust fund, that would also serve to retard the program.
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Mr. FALLON. Mr. Rothschild, I asked Governor Ribicoff this morn-
ing if he did not think we were not keeping faith with the people who
favored the legislation that we passed in 1956 if we would divert
money from the Interstate System to the other categories. Do you
not think that we would be breaking faith, and, in addition to that.,
retarding the building of a national defense system?
Mr. ROTHSCHILD. Well, I think the Congress and the executive

branch made it pretty clear to the people, Mr. Chairman, in the hear-
ings on the 1956 bill, that they were intending to do certain things,
and one of those things was that they were going to complete a total
integrated system as then designated prior to the taking on of any
other enterprise whartsover.
Mr. FALLON. Just one more question: We also considered—and

maybe it was not a firm commitment, but we considered a study of a
possibility of reimbursing already existing highways that were built
from such and such a date, that were up to standard, and also toll
roads.
Has your Department given any study or made any recommenda-

tions in this connection?
Mr. RomscHILD. Yes, sir. Pursuant to the orders of the Congress,

we presented this committee and the Public Works Committee of the
Senate with this document which is known as House Document 301,
and is a report as required under section 114 of the 1956 act.
Mr. FALLON. I realize that, Mr. Rothschild, but what I was trying

to do was to get you to say in a very few words just exactly what your

recommendation was. •
Mr. ROTHSCHILD. Oh, we recommended that there be no legislative

action taken at this time, Mr. Chairman.
Mr. FALLON. Mr. Edmondson.
Mr. EDMONDSON. Mr. Rothschild, do you feel that the States that

have either toll or free roads constructed between 1947 and 1957, and

incorporated into the Interstate System, are getting a fair deal under

the interstate program in the absence of some reimbursement pro-

vision?
Mr. ROTHSCHILD. I think you have to examine that on a case-by-

case basis, Mr. Edmondson.
Mr. EDMONDSON. Well, take the case of Oklahoma, for example.
Mr. ROTHSCHILD. First of all, I think there is a difference between

free roads and toll roads. In the case of roads which were built by the

State with State money, there is7 in my thinking, a greater equity in

reimbursing that sort of operation than in reimbursing a toll-road

operation, which, so far as I know, in most States does not have any

State money in it.
Toll roads were built in the main by the sale of securities to people

who were investors, and the money in those toll roads has been sup-

plied by insurance companies, and pension trusts, and widows and
orphans, and savings banks, and so on.
Mr. EDMONDSON. I am not going to quarrel at all with your state-

ment that there is more equity in one than the other. I just wonder

if you conclude from that statement that you believe there is equity

in a request for reimbursement by the States that have both toll and

free mileage constructed between 1947 and 1957 and incorporated into

this Interstate System.
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Mr. ROTHSCHILD. If there is an equity—and perhaps there is— we
believe that the consideration of that should be postponed until such a
time as we know where we are with the balance of the system, Mr.
Edmondson.
Mr. EDMONDSON. You base that primarily upon financial considera-

tions, rather than equitable considerations?
Mr. ROTHSCHILD. I would say that money is a very important fac-

tor in this consideration; yes, sir.
Mr. EDMONDSON. One further question, Mr. Rothschild.
Is it your understanding that the Bureau of Public Roads has the

authority and the power in the law to determine priorities for con-
struction of legs of the Interstate System within a State independent
of a finding on that question by the State highway commission in that
State?
Mr. ROTHSCHILD. I do not believe they do; no, sir.
Mr. EDMONDSON. In other words, you believe that the State high-

way commission would have to concur on priorities for construction of
the Interstate System within the State in order to have those priorities
binding?
Mr. ROTHSCHILD. I think that the same rules apply to the Inter-

state System which apply to all other Federal-aid highways, and
that is, all other actions must be initiated by the States.
Mr. EDMONDSON. I have no further questions.
Mr. FALLow. Mr. Mack.
Mr. MACK. Mr Secretary, has the Department of Commerce made

any estimates as to the cost of reimbursing the States with toll roads
for their toll roads?
Mr. ROTHSCHILD. Yes, sir.
Mr. MACK. What is that estimate?
Mr. RorrnscHiLD. The figures which I am about to give you, Mr.

Mack, are those which would be the net disbursements of the Federal
Government.
Mr. MACK. For toll roads only?
Mr. Romsciimp. For toll roads and free roads.
Mr. MACK. I was going to ask you about free roads later.
Mr. ROTHSCHILD. I have them separately and in combination, which-

ever you would like to have.
Mr. MACK. Give us both, and the total for the two.
Mr. RorrHscini,D. This would be cost less depreciation up to Janu-

ary 1 of this year, and less Federal-aid which has already gone into
those highways. And the reimbursement is based on a 90-10 formula,
with regard to interstate, and a 50-50 formula with regard to those
not on interstate.
Now, what States should I give you, sir?
Mr. ilACK. I wanted the total for the Nation. What would it cost

the Federal Government to reimburse the States with toll roads for
their toll roads?
Mr. ROTHSCHILD. Approximately $4,216,000,000—this is both toll

and free. You want toll roads only?
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Mr. MACK. Can you separate the two, toll roads and free roads?
Mr. Roniscnim The toll roads would be $2,265,400,000.
Mr. MACK. And the cost of the two, free roads and toll roads, would

be in excess of $4 billion?
Mr. ROTHSCHILD. Yes, sir; the free roads would be $1,950,900,000.
Mr. MACK. It would seem to me—and I think you probably would

agree—if we reimburse toll roads we must ethically and politically
reimburse for the free roads. Washington, for example, has toll
roads—and that constitutes the majority of the States. Our tolls on
toll roads are paying part of the cost of those roads.

RoniscHiLD. Well, in my own thinking—and I am not now
speaking for the administration—in my own private thinking, I think
that the free roads have a priority over the toll roads if there is to be
any reimbursement.
Mr. MACK. I hold here the report of the Bureau of Public Roads

for February 28, showing the amount of money that has been allo-
cated to the several States, how much has been requisitioned for use,
and how much is under construction.
Those figures show that about $4,800 million in the past 21 months

has been allocated to the States and to the District of Columbia. They
further show that more than one-quarter of that money has not been
requisitioned by the States for any projects at all, and about one-
quarter is lying in a state where it has not been committed for the
acquisition of right-of-way or for engineering.
In other words, 50 percent of all the money that has been allocated

to the States in the past 21 months for road construction has not been
used in any respect.
About one-quarter is going to construction, or $1,200 million, and

another $1,250 million has gone for rights-of-way and engineering.
It would seem to me the road program has been bogging down as

far as getting the actual construction started, in the past 21 months.
I inquired this morning of Governor Ribicoff of Connecticut in that

connection, and he said that the Federal Government was retarding
that program by requiring that the States put up 100 percent of the
money before the contract could be let.
Now, I noticed in this report that such States as California, Ohio,

Illinois, Arkansas, Louisiana, and Oklahoma have used more than
90 percent of all the money that has been allocated to them. On the
other hand, States like Maine, Pennsylvania, New Jersey, Connecti-
cut, and Wisconsin have used less than 50 percent of the money that
has been allocated to them.
Now, some States are bogging down.
Was the Governor's statement correct that you require them to have

available 100 percent of the cost of the contract before the contract
can be let, or 100 percent of the right-of-way before the right-of-way
can be obtained?
Mr. ROTHSCHILD. I was paying strict attention, I thought, to what

the Governor said this morning, and I was amazed at some of the

25313-58--4
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statements, because they seemed to me to be so far from actual prac-
tice, and so far from the fact.
I could only conclude they must have gotten some very bad advice

from someone.
Mr. FALLON. Will the gentleman yield?
Mr. MACK. I will yield.
Mr. FALLON. It has been my experience that when you find out there

has been a delay or a bogging-down in getting this construction job
, moving, when you talk to the States, they blame it on the Bureau, and
when you talk to the Bureau, they blame it on the States.
Now, I think it might be well, during the course of these hearings,

if we pursue that very question further to find out just exactly where
the fault lies.
Now, you heard Governor Ribicoff this morning, and although they

have only used—how much?
Mr. MACK. Connecticut has used less than 50 percent.
Mr. FALLON. Connecticut has used less than 50 percent, and he says

it is because of the Bureau of Public Roads.
Now, I take that one particular State, Connecticut. Can you tell

us whether that is true or not in Connecticut
Mr. ROTHSCHILD. I can tell you this in general: Section 6 of the act

provides that any State may get an advance on any project any time,
and many States have done that, Mr. Chairman.
Mr. FALLON. Did you hear the Governor say this morning that

financial experts and legislative experts in his State did not know
anything about that?
I think that was his testimony. Am I right?
Mr. MCGREGOR. In reply to my question.
Mr. FALLON. In reply to Mr. McGregor's question.
Mr. ROTHSCHILD. We do not see how he could possibly have made

such a statement.
Mr. MACK. The money is here, practically in the bank, waiting for

the governors to come and get it if and when the States, through their
governors or highway commissions, desire.
Mr. ROTHSCHILD. It is particularly hard to understand, because a

States does not have to provide all of the money for a total apportion-
ment at one time.
These apportionments break down into small, relatively small,

contracts.
For instance, the acquisition of a mile of right-of-way might very

well become a project.
Now, once the right-of-way has been acquired, if the State has

the funds with which to do that, it simply sends its bills in and is
reimbursed. If it comes in and says it does not have the money and
wants an advance of the 90 percent that the Federal Government puts
up, it gets that money in advance.
Mr. EDMONDSON. Will the gentleman yield at that point?
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Mr. ROTHSCHILD. All the State has to finance at any time if it so
desires—and this applies to any State—is its own share, its own
matching funds.
Mr. MACK. Mr. Rothschild, in questioning Governor Ribicoff,

took a hypothetical case of a $10 million project, and said, "Is it
necessary for you to put up the $10 million of the project, not only
your 10 percent, the $1 million, but the $9 million which would be the
Federal share?"
His reply was that the State would have to have available the full

$10 million before it could get any Federal money.
Mr. ROTHSCHILD. If that is so, Mr. Mack, that would depend on

some State law, and would not be caused by the Federal act.
Mr. MACK. Is there any explanation as to why some States have

used only 50 percent of the available Federal money, while other
States, like Mr. McGregor's and Mr. Fallon's States have used about
90 percent of the interstate money?
Why are some of these States using less than 50 percent of the

money? Do you know the answer?
Mr. ROTHSCHILD. In some cases it is because the legislatures met on

different years than they do in other States, and therefore did not pro-
vide matching funds.
In other cases, I am sure it is just a difference in individuals. Some

people move more quickly than others.
Mr. MACK. All of the legislatures have met sometime during the

past 21 months. It is 21 months since this program went into effect.
Mr. SCHERER. The governor said this morning they used it for

police service and for removing snow. It is just a question of where
they want to put their money. If they use it for those purposes
primarily--
Mr. MACK. I would think the States would place their money first

where they only put up 10 percent and get 90 percent Federal money.
Mr. EDMONDSON. Will the gentleman yield?
Mr. MACK. I will yield.
Mr. EDMONDSON. I would like to ask the Secretary if the provision

regarding advance of moneys to a State on request is a discretionary
proposition with the Bureau of Public Roads, or whether the Bureau
of Public Roads is required by law to advance it on request.
Mr. ROTHSCHILD. May I read you that statute?
Mr. EDMONDSON. I think that language would be helpful to have in

the hearing at this point.
Mr. ROCHSCHILD. This is section 6.
If the Secretary of Commerce shall determine that it is necessary for the

expeditious completement of projects on any of the Federal-aid highway systems,
including the Interstate System, he may advance to any State out of any existing
appropriations the Federal share of the cost of construction thereof, to enable
the State highway department to make prompt payments for acquisition of
rights -of-way, and for construction as it progresses.
The sums so advanced shall be deposited in a special revolving trust fund by

the State official authorized under the laws of the State to receive Federal-aid
highway funds to be disbursed solely upon vouchers approved by the State high-
way department for rights-of-way which have been or are being acquired, and



48 FREE ROADS ON THE INTERSTATE SYSTEM

for construction which has actually been performed and approved by the Secre-
tary of Commerce.
On determination by the Secretary of Commerce that any part of the funds

advanced to any State under the provisions of this section are no longer re-
quired, the amount of the advance which is determined to be in excess of current
requirements of the State shall be repaid upon his demand, and such repayment
shall be returned to the credit of the appropriation from which the funds were
advanced.
Any sums advanced and not repaid on demand shall be deducted from funds

due the State for Federal pro rata share of the cost of construction of Federal.
aid projects.

Mr. EDMONDSON-. Then the statutory language indicates it is a mat-
ter of complete discretion with the Secretary as to requests of ad-

vances, 
upon request by the State.

Mr. Rorniscniu). I do not know of any request that has not been
met, Mr. Edmondson.
Mr. EDMONDSON. Have the States been advised by the Secretary as

to the availability of this advance money?
Mr. ROTHSCHILD. Many of them are using it, Mr. Edmondson, and

they have been advanced.
Mr. EDMONDSON. I cannot help but note—and I hope this is not an

unkind observation to make—that the States where they do seem to
have abundant advances without any difficulty are in the main States
with Republican governors.
Mr. MACK. Oh, no.
Mr. EDMONDSON. No?
Mr. MACK. No, sir; no, sir.
Mr. EDMONDSON. Is that a fair statement to make?
Mr. ROTHSCHILD. No, sir.
Mr. MACK. Let me read the list: California, Ohio, Illinois, Arkan-

sas Oklahoma.
Mr. EDMONDSON. We certainly do not have a Republican governor

and never have had one.
Mr. MACK. The ones without are: New Jersey, Pennsylvania, Indi-

ana—that is a Republican State—and Wisconsin, a Republican State.
There is no political bias in this.
I think the big problem this committee, and the States, and the

Commerce Department face is to somehow give the green light to this
highway program and get it moving.
We have only 25 percent of the money being used for construction

after 21 months of money being available. It seems to me the pro-
gram should be going faster than that. It is a way to create employ-
ment. It will provide safety. These are the important advantages
in getting this program moving.
Mr. ROTHSCHILD. Mr. Chairman, this provision has been in the law

since some time in the 1930's.
Mr. CRAMER. Will the gentleman yield?
Mr. MACK. I yield to the gentleman from Florida.
Mr. CRAMER. Did I understand you to say there has been no denial

of funds to any State which has requested them?
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Mr. RomscHILD. I do not know of any instance in which it has
been denied.
Mr. CRAMER. And 
Mr. EDMONDSON. Will the gentleman yield to correct the record?
Mr. CRAMER. I will yield.
Mr. EDMONDSON. The list of States which was read a moment ago,

of States supposedly sharing in these advances, is, I believe, more cor-
rectly described as a list of States that are well along with their work.
Mr. MACK. Correct.
Mr. EDMONDSON. Rather than a list of States that have received

advances on Federal contribution.
Mr. MACK. Of course, they could not be well along with their work

unless they had received advances.
Mr. FALLON. Let me see if we cannot clarify it a little. I think

the Secretary made a statement that nobody who requested advances
had been turned down to his knowledge • is that true?
Mr. ROTHSCHILD. That was my statement; yes, sir. We would be

happy to furnish you with a list of those States which have asked
advances, and the amounts thereof, if you would like them.
Mr. FALLON. Mr. Secretary, in order to clear that up, I wish you

would give us a rundown of those States so it can be made a part of
the record at this point.
Mr. RoniscHILD. I would be happy to do so.
(The document referred to is as follows:)

Advances of Federal-aid highway funds to states 1-Summary to Mar 24, 1958

State
Initial advance Supplemental advance

Advances
repaid

Outstand-
ing balance
as of Mar.
24, 1958Date Amount Date Amount

Alabama Sept. 15, 1947 $500, 000 July 28, 1948 $500, 000 $1, 000,000  
July 6, 1949 750, 000 750,000  
May 26, 1950 1, 500,000 1, 500, 000  

Dec. 16, 1957 4, 000, 000   $4, 000,000

Arizona Oct. 12,1956 2, 000, 000 Nov. 1, 1957 350,000 1, 600, 000  
Nov. 25, 1957 2, 000, 000  2, 750, 000

Arkansas July 16, 1946 500,000  500,000  
Nov. 15, 1948 200,000 200,000  

Aug. 21,1957 3, 000, 000  3, 000, 000

Colorado Mar. 5, 1957 2, 800, 000   2, 800, 000  

Florida Sept. 19, 1951 2, 500,000  2, 500, 000  
' Jan. 27, 1955 2, 000, 000   2, 000, 000  

Jan. 28, 1958 8, 000, 000  8, 000, 000

Idaho June 1, 1955 1, 000,000 July 18, 1957 500,000  1, 500, 000

Illinois  Apr. 18,1950 1, 000, 000  1, 000, 000  

Iowa Dec. 17, 1957 3, 000, 000  3, 000, 000

Maine Aug. 1,1950 500,000  500,000  

Minnesota 2 June 25, 1946 300,000 May 26,1949 200,000 250,000 250,000

Mississippi July 6,1950 500,000  500,000  

Montana Mar. 29, 1957 2, 500,000  2, 500, 000

New Mexico Mar. 10, 1955 1, 000, 000  1, 000, 000  
Mar. 11, 1957 5,000,000  5, 000, 000

Oklahoma July 30,1946 750,000  750,000  

Oregon  Feb. 20,1957 2, 000, 000  2, 000, 000  

Texas 3 Apr. 11, 1952 500,000  250,000 250,000

"Utah Sept. 26,1950 750,000 Aug. 19, 1952 250,000  1, 000, 000

Washington  July 25,1950 1, 600,000  1, 600, 000  

Wyoming July 11,1949 1, 000, 000   1,000,000  

Total 46, 700, 000  6, 250, 000 21, 700, 000 31, 250, 000

1 Pursuant to sec. 6 of Federal-Aid Highway Act of 1944 (58 Stat. 838) as amended and su
pplemented.

On account of Federal-aid secondary projects located off State highway system.

3 On account of access road projects located off State highway system.

•
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Mr. FALLON. Mr. Cramer.
Mr. CRAMER. You heard the Governor's testimony with regard to

asking the legislature for $53 million loan authority. Can you ex-
plain why that would be necessary under those circumstances?
Mr. Rol-maxim I presume, although I do not know, Mr. Cramer,

this would have something to do with State requirements. I see
nothing in the Federal law which would make that necessary.
Mr. CRAMER. That is all I have.
Mr. GEORGE. Mr. Chairman.
Mr. FALLON. Mr. George.
Mr. GEORGE. Mr. Secretary, there is not any State that can make re-

quests for funds over and beyond the amount they are due in any cer-
tain year, is there?
I mean, you break down the allocation of money per State, and if

they are up on their program or have a good construction season, can
they go into a year ahead of the financial year? You are limited under
law to confine them to certain years; are you not?
Mr. ROTHSCHILD. May I have Mr. Turner answer that question, Mr.

George?
Mr. TURNER. Mr. George, the only limitation in the law is a re-

quirement that the advance at any one time cannot exceed one-fourth
year's apportionment.
Mr. GEORGE. What year?
Mr. TURNER. The year in which the advance is made.
Mr. GEORGE. You are making an advance now of what? Of 1960 or

the end of this fiscal year?
Mr. TURNER. No; we are working into 1958 fiscal year, and 1959

fiscal year apportionments have been made. The maximum advance
would be one-fourth of the 1958 fiscal year apportionments.
Mr. GEORGE. Now, is the 1959 money available for obligation at the

present time?
Mr. TURNER. It is.
Mr. GEORGE. You have not held up between July 1 and December

on allocating that money to States?
Mr. TURNER. No.
Mr. GEORGE. The 1960 money could be held up.
Mr. TURNER. For the interstate money you have an authorization,

but we have not yet made an apportionment, because the estimates
have not yet been approved by the Congress.
Mr. MCGREGOR. Will the gentleman yield?
Mr. GEORGE. I will yield.
Mr. MCGREGOR. Is this a correct statement, that you have to pay

back within the year, but when that amount of time is up, you can go
in on the next fiscal year?
Mr. TURNER. No, Mr. McGregor; there is no time limit on it. It is

a revolving fund which is replenished as payments are made to the
States. And that revolving fund can stand to the credit of the State
as long as they need it.
Mr, MCGREGOR. I thought it had to be paid within a year, but

when that time was up you could borrow for another year.
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Mr. TURNER. No, sir; there is no limitation of that type, Mr. Mc-
Gregor.
Mr. GEORGE. May I continue?
Mr. FALLON. Mr. George.
Mr. GEORGE. Under the highway trust fund, is not your process of

financing highways somewhat different than it used to be? We used
to pass an appropriation along with our authorization, and that would
immediately become available at the next fiscal year.
Under the highway trust fund as it is now set up, you cannot

obligate more money than there is in that fund. Is that not true?
Mr. ROTHSCHILD. Yes, sir; and that is controlled by apportion-

ments, Mr. George.
Mr. GEORGE. If you cannot obligate more than comes into that

fund, then you are limited to a fixed amount of what highway con-
struction you can do in a given period.
Mr. ROTHSCHILD. That is correct.
Mr. GEORGE. The ABC roads have the first call on the highway

trust fund?
Mr. ROTHSCHILD. That is correct.
Mr. GEORGE. We on this committee passed the original allocation

which sets up how much is to come out of that trust fund, and then
the rest of the money that is left in there can be apportioned to the
various States for their interregional system; is that right?
Mr. ROTHSCHILD. That is correct, sir.
Mr. GEORGE. I want to get back to the bill that is being considered

before us at the present time.
I might state, to start with, that I sat in with the Clay committee

on most of their meetings with the Members of Congress when they
were promoting the interregional highway system. And I think it
was implied in the Clay committee report, and also by the Congress
and by this committee, when we asked the Bureau of Public Roads to
file a report showing the amount of toll roads and the intrastate
roads already constructed that could be incorporated in this highway
system—we did that with the idea in mind we did not know how many
miles would actually fit into the interregional systern, but we did it
with the idea in mind that what we found out—and you produced the
figures at the end of a 2-year study in cooperation with the States—
that some method of reimbursement was to be made to those forward-
looking States.
Do you not think that was implied by the Clay committee report

and the action of the Congress?
Mr. ROTHSCHILD. Surely the Clay report did dwell on reimburse-

ments, and I would not want you to think that our statement which I
have just read to the committee in any way negates that original
thinking. We simply say that this is not the time to do it, Mr. George.
Mr. GEORGE. I am inclined to agree with you on the question of

timing, but the report which was made at the end of 2 years—and it
is now time for the report to be made, and I think the Congress should
establish what their intent is as to when it is to be done, 10 or 15 years
from now.
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I do not especially know that it is an immediate, pressing problem,
but I do think we ought to follow through on what we started out to
do in 1956.
I seriously doubt that had the Congress known that several of the

States who had progressed greatly in their road-building program—
if they had thought that they were going to be penalized under this
type of program by not having some form of reimbursement or con-
sideration, I doubt whether they would have passed the original bill.
And I am concerned that we have some equity and fairness to the

States who have built up highways to an interregional standard, where
they can be incorporated. Actually, the amount of roads that we
have on the interregional now are the ones that can be driven over
and ridden on by the traveling public, and are the ones that the toll
road people have already constructed. And I do not think progressive
'States ought to be penalized.

Mr. SCHERER. Will you yield?
Mr. GEORGE. I will yield.
Mr. SCHERER. To substantiate what the gentleman from Kansas

says about the Clay report, I have the language of the Clay report
in front of me, which says:
Some States have already constructed sections of the Interstate System to

the required standards with either State or toll financing, and others are pro-
ceeding along similar lines. Such construction should not be discouraged by
this report, since our goal is a maximum of highway improvement.
Those States in which sections of the Interstate System have been provided to

meet the presently established standards for the completed system should receive
appropriate credit provided such funds are used to improve other roads on
established Federal-aid systems, or as may be approved by the Federal Govern-
ment and all other Federal funds for highway purposes have been matched as
required.

Is that not exactly what my bill proposes to do at this time? It pro-
poses to follow the recommendations of the Clay report and provide
credits on primary systems.
Mr. ROTHSCHILD. Even if it does, Mr. Scherer, it seems to me 
Mr. SCHERER. Well, you will admit that is what my bill does, follows

the recommendation of the Clay committee report. It may not be
opportune to do it at this time.
Mr. ROTHSCHILD. I think it 'does substantially follow the language

of that.
Mr. MCGREGOR. Concerning the Clay committee report, we turned

it down. Why bring it up and use that as an argument for legisla-
tion that is before us? As far as I am concerned, I do not agree with
the Clay committee report.
Mr. BALDWIN. Will the gentleman yield?
Mr. MCGREGOR. I Will yield.
Mr. BALDWIN. On that specific point, we turned down the specific

recommendations on financing given by the Clay committee report,
so to weigh all our discussion now on the Clay committee report
which we turned down 2 years ago—
Mr. SCHERER. Now, wait a minute. I do not think we did turn

down this Clay report, because it was my amendment in the 1956 Act,
which is still there, which indicates that we acted on this recommen-
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dation of the Clay report—not fully at that time, but we recognized
the principle that there should be reimbursement to the States and
put a provision in the bill that in this 2-year period we should deter-
mine what reimbursement, if any, should be made to the States, and
under what formulas and what circumstances, and that is what we
are here considering today.
Now, let me make this observation—or let me ask this question, Mr.

Rothschild.
You said you opposed both of these bills, and before I ask you this

question, let me make this statement: I introduced my bill after Mr.
Buckley introduced his, because I was, and have been, opposed to
increasing the mileage on the Interstate System.
Now, if this committee should decide to make some reimbursement

to the States, which of the two bills do you prefer? You might have
to take one.
Mr. ROTHSCHILD. If there is any reimbursement legislation enacted

by the Congress, we would hope that the Congress would do so on a
dollar basis, and not on a mileage basis, Mr. Scherer.
Mr. SCHERER. All right. I appreciate that. The question I am

asking you: The main principle of the Buckley bill is to increase the
mileage on the Interstate System in the State that is getting reim-
bursement. Do you favor that provision over the provision in my
bill?
That is all I want to know. I understand you do not favor either.
Mr. ROTHSCHILD. We believe, I think, in our consideration—and

this is, again, not a policy which has been arrived at 
Mr. FALLON. Will the gentleman yield?
Mr. SCHERER. Yes.
Mr. FALLON. I might remind the witness that if a question is asked

and the answer is a choice between two things that he does not favor
in either case, he can answer it that way.
Mr. SCHERER. He can what? He can take the 5th Amendment, I

know that. [Laughter.]
Mr. EDMONDSON. He can say which one he dislikes the /most, can he

not?
Mr. SCHERER. Sure. I am asking him, if he has to take reimburse-

ment, which type of reimbursement he would rather have.
Mr. FALLON. I do not think it is a fair question to ask him, to force

an answer.
I think he could just say that he did not like either one of them and

preferred something else.
Mr. SCHERER. Well, Mr. Chairman, I think I have a right to have

an answer to my question.
Mr. FALLON. I think the witness has a right to—
Mr. SCHERER. If he wants to refuse, let him refuse to answer.
Mr. FALLON. I do not think we ever get to a point where a man

refuses to, answer in this committee.
Mr. GEORGE. I think I have the floor. I yielded to Mr. Scherer, and

I would like to have it back.
Mr. SCHERER. Go ahead. I will get my turn.
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Mr. GEORGE. I have one other question, Mr. Rothschild, I want to
ask as a matter of equity, bringing it back to my home State:
Under the original act, we have a little over 600 miles in the inter-

regional highway system. Our construction costs, of course, are a
good deal less than they are in the mountainous States, and States
that are more congested, where right-of-way costs are high, and where
you have to build a lot of structures, so the amount of money involved
in our State was very small.
Now, you come out to the State of Kansas and incorporate one

hundred and eighty-some miles of our highway turnpike into the
interregional system. Now, that, in effect, cuts the amount of money
that the State of Kansas was to get from this proposed interregional
highway system one-third. We still have two-third of the mileage
yet to construct.
Do you think it is fair for us to be clipped one-third in the amount

that we were going to get under the interregional highway system if
there is not some procedure of reimbursement or some procedure so we
can draw the money that we would have received to allocate to other
roads in our State?
Mr. ROTHSCHILD. I do not know if my remarks would apply partic-

ularly to the State of Kansas, Mr. George, but I do know that in many
instances had we not, at the State's request, incorporated the free or
toll facility which met interstate standards into the Interstate System,
then we would, under the plan approved by the Congress, have been
compelled to build a duplicate facility.
Had we built a duplicate facility, this would have been, in the first

instance, a waste of the taxpayers money, and in many cases would
have busted the toll roads higher than a kite.
Mr. GEORGE. That, of course, would have applied in my home State,

and I know it, but instead of getting 600 miles, we are getting 400
miles construction.
Of course, our people are kind of concerned about it. I hear from

them.
I have one other question: My highway engineers have written me

and told me in person, that after July 1 of this year, they will be
unable to let more contracts on their highway system, because of the
fact the Federal Government is not making money available until
December.
Now, has that ruling been changed or not? That will be 1959 of

1960 money I think 1960.
Mr. ROTHSCHILD. The apportionments for 1960 will not be made

until we have had word from the Secretary of the Treasury that
funds will be available for that purpose.
Mr. GEORGE. Have they not always been available on July 1 in for-

mer years?
Mr. ROTHSCHILD. No, sir. Until 2 or 3 years ago, the apportionments

were never made until the end of the year.
Mr. GEORGE. Until the end of the year?
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• Mr. FALLON. Would the repeal of the Byrd amendment take care
of that? Could you appropriate money sooner than you can do at
the present time?
Mr. ROTHSCHILD. The repeal of the Byrd amendment would make

it possible to apportion all of the money authorized in the 1956 act.
Mr. GEORGE. Several of our contractors are going to shut down in

the middle of the construction year unless that is actually done in our
State.
Mr. ROTHSCHILD. Kansas has unprogramed, as of February 28, which

is just a few weeks ago—unprogramed and available to it, $21,178,000
of interstate funds. I would very much doubt the statement which
was made to you, Mr. George.
Mr. GEORGE. That is for 1959?
Mr. ROTHSCHILD. That is of all years, but they have a $21 million

balance which they haven't programed yet.
Mr. GEORGE. What about the ABC program?
Mr. ROTHSCHILD. And they have an additional $16.5 million which

s programed but not under contract.
So I would very much doubt that you are getting the correct infor-

mation.
Mr. GEORGE. I got it from the chief engineer, and the secretary of

the contractor's association.
Mr. MCGREGOR. That would show approximately $37 million worth

of Federal funds down here that Kansas has not matched?
Mr. ROTHSCHILD. Interstate only.
Mr. GEORGE. That is for 1959?
Mr. ROTHSCHILD. And could be put under contract in this current

contracting season, Mr. George.
Mr. BALDWIN. Mr. Chairman.
Mr. CRAMER. Mr. Chairman.
Mr. FALLON. Mr. Cramer.
Mr. CRAMER. I would like to try to clarify one point.
When this additional 41,000-mile system—it initially was 38,000—

was contemplated the States were asked to submit, by the Clay Com-
mittee, their recommendations as to the mileage and routes needed
to accomplish the overall objective of a Defense and Interstate High-
way System.
To what extent were the existing toll and free roads at that time,

or the up-to-standard roads taken into consideration when those re-
ports were submitted?
Mr. ROTHSCHILD. I do not believe they were taken into consideration

at all, Mr. Cramer. The designation was made on a schematic basis,
that is to say, it was felt necessary to connect point A with point B,
because there were large centers of population or for other reasons.
And on a schematic basis, they did not follow a particular route at

all. And it was not until engineering had been done that routes were
pinned down.
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Mr. CRAMER. Was it taken into consideration in estimating the
cost of the system subsequently, when the report was made with re-
gard to cost?
Mr. ROTHSCHILD. Yes, to a considerable extent.
Mr. CRAMER. Then the estimated cost of the system as submitted

to Congress, and upon which we based our legislative authorization—
did that delete from the estimated cost the toll- and free-road mileage
that was estimated to be up to standard?
Mr. ROTHSCHILD. It did, but let us be free to admit that that first

set of estimates was a poor set of estimates, Mr. Cramer.
Mr. CRAMER. Well, the point I am getting at, which I think is

rather obvious, is that when the initial estimate of cost, which is the
basis of our authorizing legislation was made, did it include or ex-
clude the existing toll and free mileage?
Mr. ROTHSCHILD. In the cost estimates, the toll and free mileage

which were felt to be suitable were excluded.
Mr. CRAMER. In other words, the present bill, enacted in 1956, ex-

cluded the 200 miles in Kansas, for instance, from the estimated cost
of completing the total system in the country?
Mr. ROTHSCHILD. Yes.
Mr. GEORGE. Wait just a minute. I do not see how it could, because

you did not know how many miles in Kansas were up to standard
which you were going to take over. You did not know in any other
States, or, at least this committee was led to believe that you had to
make a study before you could make a report.
Mr. ROTHSCHILD. Mr. Turner tells me the cost of work which was

completed at the time the estimates were furnished the Congress on
which the 1956 legislation was developed excluded the cost of those
roads already under construction.
Mr. GEORGE. Turnpikes and all?
Mr. ROTHSCHILD. Yes, sir.
Mr. CRAMER. I think that is a vital point.
Mr. GEORGE. 1 certainly did not understand it that way at all.
Mr. CRAMER. Secondly, will you give me the figures with regard to

Florida of unspent money, money not related to bids advertised for!
Mr. ROTHSCHILD. Florida has available $47,100,000 of unspent

funds.
Mr. CRAMER. That is unprogramed ?
Mr. ROTHSCHILD. Wait a minute; hold it. Correction: As of now

it was $4,500,000 of unprogramed balance, and $42,390,000 programed
but not under contract, or a total of $47 million.
Mr. DOOLEY. Will the gentleman yield?
Mr. CRAMER. I will yield to the gentleman from New York.
Mr. DOOLEY. Will you give me the figures for New York in that

respect, Mr. Secretary?
Mr. ROTHSCHILD. New York State has almost $64 million unpro-

grained, and programed but not under contract, $27 million, or a
total of $90 million.
Mr. EDMONDSON. Will the gentleman from Florida yield?
Mr. CRAMER. Yes.
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\ In EDMONDSON. I wonder if we could not have those figures sub-
in itted for the record for all States at this point.
Mr. Rorruscumn. I would be glad to do so.
(The document referred to is as follows:)

Un programed balances of Federal-aid highway funds, as of Feb. 28, 1958

[Thousands of dollars]

State ABC
•

Interstate Total State ABC Interstate Total

Alabama  $1, 538 $32,055 $33,593 New Jersey $28,967 $56,963 $85,930
Arizona_  2,775 7,683 10,458 New Mexico 4,166 5,479 9,645
Arkansas  14, 764 9,644 24,408 New York 62,799 63,913 126,712
California  32,606 23,017 55, 623 North Carolina 20, 791 44,449 65, 240
Colorado  13,680 23,876 37, 556 North Dakota 4,327 14, 134 18,461
Connecticut 26, 554 24,948 51, 502 Ohio 15,393 1,601 16,994
Delaware  2,008 20,758 22,766 Oklahoma 5,470 10,723 16, 193
Florida_  6,441 4, 507 10,948 Oregon 7, 748 23,452 31,200
Georgia_  11,643 6,881 18, 524 Pennsylvania 27,473 73, 199 100,672
Idabo  7, 466 29,803 37, 269 Rhode Island 4, 422 5,08 9, 440
Illinois  30,907 15,558 46,465 South Carolina 8,869 12,725 21,594
Indiana  28,249 66,700 94,949 South Dakota 2,861 1,060 3,921
Iowa  4,350 26,637 30,987 Tennessee 13,427 20, 775 34,202
Kansas  6,026 21, 178 27,204 Texas 36,287 26,480 62,767
Kentucky  6,629 43, 148 49, 777 Utah 2,666 4,356 7,022
Louisiana 9,753 9,586 19,339 Vermont 3,696 1,265 4,961
Maine 7,607 18,887 26,494 Virginia 7,756 10,876 18,632
Maryland  3, 818 6, 153 9,971 Washington 10,617 25,837 36,454
Massachusetts 11,441 17, 215 28,655 West Virginia 11,084 28,592 39,676
Michigan  23, 316 39,347 62,663 Wisconsin 11, 171 69,789 80,960
Minnesota 17,375 39,511 56,886 Wyoming 1,020 5,364 6,384
Mississippi 8,048 4,232 12,280 District of Columbia_ 12,252 11,923 24, 175
Missouri 12,314 19,514 31,828 Hawaii 2,835  2,835
Montana 12, 579 51, 357 63,936 Puerto Rico 7,589  7,589
Nebraska 10,240 46,094 56,334 Alaska 13,809  13,809
Nevada 8,821 22,623 31,444

651,387 1, 164,827 1, 816, 214New Hampshire 2, 945 15,942 18,887 Total 
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Mr. CRAMER. Does the Secretary know of any reason why in some of
the States they have not used or actually contracted for more tha 
some 50 percent of the money, or throughout the country as an aver-
age?
Mr. RomscHirm. Well, there are, I suppose 48 reasons, Mr. Cramer.

Each State would have some slightly different reason why it was not
faster or a little behind schedule.
Mr. CRAMER. It is in the discretion of the State road department as

to whether the money is spent; is that not correct?
Mr. Romscimp. Yes, sir.
Mr. CRAMER. That is all I have.
Mr. EDMONDSON. There is a request from the gentleman from Mis-

souri to place in the record at the conclusion of the testimony from the
Secretary a letter from the chief engineer of the Missouri State High-
way Cornmission on the subject of this problem of interstate road
systems and incorporation of turnpikes into it.
If there is no objection, this two-page letter will be inserted at the

conclusion of Mr. Rothschild's testimony.
The gentleman from Illinois.
Mr. GRAY. No questions.
Mr. EDMONDSON. The gentleman from California.
Mr. BALDWIN. Mr. Rothschild, as I understand your prepared state-

ment which you first read, you were testifying on the Buckley bill and
the Scherer bill, that in effect it would give the State the full right to
determine what other roads were brought on to the system without any
discretion as far as the Secretary of Commerce is concerned; is that
right?
Mr. ROTHSCHILD. Yes, sir.
Mr. BALDWIN. As I understand it, up to the present time there has

never been any legislation which has ever been passed which removed
that discretion from the Federal level and told the State, "You can
designate any piece of road you want, and we will finance it."
Mr. ROTHSCHILD. I believe that is correct, sir.
Mr. BALDWIN. That would mean a State could pick different isolated

sections of urban routes where the rights-of-way were most costly of
all, and throw those into the Interstate System, so we bear 90 percent
of the financing, as I understand it.
Mr. ROTHSCHILD. And your concept of an integrated system would

be out the window at that point.
Mr. BALDWIN. That is all, Mr. Chairman.
Mr. EDMONDSON. Mr. McFall.
Mr. McFALL. I have no questions.
Mr. EDMONDSON. The gentleman from Iowa.
Mr. SCHWENGEL. Yes; I have a question.
I would like to have you restate the effects of the repeal of the Byrd

amendment. As I understand it, if that is repealed, then you will be
authorized to advance money to States who are further advanced in
the program than scheduled.
Mr. ROTHSCHILD. No, sir; first of all, the 1956 act authorizes certain

apportionments to be made on an annual basis. The Byrd amend-
ment limits the size of those apportionments to a figure which is less
than that amount authorized, and confines the apportionment to the
amount of money which the Secretary of the Treasury certifies will be
available when needed.
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Now the effect of that is, to use a single year as an example, in 1960
the act calls for an authorization of $2,200 million. When the Byrd.
amendment is brought into play, that reduces the amount of money
available for 1960 to $1,600 million.
Mr. SCHWENGEL. If we repeal the Byrd amendment then, take

the Byrd amendment out of the bill, then you will be able to spend
all of your money?
Mr. ROTHSCHILD. We will be able to apportion it; yes, sir.
Mr. SCHWENGEL. Then will you be able to say that if State A has

no prospect of being able to use, we will say, $10 million that might
be their share and State B is well enough advanced, and represents
an important area in the system, they can use that money? If the
amendment is repealed, can you do that? Can you apportion it to
the States that way, money that is not used, from one area to another
area?
Mr. ROTHSCHILD. NO, sir.
Mr. SCHWENGEL. Then what would be your attitude toward making

that possible?
Mr. RomscHitan. I believe, with only 1 or 2 exceptions, no State in

the forty-odd years of Federal aid has ever lost any Federal-aid
money, Mr. Schwengel; they have found matching funds.
Mr. SCHWENGEL. Is it not true that if it were possible to apportion

to the States who were better advanced, maybe doing a better job
for various reasons—there may be a very good reason a certain State
cannot do the job as fast—it might not be lying idle

' 
as it would be

with this kind of a program, for as much as 5 years? Would it not
be to the advantage of the program? I mean, the money might be
apportioned, but not actually used. Would it not be better for States
who can to use it, and move ahead on the program? Would it not
make sense if we could do that?
Mr. ROTHSCHILD. We are a little confused about some of the state-

ments that have been made on behalf of the State highway officials.
They indicate, with a great unanimity, that they can all meet almost
any amount of Federal aid, and they have so testified before the
Congress.
If they can, we wonder why it is they do not do it always. And

we are not able in every case to find out the absolute answer.
Mr. SCHWENGEL. Then would it be in the public interest to change

the law so that it states that the States that can use money in our
program can use that money to complete it a little faster?
Mr. ROTHSCHILD. I do not believe it would make a substantial dif-

ference as to when the program would be completed, Mr. Schwengel.
I think it will get on.
Some of the States have not gotten started as rapidly as others, but

they will probably catch up more rapidly.
I think now about South Dakota, for example, which has been de-

layed for a while because its State legislature did not meet on the
same years as the others did. It has only made it possible now for
them to find their State matching funds.
Mr. SCHWENGEL. One question further on toll roads.
I am in sympathy with the States who have built toll roads, but

they have the advantage of being able to use those roads now, and in
most instances they are complete.
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But I think we ought to recognize them, and my feeling has been
that we ought to recognize their contribution in that area on a formula
that would be equitable, which I assuine is what you had in mind, that
is equitable to the cost of other roads being built comparable to those.
And if and when the Interstate System is paid for, would you

oppose, then, considering legislation to reimburse the States?
Mr. ROTHSCHILD. We will be glad to give it our consideration a

little later on.
Mr. CRAMER. Will the gentleman yield?
Mr. SCHWENGEL. Yes.
Mr. CRAMER. Mr. Secretary, our road department in Florida has

requested that the period of time under section 110 for advance pur-
chase of rights-of-way, which now permits such purchase 5 years in
advance of construction, be increased to 7 or 8 years.
Mr. ROTHSCHILD. I do not think we would oppose that, Mr. Cramer.
Mr. CRAMER. Have you any objection to that?
Mr. ROTHSCHILD. I do not think so.
Mr. CRAMER. I have introduced a bill to that effect, and they have

indicated to me they are hampered in right-of-way purchases because
they are not certain of construction in a 5-year period, and if it were
extended 2 or 3 years, it would give them more leeway.
You have no objection to that?
Mr. ROTHSCHILD. I have no objection to that.
Mr. FALLON. Mr. Brown.
Mr. BROWN. Mr. Secretary, do you feel that the net effect of the

act of 1956, the Highway Act, as far as the Interstate System is con-
cerned, was to say that we want a National System of Interstate and
Defense Highways, based more on where we need the new roads than
on equity to each individual State?
Mr. ROTHSCHILD. Mr. Brown, I think it was just as clear as crystal

that the Congress meant there to be a completely integrated Inter-
State System. I think that is just as clear as a bell.
Mr. BROWN. In other words, the primary concern was not neces-

sarily 100 percent equity to each State involved. The States said, "We
recognize the need for this, and we may have to give up a few things,
but we still want the roads."
Do you feel that was the overall effect of it?
Mr. ROTHSCHILD. I feel that the Congress said, and said it very

firmly, "We need to connect by a system of highways, suitable and
adequate for use in 1975"—and this is the first time that the future
concept was ever put into highway legislation—"a system of high-
ways which would connect the principal points in the United States,
and would thereby make a vast contribution to the commerce of the
country, and make it possible for us to defend ourselves more ade-
quately."
Mr. BROWN. Now also in that act Congress apparently wrote in—

and this happened before I got to the Congress—an intent and policy
to determine whether or not the Federal Government should equitably
reimburse any State for a portion of the highway which is on the Inter-
state System.
Now they just intended to look at it, and decide whether they should

reimburse. Is that the way you interpret the language?
Mr. ROTHSCHILD. I think that is right, and I think that is probably

what is being done today.
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Mr. BROWN. Is it your recommendation, Mr. Secretary, that we
defer that and look at it some more?
Mr. ROTHSCHILD. Yes, sir.
Mr. BROWN. Do you have any recommendation on when would be

a good time to face up to this decision and decide it?
Mr. ROTHSCHILD. Well, perhaps I can state it in dollars if not in

years. When we were offering testimony before this committee which
led to the 1956 act, everyone was proceeding on the basis that it would
cost $27 billion to build the Interstate System.
It now looks like it will cost about $40 billion.
Accompanying the authorizing part of the legislation there was

also a part of the bill which made it possible to finance the smaller
figure which we originally started with. At the present time, it is
felt by the President and by many Members of Congress that we
should try to get the highway construction program back as close to
the original estimate as possible.
That will require a great deal more money than is currently in sight.
Now reimbursement, if added to that already substantial shortage,

would add, as I indicated a few minutes ago, another $41-4 billion to
that minus position. We think that we had better have a better idea
of what this thing is going to cost and how it is going to be paid for
as it stands today before we tack anything more onto it.
Mr. BROWN. In other words, stated very simply and, probably too

simply, we had better see whether we can pay for the ham before we
ask for the ham and eggs; is that it?
Mr. ROTHSCHILD. I would think that would be a good way of saying

it.
Mr. BROWN. Thank you, Mr. Chairman.
Mr. SCHERER. Mr. Chairman?
Mr. FALLON. Mr. Scherer.
Mr. SCHERER. Would you be willing to recommend that Congress

adopt some program or formula for reimbursement, say, after the
completion of the 41,000 miles before we start to build the additional
7,000 miles of Interstate System as now being recommended in the
Senate? Do you get the import of my question?
Mr. ROTHSCHILD. Yes; indeed, I do.
Mr. SCHERER. That we get in line for reimbursement before we get

some political designation of the additional Interstate System. That
is, these States that have built toll roads are not going to have to
wait to the bitter end.
Mr, ROTHSCHILD. I would like to have the privilege of thinking

about that for a while before answering it.
Mr. BROWN. Will the gentleman yield?
Mr. SCHERER. Yes; but I want it back.
Mr. BROWN. How many years are we talking about before that could

take effect? How long will it take to build this $40 billion worth of
Interstate System, Mr. Secretary?
Mr. ROTHSCHILD. If the Byrd amendment continues to prevail, we

estimate it will take something in the neighborhood of 22 years. If
some modification of that program is enacted, then a shorter period of
time will be involved.
Mr. SCHERER. You said in the earlier part of your testimony if some

reimbursement is given to the States at this time it is going to retard
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the Interstate System, and we all have to agree with that on the
surf ace.
Would the program be any more retarded than it would have been

had not some of these toll roads been incorporated in the Interstate
System?

Actually, you are not retarding the program insofar as Ohio is con-
cerned, are you?
Mr. ROTHSCHILD. We are retarding the citizens of Ohio's oppor-

tunity to use a completely integrated system if we take this money out
of our present plan and put it into any other plan.
Mr. SCHERER. That doesn't answer my question.
You said that if we provide some formula of reimbursement at this

time, and on the face of it that is true.
My question is: Would we retard this program any more had we

not added to the Interstate System or made part of the Interstate
System a toll road instead of being required to build that equivalent
amount of mileage as was originally contemplated in the original
program?
Mr. ROTHSCHILD. Your question, I believe, runs this way, sir: Sup-

pose we had not included the toll and free roads which were built in
the Interstate System and had been compelled to build a duplicate
facility, is that correct? Would the inclusion of the toll roads which
are already built now delay the program any longer than the program
would have been delayed had it been that much larger in the first
instance?
Mr. SCHERER. That is right.
Mr. ROTHSCHILD. I think that is obvious, that "No" is the answer.
Mr. SCHERER. I wanted to make the point.
Let me point out that originally, and maybe I should address this

question to Mr. Turner, originally when the 1956 act was passed, it
was contemplated then we would build 1,300 miles of toll roads in the
State of Ohio; is that right? One-thousand-three-hundred-plus?
Mr. TURNER. Some of that was included in the estimate; yes. I

don't think it is 1,300 miles.
Mr. SCHERER. It was 1,300 miles plus. I know it was not exactly

1,300. And the cost of building the total system was based on the
fact that you are going to have to pay for 1,300 miles of interstate
highway in the State of Ohio.
Now, since those estimates were made and since we passed the bill,

we have incorporated the Ohio toll road and made it part of the
Interstate System so that now we will only have to build 1,043 miles
of Interstate System in the State of Ohio.
Mr. TURNER. That is right.
Mr. SCHERER. IS that not correct?
Mr. TURNER. That is correct.
Mr. SCHWENGEL. Mr. Chairman?
Mr. FALLON. Mr. Schwengel.
Mr. SCHWENGEL. I would like to ask you, in view of the fact that

our program is not going to be extended unless we find more money,
have you thought about or would you give support to the idea of
earmarking more money that could logically be designated for the
trust funds so that we could proceed more rapidly even to the extent
of finishing this job on schedule?
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Mr. ROTHSCHILD. We have proposed that the Byrd amendment be
set aside for 3 years and that a full authorization as established in
the 1956 act would, therefore, become available for apportionment in
1960, 1961, and 1962.
Mr. SCHWENGEL. Would you in your position support a proposi-

tion of earmarking more money for the trust fund?
Mr. ROTHSCHILD. It would be up to the Congress to determine

where the money is coming from, and I presume you have reference
to existing excises.
Mr. SCHWENGEL. Yes.
Mr. ROTHSCHILD. That may be an inadequate question at the mo-

ment because there is a considerable movement on foot to wipe some
of these excises.
Mr. SCHWENGEL. I know there is.
Mr. ROTHSCHILD. I don't know what our position would be on that.

We have not been asked to develop one on that point.
Mr. SCHWENGEL. And you would not oppose the proposition?
Mr. ROTHSCHILD. I said I don't know what our position would be.
Mr. SCHWENGEL. That is all, Mr. Chairman.
Mr. FALLON. Are there any other questions?
Thank you very much, Mr. Rothschild.
Mr. ROTHSCHILD. Thank you, Mr. Chairman.
Mr. EDMONDSON. I would like to express my appreciation to Mr.

Rothschild and Mr. Turner. I would like to thank you for throwing
a great deal of light on this whole program today. We certainly
appreciate it.
Mr. ROTHSCHILD. It was a pleasure to be with you.
Mr. FALLON. We will insert at this point a letter from the Missouri

State Highway Commission, dated March 19, 1958.
(Letter referred to is as follows:)

MISSOURI STATE HIGHWAY COMMISSION,
Jefferson City, Mo., March 19, 1958.

Hon. W. R. HULL, Jr.,
Member of Congress,

House Office Building, Washington, D. C.
DEAR BILL: There are many bills being introduced in Congress at this time

concerning the highway program, and I would like the privilege of writing
• you concerning my views. So, if I may have a few minutes of your time, I
would like to call your attention to a few facts concerning the program.
The 1956 Federal Highway Act among other things provided that the Bureau

of Public Roads and the States should make a new estimate of cost for the
Interstate System. This estimate of cost has been made, and I believe accu-
rately so. It places the cost of the 41,000-mile Interstate System at $40 billion.
It compares with the $271/2 billion figure which was the immediate prior esti-
mate of cost. This means, of course, that the contemplated apportionment to
the Interstate System in the 1956 act is not a sufficient amount to do the job
within the specified time limit of 13 to 16 years. I know that our State is
ready to build the Interstate System in Missouri in 13 years or less if the
money were available. I feel that all States are in the same position approxi-
mately. I believe that the contractors, the materials producers, and the equip-
ment dealers are all in a like position. So it seems highly desirable to me and
most people that the Congress at this session put the financing of the program
back on the schedule of 13 years or less.
In regard to the normal allocation of Federal-aid money which has been

given to the States each year since 1916, I have felt that it was the intent of
Congress when it passed the 1956 act to increase the allocation each year to
the ABC system, or more specifically the primary, secondary or urban systems,
in an amount of $25 million per year. This is provided in a bill that has been
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Introduced in the Senate by Senator Chavez, and a bill that has been intro-
duced in the House by Representative Fallon. In fact, I believe the House has
passed Representative Fallon's bill and sent it to the Senate. I hope you will
see fit to support both of these measures.
In addition, there is some talk about making some emergency money avail-

able for highway construction on account of the employment situation. I feel
that this would be a good thing. However, at the same time, I do not think
that the road program should be tied to the economy of the country. In other
words, I don't think we should have more money in depression years and then
less money in good times, as this would not provide for an efficient and eco-
nomical method of building highways. I think our highway program should
be on a continuing basis, either on a uniform amount of money each year or a
continually increasing amount of money each year until our interstate program
is completed.
Thanks for your many courtesies, and with kindest personal regards,

Yours very respectfully,
REX M. WEErrroN, Chief Engineer.

Mr. FALLON. We have next as witnesses here today 3 or 4 Members
of Congress, and I was wondering if we could not arrive at a time
that we could allocate to each Member of the House, if we could find
out what the desires are.
Would the Members of Congress come forward, please?
Mr. Springer, how much time would you desire?
Mr. SPRINGER. I believe all I would have to say, plus the questions,

wouldn't take over 15 minutes. I don't think.
Mr. FALLON. And you, MT. Pillion?
Mr. PILLIoN. Mr. Chairman, you know New York State has a tre-

mendous stake in this and I think there are something like 14 Mem-
bers on one side of the aisle and 5 or 6 on the other who have expressed
an interest in this and I wonder if it would be permissible if I could
have a half hour or 25 minutes?
Mr. FALLON. Mr. Lane?
Mr. LANE. I would only take about 2 or 3 minutes2 Mr. Chairman.
Mr. FALLON. We will take you first, Mr. Lane, in view of the short-

ness of your statement.
We have agreed to run until 4 o'clock. I think the only thing we

can do would be to get Mr. Lane off with his 2 minutes and divide the
remaining 30 minutes between the 3 Members that are here, unless 1
Member would like to come back tomorrow?
Mr. SPRINGER. I have been here all day, Mr. Chairman, and I would

like to get out of the way very much.
Mr. FALLON. I am sorry I did not have anything to do with the

agenda today. I had to take it as it was handed to me this morning.
I tried to get things moving and on the track, but you know how com-
mittee hearings are.
Mr. DOOLEY. I know the amount of time that the New York dele-

gation has put in on this, and I would suggest that we put it off until
we can get ample time tomorrow.
Mr. FALLON. I hate to ask a man to come back tomorrow after he

has been sitting here all day.
Mr. PILLION. I would be pleased to come back tomorrow rather than

to rush a matter of this importance through in 5 or 10 minutes. I
don't believe it would do justice to the problem so far as our State is
concerned or so far as the committee is concerned.
Mr. FALLON. Would it be satisfactory to you if we made you the

first witness tomorrow morning?
Mr. PILLION. I would be delighted.
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Mr. FALLON. Mr. Lane, would you make your statement? I assume
you want to submit your remarks for the record.
Mr. LANE. I do yes.
Mr. FALLON. Please proceed.

STATEMENT OF HON. THOMAS I. LANE, UNITED STATES REPRE-

SENTATIVE FROM THE STATE OF MASSACHUSETTS

Mr. LANE. Mr. Chairman and members of the Committee on Public
Works, may I express to the committee my grateful appreciation for
the opportunity to appear here before this committee on such an im-
portant matter this afternoon and to also thank your staff for their
courtesy which they showed me in notifying me to come here and be
one of the witnesses on this matter.
Mr. Chairman, some States, including Massachusetts, did not sit

back and wait for a Federal-aid highway program to start rolling.
They couldn't, because they were being slowly strangled by traffic
congestion.
The Federal-Aid Highway Act of 1944 authorized a designation of

a National System of Interstate Highways—

so located as to connect by routes, as direct as practicable, the principal metro-

politan areas, cities, and industrial centers to serve the national defense—

all of which is known to this committee.
It established a preliminary limit of 40,000 miles for the system.

Only 4,364 miles of interstate highways were allocated to urban or
industrial areas as of November 1, 1957, and the remaining 33,998
miles were set aside for rural areas. Although long stretches of rural
highways are needed to connect the metropolitan areas, this used up
so much of the mileage provided that little was left to free the con-
gestion in the heavily populated, industrial States.
Twelve years passed before the Federal-Aid Highway Act of 1956

authorized 90 percent Federal aid participation in the construction
of the Interstate System. During the interim, millions of additional
cars and trucks crowded onto the highways, fighting for space and
time.
The industrial States could not wait. To avoid traffic paralysis, they

had to go ahead. In the process, they lost out on the Federal aid—up.
to 90 percent that would be available to them, if they had deferred.
action.
For their courageous initiative in building the toll roads which are

now providing great service to the public, and will expedite progress
toward completion of the whole Interstate System, they have missed
out on Federal aid. As the situation now stands, they are being
penalized for leading the way.
Fair play requires that we amend the law to reimburse or otherwise

compensate them for the initiative they demonstrated in relieving
traffic congestion and in spurring progress on the National System of
Interstate and Defense Highways.

Myself and other Congressmen representing the 26 States that would
benefit from the provisions of such a bill are introducing companion
bills, identical with H. R. 10422 that was submitted by Congressman
Charles A. Buckley of New York, who is chairman of the Committee
on Public Works.
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It will implement the findings of the Clay committee which recom-
mended that States which took the initiative and, on the most con-
gested routes, built toll roads to meet the intent of Congress as ex-
pressed in section 7 of the Federal-Aid Highway Act of 1944, should
be reimbursed or otherwise compensated.
The most practical way to do this would be to add 2,254 miles to

the Interstate System in 26 States. Each State having a toll road
on the Interstate System would be allotted equivalent mileage, also
to be designated as part of this system, and thus be eligible for 90
percent Federal aid. Massachusetts ranks eighth among those "go-
ahead" States. Its 123 miles of new toll-highway facilities, would be
compensated for under the terms of this bill, to permit an extension
of its highway modernization program, with 90 percent Federal aid.
Under these circumstances, the bill would increase the mileage of

the National System to take care of the increased traffic load that
could not be anticipated back in 1944. Such a program would also
promote recovery from the present economic recession, by increasing
employment and by stepping up demand for road construction equip-
ment and materials.

Section 113 (a) would provide that—
In the case of any State having a toll road, bridge, or tunnel which is ap-

proved by the Secretary as a part of the Interstate System under section 113 (a)
of this act before June 30, 1958, the Secretary shall, upon application by the
State, designate as part of the Interstate System other routes within such
States which are equal in mileage to the length of all such toll roads, bridges,
and tunnels within such State.

Massachusetts, despite its tax burdens, has demonstrated genuine
leadership in pushing forward on a highway modernization for the
benefit of its industries and its people.
Amendment of the Federal-Aid Highway Act of 1956 will help to

defray the costs of such enterprise by a compensation formula that
will extend these improvements.
The net result will be a "choke-free" highway system suited to the

defense needs and the economic progress of Massachusetts and the
Nation.
I thank you, Mr. Chairman and members of the committee.
Mr. FALLON. Thank you, Mr. Lane.
Mr. Springer, would you like to bcheard at this time?

STATEMENT OF HON. WILLIAM L. SPRINGER, UNITED STATES
REPRESENTATIVE FROM THE STATE OF ILLINOIS

Mr. SPRINGER. I would like, without making a formal statement, to
discuss some of the aspects of the program as it struck me during the
intervening time since the bill was passed.
I think if you were to ask today any Congressman who is not on

this committee and who has not followed this as intensively as I have
how many miles we are paying for out of the Federal Treasury from
the trust fund, I think every single Congressman would tell you 40,000
miles. This has not been an intentional deception on. the part of the
committee or on the part of anyone connected with it, that I know of.
I was interested in this program long before it was proposed, and

I was present, I think, practically all the time that this matter was
under debate in the committee but never at any time did I come to

4.
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the conclusion as a result of the evidence and the testimony I heard
that the Federal Government was constructing less than 40,000 miles
of roadway. Whether this is a deception or not, we are only talking
about 37,247 miles, and that is all.
Now, it just appeared to me that somewhere along the line we have

misinformed the Members of this Congress as to what we are doing.
Now we come along and say, and I found this out a year later, and this
was a year after the bill had been already passed, because I found out
we were incorporating 2,254 miles of toll roads or free roads which
had been constructed or projected as those in Ohio and Illinois and
Indiana and some other States, and they were not being paid for by
the Federal Government at all.
Now we come to the question, of course, of reimbursement, and it

appears to me that if anything is going to be fair out of that, that
there should be some kind of reimbursement. Now, the part I would
like to support is reimbursement in mileage. I am not objecting to
the Scherer bill or any other bill for reimbursement in the form of
money or, as proposed by the Secretary a moment ago. If you do not
reimburse, you are certainly not helping the States who had gone ahead
and set examples because of traffic conditions or safety and who had
gone ahead and constructed these 2,254 miles. You can say what you
wish about how that has come from tax money or road money or toll
money—they did it and it is that State's mileage. No one else con•
structed it.
Some toll-road commission made it available so that 47 other States

could use it. It is their mileage. Now, you are taking their mileage
and saying we are incorporating it into the system. You haven't
given them any advantage. You are not going to support it. The
State, itself, is going to support the total mileage after it is already
built.
So, in fairness, it seems to me there ought to be some type of reim-

bursement to those States which have gone ahead and actually con-
structed a part of the Interstate System and have paid for it out
of their funds or they have gotten the funds and decided to pay for
it.
Mr. FALLON. I guess you realize, of course, that none of these

States have lost any money up to this time because the formula used
is not mileage or need. They use the formula the same as the ABC.
They were allocated money under the ABC formula.
Mr. SPRINGER. I am sorry. I don't understand, Mr. Chairman. I

did not get what you said.
Mr. FALLON. No State under the formula that has been used for

the past 2 years—it is the same formula that is used under the ABC
system and that is mileage, area, and population. It has no relation-
ship to the Interstate System.
Mr. SPRINGER. I realize that, but I think the Chairman will realize

that those toll roads which were constructed were constructed in
areas where a toll road would have gone. Every one of them in our
State, in the State of Illinois, would have been a toll road if we had
not done it.
Mr. FALLON. That had no bearing on the formula.
Mr. SPRINGER. I agree it has nothing to do with the formula, but

I think that reimbursement is the fair, equitable proposition.
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Mr. SCHERER. Mr. Chairman?
Mr. FALLON. Mr. Sherer.
Mr. SCHERER. From now on, however, distribution of funds will

be on the basis of need to build and complete the Interstate System,
as originally planned.
Mr. F.A.morr. That is true but, up to the present time, no State

has lost any money at all.
Mr. SPRINGER. I would like to emphasize these 2 or 3 points as

my purpose in being here.
I haven't found anybody whom I have talked to in this Congress

or in this committee or in the Congress, itself, who visualized that
this 41,000 miles in the next 13 or 22 years, whichever one you want
to take, is going to be the completion number. If it be 22 years, there,
is not going to be mileage added to that which is existing at the pres-
ent time.
Now, after having talked to another member here, there was men-

tion made of the fact that in 13 years everything that could be antici-
pated would be the 7,500 miles. Certainly, that should be integrated
into the system now and not 5 or 15 or 22 years from now, but right
now, because I think that we would get the greatest benefits from
an integrated program at this time. Now, this would add only 2,250
miles.
Mr. SCHERER. Don't you feel before we add any mileage to the

present 41,000 miles that some provision should be made for the re-
imbursement of those States that have toll mileage in the 41,000
miles?
Mr. SPRINGER. Yes; I do.
Mr. SCHERER. Whether it comes now or at the end of the program.
Mr. SPRINGER. I agree with the gentleman on that. I do believe,

on the other hand, that merely saying we ought to go ahead and con-
struct—and I know the members of the committee have been doing
that and some of the people in the administration think we ought to
go ahead and do it, but I think we should talk about a complete sys-
tem which would take in virtually all we need when you talk about
41,000 miles.
Now, several years ago, Governor Green in Illinois was one of the

greatest supporters at that time of this highway plan, and when you
talk about 41,000 miles, it could be any figure. It could be 30,000
miles or 50,000 miles. It seems to me that there ought to be something
in this that is realistic, that this is the mileage that we need. I think
anybody in the administration will tell you that this is not all the
mileage that we need. They won't come forward and say the mileage,
that 41,000 miles is all that is needed. If you survey the mileage that
was turned down, there was at least between 2,000 and 4,000 miles
that ought to be turned down without any question.
Mr. FALLON. There is the mileage now that should be built be-

cause the traffic is there.
MT. SPRINGER. That is correct.
Mr. FALLON. Before we add any additional mileage?
Mr. SPRINGER. I think the gentleman made a statement which I can

agree with, and that is the mileage which ought to be built by virtue
of the fact that you have the traffic or you have got the system.
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Mr. SCHERER. If you are going to start adding mileage to the inter-

state route, you will get some political allocation of that mileage and,

as a result of pressure, you will build some additional mileage. which

should not be built before mileage now in the program is built and
where a great priority of need exists.
Mr. SPRINGER. Ask the gentleman did he examine the 2,000 miles

which was allocated last September. Would he say there was no po-

litical mileage in that?
Mr. SCHERER. I would say there is a lot.
Mr. SPRINGER. My point is that I do believe that there is consider-

able mileage that ought to be added which can truthfully be based
upon either the need for it because of traffic or for safety factors.
My last point is actual construction. In the State of Illinois, may

I say, and I have listened with interest to the Secretary this afternoon
on the question of financing, but we have had no trouble in my own
particular community of Champaign-Urbana. We built 31/2 miles of
overheads and finished it within the last 30 days. We are ready to go
ahead at this intersection where two of the main highways of the
country will cross. We are ready to go ahead now. Some of the
States have legislatures which did not meet at the time, but all those
States who sat were willing to cooperate. There are some handicaps.
I think the chairman is aware of the fact that in 1960 we will be
roughly $1.3 billion short, by the year 1960. But the money for the
years 1958 and 1959 is available.
I cannot visualize that you will finish this highway on the trust

fund as it is established. In 1960, you are going to be $1 billion to
$1.3 billion short on this. You will have to add an appropriation or
repeal the Byrd amendment.
Mr. SCHERER. It will cost $10 billion more than originally estimated.
Mr. SPRINGER. My own impression is to face up to it and have a

general appropriation out of the fund rather than to repeal the Byrd
amendment.
For instance, we could build 70 miles without any trouble around my

own community tomorrow. The land is purchased and the right of
way is purchased, and there is a program which we could accelerate
now.
Mr. Chairman, that is my statement. Thank you very much.
Mr. BALDWIN. Mr. Chairman?
Mr. FALLON. Mr. Baldwin.
Mr. BALDWIN. The first part of your statement, Mr. Springer, was

premised on the theory that everybody intended that the Federal
Government pay 90 percent of every mile in the Interstate System. I
don't know a single case from the time the Interstate System was es-
tablished where that was true. In the State of California, there has
not been a year where the State of California, has not with its own
funds built mileage on the Interstate System and in this current year
they are spending over $100 million beyond that of the matching
funds of the Federal Government, and I don't think it has ever been
spelled out in any bill through the present time that Congress was
obligated to pay 90 percent of every mile. The only commitment we
made was that we would end up with an Interstate Highway System
that connected certain key points throughout the States. Your State
could go ahead and build as California is doing.
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Mr. SPRINGER. I agree with the gentleman, of course, but it was
certainly the impression of people in Congress that you were building
40,000 miles. I don't believe anybody would dispute that. You can
talk with any Congressman who is not familiar with this and follows
it like I have, but the two Congressmen that I talked to this morning
said 40,000 miles.
Mr. BALDWIN. We will end up with a system of 40,000 miles but we

have never committed the Federal Government to pay 90 percent of
the roads.
Mr. SPRINGER. I was talking of the impression that most of the Con-

gressmen are under that we are paying for 40,000 miles.
Mr. SCHERER. Mr. Chairman?
Mr. FALLON. Mr. Scherer.
Mr. SCHERER. That is what the law says and that is it.
Mr. BALDWIN. Will you quote any law that says the Federal Gov-

ernment has to pay 90 percent of the Interstate System?
Mr. SPRINGER. I will say that I read the proceedings and the debates

on this particular point and you could not read that without the im-
pression being created, and I did it recently, and you will find that
certainly the impression is that we are paying for 40,000 miles.
I will say this. That if you sit down and examine the legislation,

no it doesn't say that.
Mr. SCHERER. I said pay 90 percent of the Interstate mileage.
Mr. WRIGHT. Mr. Chairman?
Mr. FALLON. Mr. Wright.
Mr. WRIGHT. It was my impression and I think the impression of a

good many, and the impression has unwittingly been conveyed to our
constituents, that we were proposing to build under the law of 1956
this 40,000 miles, and later it became 41,000 miles. I wonder if the
gentleman is familiar with the manner in which that thing got changed
and in which section 113 ( a) was inserted into the bill, thereby giving
rise to this present situation?
Mr. SPRINGER. Would the gentleman recall section 113 ( a) to me?
Mr. WRIGHT. It is the one which authorizes the approval of the toll

roads and bridges but makes the provision that we shall not pay any
money out of the higway fund for them. It came in in the conference
committee. It was never a part of the bill as it passed the House.
I daresay that 95 percent of the Members of the House, at least at the

time the conference committee report was approved, had no concep-
tion that this provision was in the bill. I read to you excerpts from
this provision which was inserted in the conference committee and
which has given rise to this situation:
Upon a finding by the Secretary of Commerce that such action will promote the

development of an integrated Interstate System, the Secretary is authorized to
approve as part of the Interstate System any toll road, bridge, or tunnel, now or
hereafter constructed which meets the standards adopted for the improvement of
projects located on the Interstate System, whenever such toll road, bridge, or
tunnel is located on a route heretofore or hereafter designated as a part of the
Interstate System: Provided, That no Federal-aid highway funds shall be ex-
pended for the construction, reconstruction, or improvement of any such toll road
except to the extent hereafter permitted by law—

Which, to my way of thinking, is a gimmick, a hidden bit of legislation
that came before us in a surreptitious fashion and which has given
rise to our problem.

A
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Mr. SPRINGER. I only read the debate on the bill but I am sure there
is nothing in the bill indicating section 113 (a) being in it at that time.
I did not read the record of the conference committee so I am not
familiar with what the gentleman said with reference to when it was
finally put in the bill.
Mr. WRIGHT. Let me ask the gentleman this question: Did the high-

way department of your State have the impression that they were
going to be reimbursed when they certified this toll road mileage for
inclusion in the Interstate System?
Mr. SPRINGER. I don't recall. I discussed it both with the Governor

and the State Highway Engineer. They said they wanted it. That is
the principal thing.
Mr. WRIGHT. I yield to the gentleman.
Mr. SCHERER. That was put in the conference report because of the

assumption on the part of the members of this committee that event-
ually there would be some reimbursement for the part made part of
the Interstate System.
Mr. SPRINGER. That is all I have, Mr. Chairman, and I thank the

chairman for your courtesy.
Mr. FALLON. Thank you very much.
Gentlemen, there is a call of the House and I think it is a rollcall

on the final passage of the bill.
Mr. MAY. Perhaps I should save the committee some time. My

statement was to reemphasize the bill and I have joined in H. R.
11365 and in Senator Bush's bill, which is S. 3429.
He gave excellent testimony this morning and I think if I submit

my statement to the committee that it will serve the purpose and just
reemphasize what he said this morning.
Mr. FALLON. If there is no objection, it is so ordered and your

statement will be made a part of the record.
(Prepared statement of Congressman Edwin H. May, Jr., is as

follows:)

STATEMENT BY HON. EDWIN H. MAY, JR., A REPRESENTATIVE IN CONGRESS FROM
THE STATE OF CONNECTICUT, URGING REIMBURSEMENT TO THE STATES FOR CER-
TAIN FREE OR TOLL ROADS ON THE INTERSTATE SYSTEM

Mr. Chairman, and members of the committee, I deeply appreciate this oppor-
tunity to testify in behalf of H. R. 11365, which I introduced in the House of
Representatives on March 12, 1958. This bill is a companion to S. 3429, intro-
duced by the distinguished Senator from Connecticut, Prescott Bush, and co-
sponsored by Senators Purtell, of Connecticut and Ives, of New York.
H. R. 11365 would authorize reimbursement to the States for certain free or

toll roads in the Interstate System, but, before I discuss the bill in some detail, I
should like to present the committee with my views on why reimbursement legis-
lation is necessary at this time.
With the passage of the Federal Aid Highway Act of 1956, the Congress of the

United States gave much-needed impetus and coordination to the construction of
a vast Interstate Highway System. Our rapidly expanding population and econ-
omy, as well as our requirements for national defense, clearly demonstrate the
urgency for implementation of this program. One conference after another on
our National Highway System has shown that large cities as well as areas or

regions of considerable size suffer economically if transportation of goods and

services is rendered inefficient because of antiquated systems of highways. Again
and again, stress is placed upon the importance of a sound highway construction

program to the safety of those who use the highways. Inadequately designed,
poorly constructed and improperly maintained highways are undoubtedly one
of the major causes of our mounting toll of traffic fatalities, and damage to
physical properties amounting to millions and millions of dollars annually.
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The number of service and pleasure vehicles will increase manyfold over the
next few years, and it is indeed incumbent upon Members of Congress, along
with the State legislatures and municipal governments, to realize the necessity
for well-planned coordination on the part of the Federal Government, the State
governments, and the municipalities of a highway system which takes into con-
sideration all aspects of interstate, State, and municipal responsibilities.
Prior to the Federal Aid Highway Act, many States took the initiative and

had the foresight to initiate and complete construction of highways, both free
and toll, which meet the standards of the act and which have been financed out
of State funds or as toll roads. Many of these fine highways today are incor-
porated as an integral part of the interstate transportation system and thus
constitute an enormous contribution on the part of the various States. Had
these State governments not had the foresight to undertake highway construc-
tion programs of this nature, it would today be necessary for the Federal Gov-
ernment to finance their construction at this time, very possibly on a higher cost
basis under the present formula of 90 percent contribution in Federal funds with
10 percent State matching. There is little question but that these programs
constituted a considerable drain upon the resources of the individual States
involved. This is important for our consideration at this time, because our States
today must undertake the responsibility for increasing and improving State high-
way facilities and aid their urban communities in a program of coordination that
will make our overall highway program practical and serviceable.
In my opinion, it is unfortunate that the Congress did not include in the Fed-

eral Highway Act reimbursement to the States which constructed sections of
the Interstate System on their own. There are before this committee today
three basic approaches intended to correct this omission. The first two I shall
not discuss in detail, as you will undoubtedly receive testimony from their spon-
sors, Chairman Buckley (H. R. 10422), and Representative Scherer (H. R. 10921).
Suffice it to say that these two proposals deal explicitly with the reimbursement
for toll roads, bridges, and tunnels which have been made a part of the Inter-
state System.

It is my belief that, in all fairness to the States, free roads which have become
a part of the Interstate System should be included for reimbursement. Essen-
tially, H. R. 11365 would accomplish the following:

1. The Federal Government shall be required to reimburse the States for high-
ways that meet the standards of the Federal Aid Highway Act of 1956, either free
or toll, which are incorporated into the Interstate System.

2. The Secretary of Commerce would be authorized to provide reimbursement
upon his determination that the highways meet interstate standards.

3. Initiation of the request for reimbursement must come from the States
themselves. Reimbursement shall be limited to the cost of the highway less
depreciation, and the total amount of any Federal funds contributed to construc-
tion. In the case of toll highways, reimbursement would be further reduced
by deductions for the cost of all auxiliary facilities needed for toll operation.
4. States would be permitted to use reimbursement funds for construction of

projects in the Federal-aid systems lying within their borders without require-
ment of State matching funds.
At this time, I should like to respectfully suggest that, should the committee

deem it desirable to report out H. R. 11365, it would be my hope that the changes
proposed by Senator Bush in his amendment to S. 3414 would be incorporated.
I refer specifically to the change suggested by Senator Bush to the effect that
priority be given to construction of projects on highways which connect with the
Interstate System and also that the 5-year period suggested in the bill be
extended to July 1, 1972.
I should like to lay stress upon two important approaches which are embodied

In H. R. 11365. This bill continues the sound Federal policy of limiting the
funds to the cost of the highway less depreciation and less the total amount of
Federal funds required for this construction. Moreover, in my opinion it is
most important that the free roads constructed by the States and now a part of
the Interstate Highway System be included. It seems to me that under this
proposal, all of the 48 States would benefit more fairly, for the simple reason
that there is a great degree of variance in the programs as to the proportion of
toll roads to free roads. No State should be penalized for the reason that they
chose to construct free rather than toll roads.
The cost of construction of highways in Connecticut now included in the

Interstate System has indeed been considerable. It amounts to approximately
$326.6 million when depreciation has been deducted. Reimbursement today
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would bring the State, over the period of time prescribed by this bill, $278.5

million. When you consider that these funds could be reapportioned by the

State to its own highway problems without additional matching funds, it would

unquestionably be a great shot in the arm for the State highway program.

I should like to stress, Mr. Chairman, that this Interstate Highway System

can only meet its maximum designed efficiency if the State highway systems of

the respective States are also laid out, constructed, and maintained in an efficient

manner. This, of course, also applies to urban-route connections.

We must proceed, Mr. Chairman, with urgency and determination in the enact-

ment of this legislation, because the more rapid implementation of our highway

program can be one factor of considerable importance in helping to eliminate a

portion of the unemployment which is plaguing our Nation's economy today.

The bill to reimburse the States for toll and free roads would serve to further

augment our labor forces because the States would then be in a position to

increase their own programs along with the Federal program.

I therefore strongly urge you to include in any bill that you may report to the

House the principles embodied in H. R. 11365.

Mr. RIEIILMAN. Mr. Chairman, I would like to have submitted for
the record my own statement in respect to a bill that I have intro-
duced in the House dealing with the reimbursement, and I would like
to have that statement follow my colleague, Mr. Pillion, tomorrow
morning, who will testify at that time, as I understand.
Mr. FALLoN. If there is no objection, it will be so ordered.
The committee stands adjourned until 10 o'clock tomorrow morning.
(Thereupon, at 3: 54 p. m., the committee recessed, to reconvene at

10 a. m., Wednesday, March 26, 1958.)
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REIMBURSEMENT OF TOLL OR FREE ROADS ON THE
INTERSTATE SYSTEM

WEDNESDAY, MARCH 26, 1958

HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES,
COMMITTEE ON PTJBLIC 

WORKS,,ington, D.TVash C.

The committee met, pursuant to call, in room 1302, New House
Office Building, at 10: 15 a. m., Hon. George H. Fallon presiding.
Mr. FALLON. Ladies and gentlemen, the Committee on Public

Works is meeting this morning for the continuation of hearings for
reimbursement for toll roads, specifically H. R. 10422.
Our first witness this morning is Congressman Pillion, from the

great State of New York. Congressman, we want to apologize for
the delay in keeping you here yesterday, and we also appreciate your
patience. As you can see and realize from the questioning, it became
rather lengthy yesterday. It was almost impossible to regulate the
time.
So, on behalf of the committee, Mr. Pillion, let me say we appreciate

your patience and your kindness in returning here this morning.

STATEMENT OF HON. JOHN R. PILLION, MEMBER OF CONGRESS
FROM THE STATE OF NEW YORK

Mr. Piworr. Mr. Chairman and gentlemen, I would like to state
I am most appreciative to the committee for making this time avail-
able. My office received a call yesterday from the office of Congress-
man Radwan, of Buffalo, who is convalescing after a serious illness.
He asked me to state to the committee his approval of the principle
of reimbursement as stated in the bill that I introduced, and also asked
that I state to the committee that he intends to introduce an identical
bill.
I also have a letter here from Congressman John H. Ray, of New

York, generally stating his approval of the reimbursement principle,
and I ask that this letter be included in the record.
I also have a telegram received from Charles P. Penney, chairman

of the municipal affairs committee of the Buffalo Chamber of Com-
merce, expressing in general their approval of the principle of re-
imbursement to New York State and other States similarly situated,
with respect to toll roads and free highways built prior to 1957 on
the Interstate System.
Mr. FALLON. Without objection, those documents may be included

in the record at this point.
79
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(The documents referred to are as follows:)
CONGRESS OF THE UNITED STATES,

HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES,
Washington, D. C., March 20, 1958.

HOD. JOHN R. PILLION,
H01286 of Representatives,

Washington, D. C.
DEAR COLLEAGUE: I have today introduced a duplicate of your bill to amend

the Federal-Aid Highway Act of 1956. I have also read and studied the state-
ment you propose to make in support of that bill when you appear before the
Public Works Committee next week.

Since I agree with what you say and have no additional facts to present to
the committee, I will ask you to present this letter to the committee and request
that it be made a part of the record immediately after your statement.

Sincerely yours,
JOHN H. RAY, Member of Congress.

BUFFALO, N. Y., March 24, 1958.
Representative JOHN R. PILLION,

House Office Building, Washington, D. C.:
In supporting your bill calling for 90 percent reimbursement of Federal funds

for modern highways already constructed in New York State, we respectfully
request that you personally make our position known before House Public
Works Committee at its hearing tomorrow. This State should not be penalized
in favor of backward States for its progressiveness in recent years in building
the throughway without participation of the Federal Government. For in-
stance, there are approximately 90 miles of throughway costing nearly $100
million in this heavily populated and industrialized area which should be ac-
cepted as part of the Interstate Highway System and thereby qualify for re-
imbursement. If money already invested in the throughway were to be refunded
it would permit prompt financing and construction of other long-planned and
urgently needed highways to serve this expanding area. These funds would
also prove a substantial boost to the local economy at this time when there is
idle manpower and an abundance of materials.

CHART•rs P. PENNEY,
Chairman, Municipal Affairs Committee,

Buffalo Chamber of Commerce.

Mr. PILLION. Mr. Chairman and gentlemen of this committee, I am
thankful to the members of this committee for the privilege of ap-
pearing here today.
There are a number of bills before this committee providing for high-

way reimburement to States. I have had an opportunity to read only
2 of these bills-1 introduced by the distinguished chairman of this
committee, Mr. Buckley, H. R. 10422, and the other introduced by
the distinguished gentleman from Ohio, Mr. Scherer, H. R. 10921.
The bill introduced by myself is H. R. 11533.
I would first like to state my approval and support for the general

principle of reimbursement provided for in these bills.
The Federal Highway Act of 1956 contained a policy statement of

intent—to determine whether the Federal Government should equit-
ably reimburse the 48 States for toll or free highways constructed
between August 2, 1947, and June 30, 1957.
The settlement of this policy problem appears to involve three

major questions:
First, whether or not the problem of reimbursement is economically

sound and politically feasible.
Second, what is an equitable formula of apportionment?
Third, the time and method of reimbursement.
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SHALL CONGRESS REIMBURSE STATES FOR INTERSTATE HIGHWAYS CON-

STRUCTED BETWEEN AUGUST 2 , 1947,     AND JUNE 3 0 , 1 9 5 7 ?

The first question of whether or not reimbursement should be made
ought to be based upon the principle of what is the best for the great-
est number of people.
The Interstate Highway System was authorized in 1944. The al-

location of interstate routes and mileage was substantially approved,
I believe, in 1947. The Highway Act financing the Interstate System
was passed by Congress in 1956.
There was a delay of 12 years between the authorization by Con-

gress and the enactment of the necessary legislation. The States
could not wait for Congress to act. Parts of the Interstate System
just had to be built in order to relieve traffic congestion in the more
populated areas.
In New York State, the financing of the throughway was a most

controversial and complex job. I recall that very well because I was
a member of the New York State Legislature when this highway was
authorized and also when the toll legislation was enacted. There was
no other possible means of financing this construction.
It is not a case of the States acting .prematurely or jumping the

gun. Actually, today's problem of reimbursement arises from the
lag and failure on the part of the Federal Government to enact this
vital legislation some years before 1956.

Certainly, the States ought not to be penalized for constructing the
officially federally approved interstate mileage by whatever means
were politically practical and financially feasible.
These roads were constructed by the States where they were most

needed and where they gave the greatest economic return for the
dollar. They best serve the principle of the greatest good for the
greatest number.
H. Doc. 301 contains the data requested by Congress and furnished

by the Commerce Department relative to reimbursement. The last
page, table A-5c, lists the following States with investments of more
than $100 million each on the Interstate System:

Million Million

California  $379 New Jersey $356
Connecticut  326 New York  1,036
Illinois  550 Ohio  300
Indiana  180 Oklahoma  101
Kansas 109 Oregon  106
Maryland 165 Pennsylvania  432
Massachusetts  292 Texas  285
Michigan  283 Virginia  123
Missouri 113

It can be readily seen that these States are not necessarily those
with the largest areas. They are the States with the dense populations
and the more acute traffic congestions. The pattern of expenditures
generally follows their pressing needs for the interstate mileage which
they constructed and which they could not wait for.
The argument has been advanced against toll-road reimbursement

on the theory that these roads are being paid for by the users rather
than the States. This argument is wholly misleading. Actually, the
State and its people are not separate identities. The State is merely
a political agency of its people. The toll roads are paid for primarily
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by the inhabitants of States who use them. The interstate traffic pays
only a small fraction of the tolls in any States. They do so volun-
tarily because it is more economic to use the toll roads and pay the
toll than to use the free highways. In New York State, for example,
Route 5 and Route 20 both parallel the thruway, and at a distance
of no more than 50 miles between the 3 highways-50 to 75 miles.
So any user has a choice of using either freeway or toll road.

Those who use the toll road do so because there is a benefit to them.
It would be different and there would be some substance to the argu-
ment that reimbursement should not be made for toll roads if the toll
roads were the only roads a user could use. But here the interstate
or out-of-State traffic uses the toll roads because it is a distinct benefit
for them to pay the toll. In some instances the payment of $5, espe-
cially in the case of trucks, could well save the user $50 to $75 by the
use of that toll road.
Instead of the interstate users paying for the toll highways, the

States who constructed them are furnishing a service which the
users voluntarily pay for because it is an economic benefit.
No figures of mileage use of toll highways is available for inter-

state and intrastate traffic. However, the average trip length on the
New York State Thruway for passenger cars is about 42 miles and
for commercial vehicles is about 86 miles. The New York State
Thruway is 500 miles long.
It is my best estimate that the intrastate mileage on the New York

State Thruway is about 75 to 85 percent of all traffic. Reimburse-
ment should not be denied on the false assumption that toll roads are
paid for by interstate traffic and the States are being unjustly
enriched.

Actually, the interstate map mileage was obsolete and outdated
in 1956 when the Highway Act was passed. Out of an estimated
cost of $27 billion, almost $6 billion had been expended by the States
with some Federal aid. Congress can bring the Interstate System
into alinement with present-day facts by allowing substitute miles
for those already built on the Interstate System.

It is contended by some sources that increased mileage will pre-
clude the conclusion of the program in 13 years. It is already ad-
mitted that the program will require 16 to 20 years for completion.
In fact, yesterday Mr. Rothschild, as I recollect, testified that his
estimate of the time for completion is now 22 years.
I am certain that this program will never be completed. By the

time the present roads are constructed, new ones will be needed.
The inclusion of substitute reimbursed mileage will not slow down

this road program. It will realistically enlarge the program. The
mileages to be built will depend not upon the miles that we place on
the interstate map, but upon the moneys we make available for this
program.
What is going to build our roads will be funds, and not the mileage

we may put on the interstate program today or tomorrow.
Those States that have built on the Interstate System are the

pioneers. They have proven the practicality and the need for these
limited-access highways.
This committee and the House of Representatives both approved

the principle of reimbursement for both free and toll highways in
1956.
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The conference committee report states:
The House bill declared the policy of Congress to equitably reimburse the

States for both toll and free highways. The House also declares the policy of
providing funds for reimbursement.

That was in 1956 by this committee.
The Clay report, specifically, and President Eisenhower, by impli-

cation, both approved this principle of reimbursement.
The Hoover Report of June 1955 also recommended the designa-

tion of both toll and free roads on the Interstate System.

WHAT IS AN EQUITABLE FORMULA OF APPORTIONMENT?

In formulating an equitable formula of apportionment, I respect-
fully urge this committee to report a bill that will allow substitute
mileage for the depreciated costs contained in document 301.
The depreciated costs of both toll and free highways is $6,095 mil-

lion. At 90 percent reimbursement, the substitute mileage, less Fed-
eral aid, would cost the Federal Government $4.47 billion. This rep-
resents an extension of 2 years for the completion of an enlarged pro-
gram, with more mileage. Of course, the mileage to be built will
depend purely on the funds we make available to the States.
The most equitable formula for apportionment is one based on

population, per capita basis. The more populous centers have high
costs of rights-of-way and construction. Their roads have more con-
centrated usage and give the maximum economic return.
Due to popular political pressures upon the Senate, I realize that

this formula is not politically practical.
Certainly, the more populous States ought to have at least those

sums which they pay into the highway trust fund. According to the
table of the Bureau of Roads, New York State paid 6.64 percent into
this trust fund for the period from July 1, 1956', to January 1, 1958.
If the present formula is continued without reimbursement, New York
State will only receive 4.95 percent of the highway funds beginning
with fiscal year 1960 until the end of the program. It would be a
travesty of justice and an economic imposition to return to 10 percent
of this country's population only 4.95 percent of the interstate funds.
The very minimum that the more populous States should receive

is the amount paid into the trust fund by their citizens.

TIME AND METHOD OF REIMBURSEMENT

I ask that reimbursement for both free and toll highways be made
in substitute miles as extensions or additions to the present Interstate
System. H. R. 11533 would add approximately 3,000 miles to the In-
terstate System. The cost of $4.47 billion would be included in the
estimates of costs for the whole of the Interstate System. The appor-
tionments would be placed upon an equal footing with present costs of
the Interstate System beginning in fiscal 1960.
It has been suggested that reimbursement for these highways be

made at the conclusion of the present program. I offer for inclusion
in the record a table of construction indexes for the years 1944 to 1957.
This was prepared by the Library of Congress. This listing of

indexes, Mr. Chairman, runs from 1944 to 1957, and gives the cost of
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construction for each of the years by 5 or 6 different sources, such as
the American Appraisal Co., the Engineering News Record, the De-
partment of Commerce, et cetera.
Mr. FALLON. Without objection, the table may be made a part of the

record at this point.
(The table referred to is as follows:)

Construction cost indexes

[1947-49=100]

Compiler and coverage
Annual averages

1944 1945 1946 1947 1948 1949 1950

American Appraisal Co 56.0 58.0 69. 0 92.0 104. 0 104.0 100.0

Associated General Contractors 69.0 71.0 80. 0 92. 0 103.0 106.0 110.0

E. H. Boeckh & Associates (20-city average):
Residences 65. 4 70. 1 77. 0 93. 2 104. 8 102. 1 107. 7

Apartments, hotels, office buildings 67.0 71.3 78.0 91. 7 103. 5 104.8 109.6

Commercial and factory buildings 67. 5 71.6 78. 1 91. 7 103. 6 104.8 109.5

Engineering News-Record:
Building_  69.8 71.1 78.0 93.0 102.4 104.6 111.8

Construction 66. 3 68. 3 76.3 91.8 102.3 105.9 113. 2

Department of Commerce, composite I 64. 0 67.0 77.0 93. 0 104. 0 103.0 107. 0

Annual averages
Compiler and coverage

1951 1952 1953 1954 1955 1956 1957

American Appraisal Co 113.0 118.0 123.0 126. 0 129.0 135.0 141.0

Associated General Contractors 117.0 120.0 126.0 132. 0 136.0 143.0 149.0

E. H. Boeckh & Associates (20-city average):
Residences 116.0 119.1 121.2 120.3 123.9 129.4 131.8

Apartments, hotels, office buildings 118.0 122.0 125.8 126.8 130.6 137.0 141.2

Commercial and factory buildings 117.8 121.9 126. 2 127.7 131. 9 138. 7 143.7

Engineering News-Record:
Building 119.1 123.5 128.1 132.5 139.3 145.9 151.2

Construction 120. 5 126. 4 133.2 139. 5 146, 5 153.8 160.8

Department of Commerce, composite I 116.0 119.0 122.0 122.0 125.0 132.0 137.0

I The Department of Commerce composite cost index is a combination of various cost indexes weighted

monthly by the current relative importance of major classes of construction put in place, and is used as

an overall indicator of construction cost changes.

Source: Department of Commerce.
Prepared by Hilda M. James, economic analyst, Economics Division, Legislative Reference Service

Library of Congress, Mar. 24, 1958.

Mr. PiLmorr. Construction costs rose in this 13-year period by
more than 100 percent. This method of reimbursement at the end
of the construction period would be grossly unfair. It would almost
mean no reimbursement at all.
If the States that built upon the Interstate System had not done

so and if they had waited for Federal funds, the $6 billion worth of
construction would at today's estimate cost $12 billion. The Federal
obligation, at 90 percent, would have been twice what is being asked
for in reimbursement today. The States that built parts of the In-
terstate System conferred a great benefit upon the Nation and should
not be further penalized for their efforts.
By adopting the principle of reimbursement for both toll and free

roads, every 1 of the 48 States will receive additional mileage. No
State can possibly complain of this policy. The States that built
parts of the Interstate System at lower costs have made it possible for
the other States to build more miles of highways today and for the
life of this program.
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PROPOSED USE OF INTERSTATE MILEAGE FOR NEW YORK STATE
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Mr. Chairman, I would like to take just a. minute or two to cite a

most important international highway that is being held up in New

York State due to the lack of interstate mileage.

I refer to a proposed highway from Buffalo to New York City.

This road would run southerly from Buffalo, along Route 219, to

Olean. Thence easterly to Binghampton. Then along the present

Penn-Can road to Scranton. Then through Pennsylvania, through

New Jersey, to New York.
The present mileage from Buffalo to New York along the through-

way is 450 miles. The mileage for this new route would be about 350

miles. It would save about 100 miles between these two metropolitan

areas.
Since 50 miles of this highway is a new interstate existing high-

way, only about 300 miles would have to be built. New York would

have to build only 200 miles of it.
The Toronto, Windsor, and Niagara Falls area in Canada contains

about 5 million people. Buffalo is the gateway for these neighbors.

The Detroit and northern Michigan area also contains about 5 mil-

lion people. The shortest route between Detroit and Buffalo is by

way of Canada.
This new proposed highway would save more than 100 miles for

about 5 million Canadians, for about 5 million citizens of the De-

troit area, and for about 1 million people of the Buffalo area. This

new highway would also furnish an important link to the trans-Canada

highway now under construction.
The New York State Thruway runs approximately along the

shaded top line here, from Buffalo to Lake Erie and Albany, and then

on to New York. This highway is approximately 450 miles long.

Buffalo is the gateway to Canada. The large concentration of Cana-

dian industry is in this area, the Toronto-Windsor-Hamilton area—
with about 5 million people. The shortest route for the Detroit area

is across Canada to Buffalo, and then on to the seaboard to New York

City.
Now, Mr. Chairman, there is a route proposed by the New York

State Highway Department from Buffalo which would serve approxi-

mately 5 million people in Michigan, 5 million people in Canada, on a

route to New York City, and that route would lead from about

Buffalo down to Springville here through the southern part of New

York State to Binghamton, and from there to Scranton, which is

already built, and from that part to New York City. There would be

a saving of approximately 100 miles for all of those people in a route
of travel from any part of Canada in this area down to Now York

City. That is the type of highway that would be built if reimburse-
ment could be granted to States like New York and additional mileage
allowed on the Interstate System.
This is an important international highway and one which brings

about a great economic saving to millions of people. So by including

more mileage for States I do not believe we would be committing any

error, but would just be making our Interstate System more flexible

and bring it up to present-day needs.
Mr. DOOLEY. Mr. Chairman.
Mr. FALLON. Mr. Dooley.
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Mr. DOOLEY. May I compliment the distinguished gentleman fromNew York State on his succinct and very comprehensive report whichhe just made as a witness? I would like to ask to be associated withhis remarks in the record. I think New York State has a tremendousstake in the whole problem of reimbursing for compensating mileage.You have given testimony which will be very helpful to our con-sideration of the whole matter.
Mr. FALLON. Mr. Pillion

' 
on behalf of the committee, I also want'to congratulate you on the fine presentation you made this morning.Mr. PILLioN. Thank you.

Mr. FALLON. Are there any questions?
Mr. BLATNIK. I have no questions; but I, too, wish to commendyou on a very clear, orderly, logical, and rather persuasive statementwhich you have made.
On page 3 you state that—
Actually, the interstate map mileage was obsolete and outdated in 1956 whenthe highway act was passed.

It is my understanding that of the entire interstate network 80percent of this work on the Interstate System would merely be inorder to make up for the backlog of the needs which we have notfulfilled. Some people have the notion that we will have a new,modern superhighway system which will adequately meet the needsof our rapidly growing population with more travel facilities percapita than ever before. Actually we may be 20 percent above thestandard required to meet the needs, a standard which we have beenfar behind in fulfilling up to this time.
We have done almost no construction work on our roads since thedepression years and through the war years. I think the gentlemanmakes a very valid point here. This is not an additional burden orcost to the program and will not necessarily delay it.
When this gigantic project is completed our roads system will barelybe on the level adequately to meet the needs of a modern society, withthe advances in technology and industry, and with the great mobilitythat we will have among our people, with practically one automobile inevery home.
Let me say this in addition: I do think that very serious study willhave to be given in order to work out a comprehensive yet realisticmethod of reimbursement. What may be equitable in a large Stateand one also as populous as New York may not be equitable in a largeState but not equally populous, such as the State of Oklahoma. Whatmay benefit those two States may not meet the needs of a small but pop-ulous State, such as Connecticut, as was explained by the Governor ofConnecticut yesterday.
I am sorry to take so much time, but I am very impressed by thevery sound and sincere statement which the gentleman, our friend andcolleague from New York, has made.
Mr. FALLON. Mr. Mack.
Mr. MACK. I can only say, Mr. Chairman, this is one of the mostcomplete and comprehensive statements I have heard before this com-mittee in the 11 years that I have been here.
Mr. PILLION. I hope the gentleman can find his way to back it upwith a vote. Thank you.
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Mr. EDMONDSON. I want to compliment the gentleman, too, on a very
fine statement and say I think he is 100 percent right in everything he
says.
Mr. SCHERER. I just make the observation that I am certainly not

dogmatic about any provisions that I have set forth in the bill which
I have introduced. I am merely supporting by the introduction of
that bill the principle of reimbursement, and I am certainly willing
to incorporate in my bill some of the valuable suggestions that the
gentleman from New York has made in his presentation, which would
be a means of accomplishing what Mr. Blatnik said is an equitable
principle of reimbursement for all States everywhere, I feel.
Mr. PILLioN. May I just say that I am not dogmatic either about the

matters stated here in this statement? By giving greater flexibility to
the State public-works departments they can work out better than
we can work out for them the places where the roads ought to be, and
where they need them, and where they get the greatest economic return
for the dollars spent.
We cannot determine whether a road from X to Y is the road which

ought to be built, but we ought to give them enough highways so that
they have some choice in the matter.
I am not against permitting the States to use some of the money, let

us say, for a principal truck route which may be called a primary road
instead of an interstate road. The engineers and the gentlemen at the
heads of these departments in the States best know where the money
ought to be spent, and I do not think we should be dogmatic about it
and set up a rigid system. We should make it as flexible and as fluid
as possible so that we get the most roads for our money, and the ones
which will be used and relieve the traffic pressure to a maximum extent.
Mr. SCHERER. You feel any credits that may be given to States

which may be in fact reimbursed, should be in roads or road mileage?
Mr. PILLION. Oh, yes definitely. With a maximum limitation on

the amounts that would be determined to be fair for reimbursement.
It should be in mileage and the limitation, I believe, should be the
amounts they spent.
Mr. SCHERER. I think that is a weakness of my bill which was

pointed out by the Secretary the other day, namely, that it would
need an amendment which would put a limitation on costs.
Mr. PILLION. There has to be a limitation of dollars upon the mile-

age—a top limitation.
Mrs. MATCH. I too, Mr. Chairman, am always happy to hear one of

our colleagues who comes from New York express himself on a bill.
I, too, think highly of our colleague. However, I was most interested
in your comment on the report that was made on the bill when it
came from this committee, when the bill was put before the House
and passed.

Actually this point was brought up in the committee during the
writing of the highway bill and it was defeated in the committee.
I was one of those who voted against it in executive session. I have
heard nothing since then to change my mind upon that particular
point, and I must say with all due respect to the fine statement the
gentleman has made here that I am still not inclined to vote in favor
of the proposition he has put before us, for this reason:
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In building roads, as the gentleman has so clearly stated in his
statement, we do not know when this program will end. We have a
program here that, as our distinguished colleague, Mr. Blatnik, from
Minnesota, has pointed out, is an attempt to bring our standard of
roads up to the level that they should have been at a long time ago.
It seems to me if we get ourselves involved in a program of pay-

ment for roads that have already been built, we must Ace this ques-
tion: When are we going to meet the necessity of paying for roads
that still have to be built?
Mr. PILLION. I can understand the gentlewoman's position.
Mrs. BLITCH. SO I am unable to reconcile my opinion with the

points you made.
Thank you, Mr. Chairman.
Mr. BALDWIN. Mr. Pillion, I want to join in the statements Mrs.

Blitch has made.
First I would like to say it is evident from your bill that you have

given this subject a great deal of constructive thought and your bill,
as Mr. Scherer pointed out, in my opinion eliminates some objections
which appear in some of the other bills we have heard testimony on.
However, the basic point still has to be resolved.
Let me ask you this question: Let me say that the State of Cali-

fornia, according to the chart you have given in your testimony, is
1 of the 4 top States entitled to reimbursement if your theory is
adopted. Nevertheless, the California State Department of High-
ways is opposed on the theory that they feel additional roads should
be built, instead of paying for past ones.
If your bill, or any of the other bills are adopted that have been

submitted to the committee, my feeling is that any taxpayer in any
State of the Union that would come through New York going an
where, after this system is supposedly completed, is still going to be
paying tolls on the New York Thruway or any other toll roads be-
cause your bill says in the States that built toll roads other roads
will be built and the toll roads will continue to exact tolls.
In the free States they will build other roads, but there the free

roads are already free.
How do you feel then that we who come from the free-road States

can justify to our taxpayers the fact that after this program is com-
pleted, whenever our people travel on the Pennsylvania or New
Jersey or New York Thruways they are still socked with a toll,
although their taxes have paid for the equivalent value of that?
Mr. PILLION. When I go to the Chesapeake Bridge and cross that

and I am charged $1 for going across that bridge, I do it with the
feeling of thankfulness that someone made that available to me, be-
cause I am probably saving a day's time or $10 or $15 or $20. I do
that voluntarily.
If New York State were to receive additional mileage, it would not

put that into the pockets of anyone, but it would construct new high-
ways which would then permit the people from California to come
and use the new highways free. The complicated system of financing
the throughway would not make it practicable today to say that we
will take $500 million and throw it into paying off the throughway
bonds. More mileage would be added that is free, for use by anyone
in the 48 States.
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What you are doing is giving them more mileage and, as I show
on this map, if we had an across-the-State highway along the south-
ern portion of New York State instead of the northern portion of
New York State, it would be a shorter route to the Atlantic coast
for anyone coming from Ohio, instead of going up north where you
have a 450-mile distance from Buffalo to New York. You would be
able to make that same route only 300 miles and save 150 miles in
distance. So there is no great injury or damage being done by any-
one who uses the toll highway.
Mr. BALDWIN. I appreciate your sincerity.
Mr. PILLIoN. There is a tremendous economic benefit to a truck

which can use the throughway even if they pay for it. Look how
popular the Pennsylvania Turnpike is. You have other routes that
you can take, but when you take into account the $20 an hour or $30
an hour involved in the use of a large truck, you see that you are
saving $150 by paying the toll.
Mr. BALDWIN. I appreciate the sincerity of the gentleman and the

amount of thought he has given to it, but I want the gentleman to
know that there are others of us who feel just as sincere about the
problem.
Mr. PILLION. I understand, but I want to state when you do some-

thing on a voluntary basis and you furnish an economic objective, it
follows you are conferring a benefit. You voluntarily use this road.
No one forces anyone to use these highways.
Mrs. BLITCH. Will the gentleman yield?
Mr. BALDWIN. Yes.
Mrs. BLITCH. Might I say to the distinguished gentleman from New

York that if he really would like to help the people of his own State
then he ought to try to see the Interstate System mileage increased in
the State of Georgia.
Mr. PILLION. A very good State.
Mrs. BUTCH. Because so many of his own citizens use that route to

get to Florida just as quickly as they can, and they would appreciate
another route down there.
Mr. PILLioN. I assure you I am for it, and I want it.
Mrs. BLITCH. I do not see how we can ever get it if we start paying

for roads that have already been built.
Thank you, Mr. Baldwin.
Mr. SCHERER. Will you yield for one observation in connection with

the question you asked?
Mr. BALDWIN. Yes.
Mr. SCHERER. I think you, Mr. Pillion, answered Mr. Baldwin's

question in your statement when you pointed out that 85 percent of the
people who use the toll roads in New York are people from New York,
rather than transients, or interstate traffic.
Mr. PILLION. That is just my estimate. Those figures are not

available but I would assume 
Mr. SCIIERER. You make that estimate on the basis of the fact that

the average trip on a 500-mile throughway is 19 miles.
Mr. PILLION. That is right. That is just my estimate. It might

be 70 percent to 80 percent. I do not know.
Mr. SCHERER. Most of the traffic into a big city on a throughway like

you have in New York is generated from about the 20-mile limit out.
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Mr. PILLION. That is right.
Mr. BYRNE. Will the gentleman yield?
Mr. BALDWIN. Yes.
Mr. BYRNE. In line with the discussion it occurs to me that that

Sunshine Bridge that takes you in and around St. Petersburg is not
paid for by the people around there. All of the projected figures as
to whether or not it would be successful or not have been outdone many
times. I remember the tortuous route that took you across on a barge,
or some kind of vehicle of that type, or maybe a large rowboat, which
carried your car. Today that Sunshine Bridge is paying its way many
times over.
Just like the distinguished gentleman from New York said, when

you pay that $1 or that $1.25 to get across, why, even the view is
worth that money, to say nothing of the utility.
Mr. PILLION. That is right. It is a great economic benefit. It is

an engineering feat which is economically sound.
Mr. FALLON. May I inform the committee that we have six out-of -

town witnesses we would like to dispose of today, so that they may get
back to their jobs?
Mr. BYRNE. Could I ask for indulgence just to read a short tele-

gram at this point, which is applicable to the subject matter under dis-
cussion?
Mr. FALLON. If there is no objection.
Mr. BYRNE. In line with the discussion of the distinguished gen-

tleman from New York, I would like to read this telegram directed
to myself, Emmet Byrne.

Replying to your telegram of March 20, I would be in accord with any legis-
lation authorizing additional miles of interstate roads in Illinois to substitute
for equivalent miles of toll highways which coincide with interstate routes.

That is signed, "William G. Stratton, Governor of Illinois."
Mr. ROBISON. May I ask your kind indulgence to associate myself

with Mr. Pillion's remarks and to state I have introduced a com-
panion bill, identical to his, and I would like to ask consent at this
point in the record to insert a letter I recently received from Route 17
Association, Inc., of New York, which refers specifically to the route
Mr. Pillion has mentioned as a possible additional interstate road
through the southern part of New York State?
Mr. FALLON. If there is no objection.
( The letter referred to is as follows:)

ROUTE 17 ASSOCIATION, INC.,
Binghamton, N. Y., March 22, 1958.

Representative HOWARD ROBISON,
House of Representatives Office Building,

Washington, D. C.
DEAR HOWARD: The Route 17 Association, Inc., firmly believes that New York

is not receiving its equitable share of Federal funds allocated for highway
construction.
A number of States constructed a substantial mileage of express highways prior

to the passage of the Federal highway bill of 1956. Much of this mileage was
incorporated in the Federal network designated as Interstate Highway.

It is our understanding that under the present law New York will receive funds
for the construction of only 763 miles of Interstate Highways on a 90-10 basis.
All other highway funds will be on a 50-50 basis.
We urge you to make every effort to get at least our full 1,210 miles on the

90-10 basis, in justice to the citizen taxpayers and voters of the State of New
York.



FREE ROADS ON THE INTERSTATE SYSTEM 91
This equitable revision in the present formula would mean a saving to New

York taxpayers of about $600 million, and would permit the use of State funds
for further development of our urban arterial as well as primary and secondary
road systems.
We would like to call to your attention the fact that there has been a substan-

tial change in the Interstate Highway layout as originally established by the
United States Bureau of Public Roads, in the New York State vicinity. Initially,
New York had two principal north-south routes—namely Routes 9 and 11—
and one east-west route, the New York State Thruway.
In the original plan, immediately south of the New York-Pennsylvania line

and parallel to it, Pennsylvania Route 6 was designated as Interstate. A plan
has been worked out between Pennsylvania and the United States Bureau of
Public Roads, relocating the Interstate route approximately 60 miles south of
and parallel to Route 6.
This brings about in the network 2 parallel highways, one in Central New

York and one in the central part of Pennsylvania, approximately 150 miles apart.
Between them is a large area of established industrial and agricultural import-
ance which would not be readily served by expressway transportation unless ad-
ditional Interstate Highway designation were made.
We would therefore urge you to exert your greatest efforts to have Route 17

designated as Interstate, at least for that uncompleted portion from Sullivan
County to the western end of the State. This will serve not only the communities
through which it passes—which are now being penalized because of the facilities
offered by the New York Throughway, and in all probability will be affected by
construction of the proposed Pennsylvania route—but also New York City,
southern New England and northern New Jersey, as an efficient, economical
highway facility.
If there is anything at all that we can do to help you accomplish this result,

we stand ready. Your advice will be greatly appreciated.
Yours respectfully,

GEORGE E. KNOWLTON, Jr., President.

Mr. McGREGoR. I would like to congratulate the witness our col-
league, for the statement he has made and for the research he has
given to this matter, and for the information which I think will be
given every consideration by the committee. Certainly you are to be
congratulated on this.
Mr. PuLioN. Thank you.
Mr. FALLON. I have in my hand a statement from the Honorable

R. Walter Riehlman, Representative from the 35th District of New
York, who asked unanimous consent that it be filed immediately after
the remarks of Mr. Pillion. If there is no objection, it is so ordered.
(The statement referred to is as follows:)

REMARKS OF HON. R. WALTER RIEHLMAN, A REPRESENTATIVE IN CONGRESS
FROM THE STATE OF NEW YORK

AMENDING FEDERAL-AID HIGHWAY ACT OF 1956

Mr. Chairman, and members of the committee, I appreciate having the oppor-
tunity to appear before you today.
I want to commend the committee on considering H. R. 10422 and H. R. 10921,

Mr. Buckley's and Mr. Scherer's bills, which are proposals for reimbursement
to the States for construction of toll and free roads.
From previous statements made on this subject, one would be inclined to

believe that after the passage of the highway legislation in 1956, there should be
no consideration at this time for reimbursement to the States for the construc-
tion of toll roads and freeways which have been made a part of the Interstate
System.
However, I must call to the committee's attention the fact that it was the in-

tent of the Congress that we consider the matter at an early date. To prove
the intent of Congress that reimbursement should be considered, a provision,
which is section 144 of the Federal Highway Act of 1956, was written into this
legislation requiring the Secretary of Commerce to provide the Congress with a
report by January of 1958 in which complete information would be set forth as
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to the cost of reimbursement to the States which had constructed, or had under

construction at the time, freeways and toll roads. This report was made in

January to the Congress, and is House Document No. 301, 85th Congress, 2d

session.
In testimony given yesterday, the Department of Commerce went on record as

being opposed to the enactment of any of these bills at this time. I think em-

phasis should be made that the Department's position is more one of deferring

action rather than being one of unalterable opposition.

As indicated in the testimony which you have so kindly permitted me to pr
e-

sent, I am not in agreement with the Department of Commerce position. I

join with my colleague Mr. Pillion and other distinguished members from Ne
w

York urging your committee to take favorable action on this important legisl
a-

tion.
I would suggest that the committee extend its inquiry to include free

 roads

also, which are now a part of the Interstate System, but which were constru
cted

prior to January 30, 1957. This would be accomplished through acceptance of

H. R. 11558, which I recently introduced, and which is identical to com
panion

bills introduced by several other New York members. H. R. 1
1558 includes the

provisions of Mr. Buckley's bill.
Unfortunately, in the passage of the 1956 Federal In

terstate Highway Act,

Congress failed to provide for reimbursement in any for
m for highways which

were completed or under construction and which would be pa
rt of the Interstate

System. As a result, New York, along with a number of 
other States, has been

penalized for having the foresight to build vitally needed
 facilities.

New York State has spent over a billion dollars on highw
ays which are now a

part of the Interstate System. More than half of this amount
 went for toll roads

which were built without the assistance of Federal funds. 
The remaining por-

tion was expended for free roads upon which 50 percent Fede
ral aid was re-

ceived.
On the basis of the report issued by the Secretary of Comm

erce included in

House Document 301, 85th Congress, 2d session, New York 
State would be en-

titled to receive reimbursement of $822,800,000 for toll and f
ree roads completed

up to 1957 and properly depreciated.
Why should New York, or for that matter, any State, be p

enalized for moving

ahead forcefully and effectively in helping to meet our pressi
ng needs for modern

highways, while other States, now receiving full benefits of this 
fine program,

were not making similar efforts to improve outmoded highway 
systems?

Is it to be congressional intent to place a penalty on progress?

The legislation considered by your committee can partially alleviat
e the diffi-

culties DOW confronting New York and other States. But to be 
completely fair,

free roads should also be included with the toll roads, bridges and 
tunnels in

determining the proper apportionment of funds to the States conc
erned.

If the committee gave approval of the bills now before it, this would
 correct

the inequities in the present law by providing an increase in milea
ge in each

State and revising the formula used for distribution of Federal high
way funds.

For fiscal years, 1957-58-59, the Federal aid was based upon two-thir
ds popu-

lation, one-sixth mileage, and one-sixth area of the State. But for th
e years

1960-61-62, the formula will change to the percentage of each State's s
hare of

the remaining costs, excluding the mileage built by the States prior to
 1957.

Under this new formula, New York State's share of the Federal highwa
y funds

will drop from 7.10 percent to 4.95 percent.
The change in the formula will reduce New York's share by 2.1 p

ercent,

which would amount to an approximate loss of $141.9 million for th
e years

1960-61-62, based on an anticipated $6.6 billion to be apportioned
 to the States

for those 3 years.
I sincerely hope the committee will take corrective action such as outlined In

the proposed legislation. As it stands now, the people of New York State will

pay a disproportionate share of the Federal taxes because in obtaining highwa
y

grants New York State will not be on an equal basis with States that have no
t

made as much progress in their highway programs.

Mr. FALLON. Thank you very much, Mr. Pillion.
Our next witness this morning is a gentleman from the great State

of Oklahoma. As we have a very distinguished Representative from

that State on our committee, I would like to have him present the

gentleman from Oklahoma.
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Mr. EDMONDSON. Mr. Chairman, I appreciate this opportunity to
present to the committee our very able and respected director of the
State Highway Department of Oklahoma, Mr. C. A. Stoldt.
With Mr. Stoldt, and I assume sitting at his side when he testifies,

if he likes, would be the distinguished senior member of our State
senate from Oklahoma, the Honorable Keith Cartwright, who is here;
and the attorney for the governor on some matters and the State
highway department on some matters, Mr. Leroy Powers, who are
both in the room.
If you gentlemen would like to come forward and take chairs with

Mr. Stoldt, I am sure you would be welcome.

STATEMENT OF C. A. STOLDT, DIRECTOR, DEPARTMENT OF
HIGHWAYS, STATE OF OKLAHOMA

Mr. STOLDT. Thank you, Mr. Edmondson.
Mr. Chairman and gentlemen of the committee, as stated, I am C. A.

Stoldt, director, Department of Highways, State of Oklahoma.
I do not have a written statement.
I want to point out the position that the State of Oklahoma finds

itself in at the present time.
As you recall, the highway departments back in 1954, in cooperation

with the Bureau of Public Roads, were requested to make an estimate
of the cost to improve the Interstate System within their States. The
1956 act again contained a section that required that a reestimate be
made. In the case of many States, the second estimate was consider-
ably higher than the first estimate.
Our original estimate which was considered by Congress in 1955,

and, of course, was the basis for the 1956 Federal-Aid Act, was of 805
miles in Oklahoma, rural and urban, which had a total estimate of
approximately $550 million.
The 1956 act, of course, required that previous allotments to the

State for the improvement of the Interstate System be deducted. Also
any other mileage within the State that was determined to be the inter-
state alinement or route be deducted.
Our estimate submitted to the Bureau of Public Roads last July,

which had to be submitted to this Congress in January, was approxi-
mately $399 million, the original estimate having been $547 million,
approximately.
In the meantime we have 175 miles of toll roads in Oklahoma that

have been approved by the Department of Commerce as the interstate
route. Therefore we had to deduct that mileage and our estimate on
that mileage, had it not been approved as the interstate route, would
have been approximately $93 million.
The apportionment of interstate funds under the 1956 Federal-Aid

Act to Oklahoma was supplemental in the amount of approximately
$18 million for fiscal year 1957, $30.5 million for 1958, and slightly
less than $36 million for fiscal year 1959.
On the basis of the apportionment under the 1956 act, the State of

Oklahoma will receive a considerably lesser apportionment for fiscal
1960 and 1961 than they have. In other words, I do not know what
it will definitely be, but it will be slightly over $20 million. Last year
it was slightly less than $36 million.

25313-58 7
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Definitely Oklahoma is being penalized by having the toll roads
and other free roads that had been constructed prior to the 1956 act
deducted. In many cases, while other States' apportionments will be
increased, Oklahoma's, and I am sure other States find themselves in
the same position, will be decreased.
The Oklahoma Highway Department has geared itself, based on

the apportionment that they have. At the present time all interstate
funds• available to Oklahoma are programed—either under contract
or programed—on specific projects with the Bureau. The engineering
is complete on all of those projects. It is a matter of right-of-way,
and I am sure all of the funds will be under contract not later than
August of this year.
Having geared the operations of the Department to what we saw,

we feel we are really being penalized. I am sure Oklahoma is in no
different position than other States that have toll roads which have
been determined as the Interstate System route, or free roads that
have been improved and determined as the Interstate System route.
In the Buckley bill, which is the only one I have had the opporturrity

to read, it states that if passed, an equivalent mileage in any State
could be added to the Interstate System and improved, of course, to
interstate standards, and with Federal participation.
I have a question I would like to ask the committee. We have sev-

eral highways in Oklahoma that from a traffic volume standpoint and
actually from being an interstate route have a great public demand
that they be added to the Interstate System. However, the act which
created the Interstate System designated control points and that sys-
tem connected those control points.
If this is on an actual mileage basis, 175 miles in Oklahoma would

not connect to another control point.
We joined with the State of Kansas here over a year ago and made

a request to the Bureau of Public Roads that Highway 69, which origi-
nates in St. Louis and terminates in Dallas, be added to the Interstate
System. Of course, that request was not acted on because the 41,000
miles have been already allocated.
As far as I know, the State of Texas has not joined in that request.
Highway 69, across Oklahoma, is approximately 262 miles. High-

way 81 across the State, which is another very important highway in
Oklahoma, is 230 miles.
As I understand the act that created the Interstate System, there

are no dead ends. In other words, an interstate route has to be an
interstate route and connect with another interstate route or control
point.
I ask that as a question.
I believe I have set out the position that Oklahoma finds itself in

here in that it appears that our interstate apportionment for the next
year will be cut to approximately 60 percent of what it has been, and
apparently, because the toll roads were determined to be on the inter-
state route.

Unless there are some questions, I thank you.
Mr. BLATNIK. Commissioner, we thank you for your statement and

presentation.
Are there any questions to my right?
Mr. EDMONDSON. I would like to ask Mr. Stoldt to put into terms of

dollars, if he could, what this penalty is to the State of Oklahoma in

1



FREE ROADS ON THE INTERSTATE SYSTEM 95

interstate funds. Would you say it was costing as much as $10 mil-
lion a year in our interstate allocation because this already constructed
mileage has been deducted from the mileage for which we get money
allocated?
Mr. STOLDT. Yes, Mr. Edmondson. I believe I stated that our first

estimate to the Bureau of Public Roads on which the apportionment
to Oklahoma was based was approximately $547 million. Our last
estimate, where we had to exclude the toll roads, was approximately
$399 million.
Our estimate on the mileage which is included in the toll roads is

approximately $93 million.
Of course, the 1956 act sets out that the apportionment to the States

will be based on need to complete the system within whatever period
it is-13 years. Actually that is right, but Oklahoma has completed
175 miles of road that is approved as the interstate route, and we have
to deduct that from our estimate.
Mr. EDMONDSON. So what it is costing you is the difference between

$547 million and $399 million, or a total of $148 million?
Mr. STOLDT. Yes, sir. It will affect our apportionment for the fiscal

year. Last year it was approximately $36 million. This year it will
be probably around $22 million. I mean in the next fiscal year.
Mr. EDMONDSON. I thank you.
Mr. BLATNIK. The gentleman from Texas.
Mr. WRIGHT. At the time the State of Oklahoma acceded to the des-ignation of these toll facilities as part of the Interstate System, was ityour impression at that time that some arrangement would be made toreimburse those roads and liberate them from tolls and make them freeto the taxpaying public?
Mr. STOLDT. Yes, sir. That is correct. As I recall the original billthat was introduced in Congress in 1955, it contained a section thatstipulated the reimbursement for roads which were approved as theinterstate alinement.
Mr. SCHERER. That was the administration bill, was it not?
Mr. STorxer. Yes, sir. And, of course, the act that was passed in1956 contained a clause that a study would be made and a report wouldbe made on that.
Mr. SCHERER. The Congress rejected the original matter and arrivedat this.
Mr. STOLDT. That is right. The 1956 Federal Aid Highway Actwhich was passed just stated that a study would be made as to reim-bursement.
Let us consider Oklahoma again. Joplin, Mo., is a control point onthe Interstate System. Oklahoma City is a control point on the Inter-state System. That toll road as constructed, the Turner Turnpike,between Oklahoma City and Tulsa, and the Will Rogers Turnpike,from Tulsa northeast toward Joplin, is the ideal alinement betweenthose points. It is the most economical alinement.
Oklahoma requested that those roads be approved as the interstatealinement. It would definitely be foolish to parallel within a mileanother road of the characteristics of the interstate standards, a 4-lane,divided, controlled-access road. It could not be economically justifiedat all, and for that reason the Oklahoma Highway Department madethe request that the toll road be approved as the interstate route fromOklahoma City through Tulsa, northeast.
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Mr. WRIGHT. But you did have the impression at that time that some
action would be taken to pay for these roads, liberating them from tolls
and making them eventually free to the motoring public?
Mr. SToraiyr. I believe that when we first started talking about the

Interstate System the wording in the original bill considered back in
1955 by Congress was that there would be a reimbursement based on
the depreciated basis for the years, and so forth, and that that reim-
bursement could be either used to retire bonds on the toll roads or to
construct other roads within the State on any other system.
Mr. SCHERER. Will you yield?
Mr. WRIGHT. Yes.
Mr. SCHERER. May I say in my opinion your recollection of the

provisions of the original act or bill are correct. That came as a
direct result of the recommendation and the language contained in
the Clay committee report.
Mr. DOOLEY. Will the gentleman yield for a question?
Mr. WRIGHT. Oh, yes.
Mr. DOOLEY. I presume that the toll roads were built with a bond

issue?
Mr. STOLDT. That is correct.
Mr. DOOLEY. Are the bonds callable?
Mr. STOLDT. I am sure that they are.
I might explain, in Oklahoma the toll roads are under the turn-

pike authority, and there is no connection between the turnpike au-
thority and the highway department.
Mr. DOOLEY. I see.
Mr. WRIGHT. I understand the gentleman's position to be in favor

of this bill, and I think I support the purpose of the bill also.
I want to ask you this question, as Director of the Department of

Highways of the State of Oklahoma: Which would be less expensive
for the Federal Government—to commit itself to construct for 90
percent of the total cost, additional equivalent mileage, or to pay off
the remaining indebtedness that exists on the toll roads and make
them free to the public?
Mr. STOLDT. I find myself in this position: I explained there is no

connection between the turnpike authority and the highway depart-
ment. I am here representing the Oklahoma State Highway Depart-
ment and the Governor of Oklahoma, and I am not representing the
turnpike authority.
Mr. WRIGHT. I understand that.
Mr. STOLDT. This is merely an opinion. I think it would probably

be more economical to pay off the bonds, but again I am not here
speaking for the turnpike authority of Oklahoma.
Mr. WRIGHT. I didn't want to place you in the position of speaking

for someone else, but it was rather just a request for your personal
opinion on that question.
Mr. SCHERER. Will the gentleman yield for one question based on

that?
Mr. WRIGHT. Yes.
Mr. SCHERER. If we pay off the bonds, however, that would retard

the building of more roads. If credits were given for mileage then
we could build more needed roads and you would not retard the total
highway program.
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Mr. STOLDT. You are absolutely correct.
Mr. SCI7DDER. If that procedure were followed, then Oklahoma

would be getting a much greater mileage proportionately than other

States which did not have toll roads. That is, if we assumed the re-
sponsibility of paying off the toll roads, which I think eventually we

should do. But if we gave you mileage in lieu of toll roads then you
would be getting a great advantage over the other States of the Union.

Mr. SCHERER. Provided you give them the interstate roads. They

may not need interstate roads in any sparsely settled State like Okla-

homa. But if you give them credits for primary roads equivalent to

what they have invested in toll roads, then you do not retard it and you

assist them in building roads and reimbursing them for the loss they

sustained by taking away from them so much mileage on the Inter-

state System.
Mr. SCUDDER. But you could not do both, could you?
Mr. SCHERER. No.
Mr. EDMONDSON. I would like to interpose to defend the State's honor

on this question of sparse settlement. We do not have people stacked
up on top of each other as high as they do in Ohio, but I do not think
that 2,200,000 people is sparsely settled either.
Mr. SCIIERER. I did not mean to cast any aspersion, but I meant by

comparison to the State of New York it is sparsely settled. That is

why Mr. Blatnik stated this morning you have different problems in

different States, and so you have to work out a theory of reimbursement

which is pretty flexible in order to take care of New York, and Okla-

homa, and Ohio. Frankly, that is what I intended.
You would not want to add an equivalent amount of interstate mile-

age perhaps at the present time in Oklahoma. I say that not know-
ing the situation.
Mr. EDMONDSON. The gentleman is incorrect on that assumption.
Mr. STOLDT. Yes, sir.
Mr. BALDWIN. May I ask this question of you, Mr. Stoldt : In what

year was the legislation passed in Oklahoma to authorize the construc-

tion of this toll road?
Mr. &mixer. The original act was passed I think in 1948. That was

just for the Turner Turnpike. If you will pardon me, I will ask

Senator Cartwright to answer that question.
Mr. BALDWIN. I would like to know the year when legislation was

passed to authorize the construction of the toll road now on the Inter-

state System?
Mr. EDMONDSON. There are two of them on the Interstate System.
Mr. STOLDT. That is right. Let us ask Senator Cartwright.
Mr. CARTWRIGHT. 1947 the Turner Turnpike, and 1953 the other one.
Mr. BALDWIN. Mr. Stoldt, the legislation that was passed author-

izing the construction of those toll roads was passed before there was

any proposal at all on the Federal level on reimbursement of toll roads
under any circumstances. Isn't that correct?
Mr. STOLDT. That is correct; yes, sir.
Mr. BALDWIN. SO you would have built those toll roads whether or

not there was ever any discussion brought up on the Federal level for
reimbursement.
Mr. STOLDT. That is correct; yes, sir.
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Mr. MACK. Mr. Stoldt, the March 1 report of the Bureau of PublicRoads indicates that this program, the Interstate System program,has not been going forward as rapidly as any of us hoped, and it has
not been building the miles of road and providing the jobs that we
hoped it would provide. That is mainly due to the lagging in some
of the States. For example, New Jersey and Connecticut and Delaware
and Indiana have used less than 50 percent of the money, or have pro-
gramed less than 50 percent of the money allocated. Your State is
not in the category of doing a poor job, but is in the category of doing
one of the best jobs.
The State of Oklahoma has been allocated $88 million in the past 2

years. Your State has programed all but $11 million of the money
which has been allocated to the State of Oklahoma. In other words,
you have been using 85 percent or 90 percent of the money, whereas
many of the other States have been using far less or putting into
operation far less than 50 percent of the money. Your State ranks
fourth in the Nation in the number of miles started, being exceeded
on the Interstate System only by Texas, North Carolina, and Iowa.
What is the reason for the success of the State of Oklahoma in

making this program work there, whereas it seems not to be operating
at full efficiency in some of the other States ?
Mr. STOLDT. I will try to answer your question, but first I would

like to correct the information which you have. I realize that there
is a lag in time between when you get reports from the Bureau of Public
Roads and the present.

All of our interstate money is programed in Oklahoma. I made a
statement a while ago that I think it will all be under actual contract
not later than August. We cannot program another interstate project
in Oklahoma until additional Federal funds are made available for
that purpose.
Now, to answer your question, sir. There may have been some doubt

in a number of States as to whether this Interstate Act or the 1956 act
actually appropriating funds for the construction of the System of
Interstate and Defense Highways would be made the law. In Okla-
homa we anticipated that. It takes considerable time, and I wish I
could get the public to understand that, to engineer a highway of the
kind we are talking about, and finally getting it in a position to let a
contract on it.
We were working on that before the 1956 act was passed.
We originally had 805 miles on the Interstate System in Oklahoma.

I am sure you are not familiar, or most of you are not familiar with
Oklahoma, but the Interstate System in Oklahoma cuts through
Kansas and has a control point at Oklahoma City. Then it goes down
to the south of Amarillo and it goes from Oklahoma City to Little
Rock.
The engineering from Oklahoma City north to the Kansas line is

completed. All we have left is to let a contract and to acquire the
right-of-way. We have several sections of that under contract at
the present time, but if we had the money we could let the whole route
for contract tomorrow.
The same is true from El Reno, which is about 30 miles west of

Oklahoma City, west to the Texas line. We have the interstate south
from Oklahoma City under contract to Purcell, and we have 16 miles
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from Red River north ready to let for contract. It is ready as far

as engineering from Oklahoma City east to just north of Shawnee,

Okla. We have 16 miles ready to let for contract from Arkansas

east.
So Oklahoma is in this position: They will be able to utilize

interstate funds as fast as the Congress makes them available.
Mr. MACK. Do you have any difficulty in obtaining the allocation

or earmarking of funds for your State from the Bureau of Public
Roads?
Mr. STOLDT. No, sir our connections with the Bureau are very nice,

very fine.
Mr. EDMNODSON. Would you yield there?
Mr. MACK. Yes.
Mr. EDMONDSON. Mr. Stoldt told me this morning something very

interesting, too. He made his first application for an advance under
section 6. I think this week you said you applied for your first
advance under that section.
Mr. STOLDT. The day before yesterday.
Mr. EDMONDSON. That was $5 million to be advanced under sec-

tion 6. All of this was done without advance money.
Mr. MACK. I have one other question. It was testified here yes-

terday that if a $10-million sum was wanted by a State that that State
would necessarily have to have the $10 million before it could get
$9 million of Federal money on a 90-10 matching basis. Have you
ever had any such experience with the Bureau of Public Roads?
Mr. STOLDT. No, sir.
Mr. MACK. Why would you have to be sure to have the entire amount

of money on hand to get the 90 percent from the Federal Govern-
ment? How long does it take from the time you secure the program-
ing of funds until actual construction is started? What is the normal
period of time for that? Does it require buying right-of-way and
doing engineering and calling for bids?
Mr. STOLDT. That is what requires the time. As far as funds are

concerned, they are available immediately. In the past, and we hope
it will be that way this time, for several years funds for the next fiscal
year became available to us for programing, generally speaking, to let
contracts some time in July.
In other words, we have all of our fiscal 1959 funds under actual

programing with the Bureau.
When I say that, I am talking about primary funds and secondary

funds and interstate funds. In other words, in Oklahoma we cannot
program another project with the Bureau of Public Roads until the
Federal funds are made available.
Mr. MACK. The Senate is now considering a bill to provide $1 bil-

lion of additional funds to the States for work on the Interstate Sys-
tem, and I think some additional funds for the ABC roads. If that
bill were passed and the money were made available now, how long
would it be before any construction could be started in your State with
the additional funds?
Mr. STOLDT. Thirty days after it was made available.
Mr. MACK. You could have the work actually moving?
Mr. &mum We already have the engineering and right-of-way and

are ready to go. All we need is the funds.
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Mr. DOOLEY. You mentioned the right-of-way on the road going
north to Kansas. Everything is ready but the right-of-way?
Mr. STOLDT. That is right.
Mr. DOOLEY. It took almost 6 years in New York State to acquire

the right-of-way for the throughway. How long did it take in Okla-
homa?
Mr. STOLDT. It is the first time we have used Federal funds for

participation in right-of-way costs in Oklahoma. I am sure you are
familiar with that. We have to have it appraised by two independent
appraisers.
Mr. DOOLEY. Right.
Mr. STOLDT. On an 8-mile section—of course, it is hard to compare a

rural area in Oklahoma with what you are talking about in New
York 
Mr. DOOLEY. That is right.
Mr. STOLDT. But it will take 30 days to appraise it, and another 30

days. We cannot send a right-of-way agent out to acquire the right-
of-way until after the Bureau approves the appraisal. It will take
another 30 days to acquire it.
Mr. DOOLEY. That is fast.
Mr. STOLDT. But we can usually appraise and clear up an 8-mile sec-

tion of highway in about 60 days.
Mr. MACK. Oklahoma is undoubtedly setting a very good example

for a number of States lagging on the program. I suggest that they
get in touch with you.
Mr. SCHERER. Mr. Edmondson has a highway director who, it ap-

pears to me, is extremely efficient, and he should have him talk to the
distinguished Governor of the State of Connecticut.
Mr. BYRNE. Mr. Stoldt, you indicated as of today you made a re-

quest for an advance of some 5 or 6 million dollars.
Mr. STOLDT. Yes, sir.
Mr. BYRNE. Were you given to understand how quickly that re-

quest would be acted upon?
Mr. STOLDT. No, sir, I was not, but as I understand it, there is no

question about it. I might explain why we have made that request.
Mr. BYRNE. Undoubtedly the reason why you made the request is

you need the money, and you would like to move this project along
and put people to work. Is that about your state of mind?
Mr. STOLDT. That is correct. And up until this accelerated high-

way program, or the 1956 act, was 'passed, for several years our aver-
age annual highway construction in Oklahoma would run approxi-
mately $34 million a year. At the present time, in active contracts
in some degree of completion we have approximately $80 million of
outstanding contracts. The way we have been operating in Oklahoma
is that we pay our contracts on a progressive estimate monthly or bi-
monthly. In other words, we will pay an estimate bimonthly. We
pay the estimate and then we request reimbursement for the Federal
share of that money.
Mr. SCHERER. Could I interrupt? How long does it take to get the

Federal share?
Mr. STOLDT. It will take, after you pay a progress payment, an

estimate of somewhere between 30 and 60 days before you actually
get the money back from the Federal Government. That is the rea-
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son why we are making this request. In other words, we have a lot

of Interstate System jobs going that have 90 percent Federal money

in them, and we are spending the money faster than our tax money

is coming in.
We cannot stand that 30- to 60-day lag.
Mr. BYRNE. On the request you made as of. today, and having in

mind your past experience, you are of the opinion that that money
will be forthcoming within a reasonable time, are you not?
Mr. STOLDT. Yes, sir.
Mr. BYRNE. That is all.
Mr. FALLON. Any other questions?
Mr. BALDWIN. One question.
If it were necessary, Mr. Stoldt, in order to obtain Federal reim-

bursement of any type, for you to pay off the bonds on the toll road,
do you have any statutory limitations to paying off those bonds at
any time?
Mr. STOLDT. It is my opinion—and again I will call on Senator

Cartwright—that those bonds could be retired or could be called at
any time. Is that correct?
Mr. CARTWRIGHT. At any time.
Mr. STOLDT. But again I want to point out that I am not in a posi-

tion to speak for the Oklahoma Turnpike Authority.
Mrs. BLITCH. I would like to ask one question, if I may.
May I ask the gentleman how many miles overall, including the

175 that I believe you have on toll roads, how many miles overall do
you have on the Interstate System in Oklahoma?
Mr. STOLDT. We have 609.3 miles on the Interstate System in Okla-

homa, excluding the 175 miles that are toll roads.
Mrs. BUTCH. Thank you.
Mr. FALLON. Thank you very much, Mr. Stoldt.
Mr. DiNatale, would you give your name and title to the reporter,

please?

STATEMENT OF ANTHONY N. DiNATALE, COMMISSIONER OF PUBLIC

WORKS, COMMONWEALTH OF MASSACHUSETTS

Mr. DINATALE. Yes, Mr. Chairman, and members of the Public
Works Committee.
Permit me first, if I may, to convey to you the regrets of His Ex-

cellency, Foster Furcolo, Governor of Massachusetts, for being un-
able personally to appear before you today in favor of the Buckley,
Donohue, and Lane bills, amending the Federal Highway Act of 1956
to increase the mileage on the Interstate Highway System.
Governor Furcolo has designated me to appear for him. My name

is Anthony N. DiNatale, Commissioner of Public Works of the Com-
monwealth of Massachusetts.
During the whole period of discussion of the Federal Highway Act

of 1956, it was the constantly expressed conviction that traffic con-
gestion was to be relieved by the Interstate System.
I submit to you that the relief of traffic congestion is still the most

acute problem facing our national highway program today.
While the Interstate System was authorized in 1944, the impetus

necessary to accelerate its construction was only provided by the
Federal-Aid Highway Act of 1956.
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Previous to the 1956 legislation, many States such as Massachusettswere compelled to take the initiative in solving their own traffic prob-lems.
This resulted in the construction of 126 miles of toll road now on theapproved Interstate System in Massachusetts.
It is only fair that such mileage constructed to interstate stand-ards and approved by the Federal Bureau of Public Roads as part ofthe Interstate System should be credited to the respective States byincreasing their allocation in the Interstate System by the sameamount of mileage.
It should be recognized that the mileage of Interstate System builtas toll roads without Federal assistance would have had to be con-

structed now and the cost of the same would have had to be includedin the needs estimate for the current Interstate System.
I wish to emphasize that the respective States affected by the

Buckley, Donohue, and Lane bills would only be receiving what they
are rightfully entitled to: otherwise they would be penalized for their
foresight in advancing sections of the Interstate System which are
now furnishing vitally needed service to the motoring public.
The action of the Secretary of Commerce in approving certain sec-

tions of toll roads as parts of the Interstate System without allocating
equivalent mileage to the respective States is not in harmony with the
intent of Congress.
The Buckley, Lane, and Donohue bills provide a method for ad-

justing this condition by a distribution of additional mileage on the
Interstate System to the several States involved.
This would mean to Massachusetts an increase of approximately 126

miles in its Interstate System, all of which can be definitely assigned
by Massachusetts to extremely essential sections of highways.
I sincerely hope that this committee will recommend an early assign-

ment of the mileage and provide the funds for the construction of same
within a reasonable period of time so that we may now plan for the
construction of these vitally needed projects.

Massachusetts is ready to go forward with its portion of the cost
involved.
In summation, the Commonwealth of Massachusetts strongly advo-

cates the passage of the Buckley, Donohue, and Lane bills.
Thank you, gentlemen, for the opportunity to appear before you

to express the views of Gov. Foster Furcolo and myself.
Mr. FALLON. Thank you.
Mr. DINATALE. And Gov. Foster Furcolo expresses his best wishes

to you.
Mr. FALLON. I am sorry he was unable to come.
Mr. DINATALE. He just got over a little illness.
Mr. FALLON. Mr. Blatnik, any questions?
Mr. BLATNIK. First I would ask you to please return our greetings

to your Governor. We recall him when he was a very able Member
of the House, and also a real friend of ours, and a real gentleman.
Mr. DiNatale, what as the cost of your 126 miles of toll roads?
Mr. DINATALE. I have pointed out in my remarks the need for a

toll road or a road in Massachusetts east and west such as the toll road
there is very vital and very important. It is the one road that carries
a considerable amount of traffic east and west through Massachusetts.
The cost is approximately $200 million.
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Mr. BLATNIK. Do you have any estimate on the cost of any addi-
tional and equivalent 126 miles to be built?
Mr. DINATALE. Yes. It could vary. We are vitally interested in

sections of Massachusetts that really need this additional mileage go-
ing north, south, and east and southeast. The cost of that 126 miles in
the area that I am thinking about, which shows on a plan that was
submitted to the Gore committee recently, would be approximately
$400 million.
Mr. BLATNIK. About twice the cost of your State's toll road?
Mr. DINATALE. Due to the nature of the terrain and the areas it

goes through.
Mr. BLATNIK. YOU have shorter runs connecting rather highly

settled and densely populated areas?
Mr. DINATALE. That is right.
Mr. BLATNIK. And you feel that merely the additional equivalent

of 126 miles of Interstate Highways would be the answer to your
problem?
Mr. DINATALE. Oh, no. No. The answer to Massachusetts' prob-

lem is far greater than this. We are trying to get whatever we can
and we hope that this bill providing at least 126 miles will be passed.
We are asking for an additional 285 miles which we feel is rightfully
just and due Massachusetts.
Mr. FALLON. You say it is rightfully just and due Massachusetts.
Mr. DINATALE. We think so; yes, sir.
Mr. FALLON. You know the other States have the same opinion,

namely, that they are entitled to a just and due extra mileage?
Mr. DINATALE. Of course. I have no quarrel with the other States.
Mr. BLATNIK. I have no other questions, Mr. Chairman.
Mr. FALLON. Mr. Mack.
Mr. MACK. We on the Republican side are well acquainted with

your Governor too through our mutual service in the Congress, and
we have the highest regard for his ability. I think all a us who
knew him are also very proud to call him a friend.
Mr. DINATALE. Oh, you are so kind.
Mr. MACK. In Massachusetts you have now programed 24 miles of

highway, according to the March 1 report of the Bureau of Public
Roads. The cost of that highway in Federal and State funds is
given as $95 million. That means the average construction cost of
the State of Massachusetts is about $4 million a mile.
I would be interested to know—and I know you have a densely

populated State and that is the reason for it—but I would be in-
terested to know what part of the cost of the highway in Massa-
chusetts is the acquisition of right-of-way? Would it be running
around 50 percent?
Mr. DINATALE. Unfortunately, yes; and I might add perhaps a

little more. I would say I think it would run closer to 75 percent,
rather than 50 percent.
Mr. MACK. That is due to the acquisition of city property of high

value?
Mr. DINATALE. Yes, sir.
Mr. SCUDDER. The purpose of the Interstate Highways, of course,

was to tie the capitals of each of the States together with the nearest
route to the adjoining capital in another State, and to make available
a certain high type of highway for military use in case of need.
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Is this new road you are proposing the most direct route from the
capital of Massachusetts?
Mr. DINATALE. Not so much through the capital, because the capital

of Massachusetts geographically happens to be on just the eastern
end of the State. However, the second part of your question, does it
run through military establishments, could be answered "Yes." It
certainly does.
Mr. SCUDDER. I mean from one State capital to another. Not mili-

tary establishments, because that was never considered. We did not
try to link up the military establishments, but tried to provide a
north-south and east-west short route for military use for transporting
material and personnel.
Mr. DINATALE. I understand. Of course, our Interstate System

does run from capital to capital of our neighboring States.
Mr. SCUDDER. What I am thinking about with regard to the re-

quest being made is that if we authorize new mileage to the original
programs to take care of special cases we will be increasing the inter-
state mileage, and at the present time it looks as if we cannot keep up
with commitments with present income. I cannot see where the
money will come from to support additional mileage. I think you
have a financial problem which is very difficult.
I thought we were going to try to correct some of the conditions in

regard to toll roads. It was my thought that in time the Govern-
ment would take over the toll roads and make all roads free for
travel.
You cannot have your cake and eat it, too. If you are going to give

special treatment to Oklahoma and Massachusetts, every other State
will ask for additional mileage, then who is going to pay for taking
over these toll roads? I cannot see where we are going to be able
to go along on such a program, without changing the entire concept of
the Interstate system program.
I appreciate your statement very much. There is a necessity for

roads, because we need a lot more roads in California. I do not
have a foot of Interstate Highway in my district, and every one of
my constituents would be very happy to have more money spent on
highways.
Mr. DINATALE. I do not know whether these figures are correct

or not, but they would be nearly so. Per capita I think Massachu-
setts has about the smallest amount of Interstate System of any State
in the Union. This might be a broad statement of the fact, but on
close scrutiny I think you will find it will not be too far off. Although
they speak of 450 miles, in effect, actually we have only 350 miles.
The State of Massachusetts is a highly industrial one, which in the
future might have to depend on its tourist business as a result of
the flight of industry. So roads become a very important part of
Massachusetts if we are to survive in the future, because we must
depend on other fields and natural resources, perhaps.
This might be the main life stream of Massachusetts in the future,

this tourist business, and this is one of the most important reasons
why the Interstate System is going to contribute heavily to the future
of Massachusetts, in my opinion.
Mr. SCUDDER. All States, of course, were not treated alike in this

program. I have had it called to my attention that Nevada, Arizona,



FREE ROADS ON THE INTERSTATE SYSTEM 105

and New Mexico are getting much more tha
n they pay in. That

was the intent, to help the States which could 
not help themselves. I

believe the richer States should take care of th
eir own highway needs

until we get this program underway, becaus
e I do not know what

you would use for money otherwise.
Mr. DINATALE. I certainly do not quarrel w

ith your philosophy.

I am all for it and I believe the richer States
 should help the poorer

States. There is no question about this.
Mr. BALDWIN. Mr. DiNatale, this toll road se

ction, as I understand

it, was authorized by your State before there was
 any proposal for this

Federal Highway Act of 1956.
Mr. DINATALE. That is right.
Mr. BALDWIN. SO it was built entirely on its o

wn merits as a toll

road, regardless of whether Congress ever passe
d the act of 1956.

Mr. DINATALE. Of course.
Mr. BALDWIN. Could I ask you this questio

n: In the event any

proposal came up that you had to pay off the bo
nds on your toll roads,

do you have any statutory limitation which wo
uld prevent it?

Mr. DINATALE. No I do not think there is, alt
hough I am not too

familiar with the toll road. Again here the t
oll-road authority is a

separate or nonintegral part of the highway s
ystem. However, I am

quite sure they can, although I am not here
 to state that we sell the

bonds of the toll road. Leave the toll ro
ad alone. It is doing a

marvelous job. All we want is a little additional mileage to get 
it

off the Interstate System so we can put it into
 roads which are much

more vitally needed in Massachusetts.
Mr. BALDWIN. How would you justify charg

ing a toll to somebody

in another State using your Interstate Sys
tem, when another State

has free roads in the Interstate System and t
hey have paid for that?

Mr. DINATALE. Of course, that question has co
me up many times,

and what is the sense of having a parallel rout
e, so to speak. We do

not have a parallel route where one would compe
nsate the other. The

toll road was gotten through an act of the Massa
chusetts Legislature.

It is there and it is serving its purpose, and I ha
ve no quarrel with it.

Mr. BALDWIN. When did this toll road co
me on the Interstate

System?
Mr. DINATALE. I imagine when the act took

 effect—in 1956 or 1957.

Mr. BALDWIN. In 1957?
Mr. DINATALE. It was built in 1951 or 1952.

Mr BALDWIN. You mentioned in your stateme
nt:

The action of the Secretary of Commer
ce in approving certain sections of toll

roads as parts of the Interstate Sys
tem without allocating equivalent milea

ge

to the respective States is not in har
mony with the intent of Congress.

Did not the State of Massachusetts have to
 make application for

that? The Secretary of Commerce never o
n his own initiative has

taken any road into the Interstate System unles
s the State first applied

for it, as I understand it.
Mr. DINATALE. That could very well be. I sho

uld inform you that

I was only appointed public works commiss
ioner exactly 6 months

ago. This was before my time. I could n
ot see how any reason-

able thinking could place a toll road as part 
of an Interstate System

which the Federal act allows us to have as m
ileage and then give us

this mileage of 450 miles when, in effect, we a
re not getting 450 miles.
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Mr. BALDWIN. My only point is, my understanding of the proce-dure of the Secretary of Commerce is, he never takes the initiativeand goes out and states that this will be a road on the Interstate Sys-tem. In every case to my knowledge first the State involved has tomake application for that particular road to be incorporated in theInterstate System, so there must have been a voluntary applicationby your State to have that done.
Mr. DINATALE. Absolutely. Of course there was, by a previousadministration.
Mr. BALDWIN. That is all.
Mr. WRIGHT. Mr. DiNatale, I was right with you up to a certainpoint. It is your position that your State is being penalized, becauseit had the foresight to go ahead and build some of these roads on itsown hook.
Mr. DINATALE. Yes, sir.
Mr. WRIGHT. How much tax money is represented in this $200 mil-lion which it cost to build the 126 miles?
Mr. DINATALE. How much tax money is represented in the $200million bonds?
Mr. WRIGHT. It is bonded to pay off the loans by the users?Mr. DINATALE. Yes, sir. This is under an authority. It is non-taxable.
Mr. WRIGHT. There is no tax money in it?
Mr. DINATALE. That is right.
Mr. WRIGHT. You said you would not gain anything if the FederalGovernment were to take over those toll roads and make them freeto the public and not give you any additional mileage. But yourmotoring public would gain from it, would they not? They wouldgain the free use of that road.
Mr. DINATALE. Yes; but we would be losing additional and muchneeded mileage.
Mr. WRIGHT. That is all.
Mrs. BrirrcH. Mr. Chairman.
Mr. FALLON. Mrs. Blitch.
Mrs. BLITCH. In other words, then, what you are really asking for,sir, is 126 miles advantage over States who do not have toll roads inthe Interstate System.
Mr. DINATALE. Not in that light.
Mrs. BLITCH. But essentially that is what you are asking us to do?Mr. DINATALE. We are trying to recoup the interstate mileageallocation of 450 miles to Massachusetts, and I would like to see 450miles of actual Interstate System, not including the toll roads.Mrs. BUTCH. But you are asking us to add 126 miles to your partof the Interstate System.
Mr. DOOLEY. Will the gentlewoman yield?
Mrs. BLrrcll. Yes.
Mr. DOOLEY. You are only asking for what you deserve. Withouthaving the toll road, you would be entitled to have 126 miles more.Mr. DINATALE. That is correct. In my opinion.Mrs. BLITCH. I would say to the gentleman that would be a matterof opinion.
Mr. DOOLEY. Under the law.
Mrs. BLITCH. What law, sir?
Mr. DOOLEY. The 1956 Defense Highway Act.
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Mrs. BUTCH. It says Massachusetts deserves an extra 126 miles on
the Interstate System?
Mr. DOOLEY. Not over anything else, but under the formula I think

they would be entitled to that mileage.
Mrs. Burrell. Then why are we presented with this bill?
Mr. DOOLEY. To get compensating mileage for toll highways.
Mrs. BUTCH. If it has already been determined by the 1956 high-

way bill, why do we have this before us?
Mr. DOOLEY. As I understand it, the toll highway totals are deducted

from the entire mileage to go to the State of Massachusetts, because
it is already part of the Interstate System.
Mrs. BLITCH. If we already have it in the 1956 Highway Act, then:

why are we asked to have this bill passed here?
Mr. EDMONDSON. What the gentleman means to say, if he will permit

me, is that the State's allocation of money is reduced by that amount
of miles on the turnpike.
Mr. DOOLEY. Exactly.
Mr. ED1VIOND5ON. So in that sense the State is losing.
Mrs. Bixrcii. May I say the gentleman who is testifying here, from

Massachusetts, is not asking for the money to which they are bound
by bonds in the State of Massachusetts. He wants this 126 miles
extra on the Interstate System.
Mr. Dowxy. Not extra.
Mr. EDMONDSON. He is asking for it as a device to get the money

allocated to him to pay his road bonds. Is that not right?
Mr. DINATALE. That is right.
Mrs. BLITCH. But I must agree with you that 126 miles will be

added to the Interstate System of Massachusetts.
Mr. DINATALE. Oh, no.
Mr. EDMONDSON. If that is the method of reimbursement we arrive

at to get the State reimbursed for the turnpike mileage, it might add
miles to the system. We might arrive at a different reimbursement
plan.

Mrs. BLITCH. Then would my colleague argree with me we would
still not have reached an egalitarian method of treatment of the various
States. They would still be unequal, in other words, insofar as the
Interstate System is concerned, and we would have all of the other
States in here requesting additional mileage on the Interstate System,
plus the fact that the Interstate System has hardly gotten off the
ground yet.
Mr. EDMONDSON. I think if we leave the turnpike mileage in and

added additional mileage to it, the lady would have a point.
Mr. DOOLEY. Under the Pillion bill the States would get compensat-

ing mileage for freeways built for roads during the period of 1947 to
1957, and Georgia would be well taken care of.
Mrs. BUTCH. Will you please explain those remarks?
Mr. DOOLEY. Have you read the Pillion bill? Under that, com-

pensating mileage would be given for free as well as for toll roads built
in the intervening period between 1947 and 1957.
Mrs. BLITCH. That again would throw various States out of line,

because the Interstate System does not have freeways and we would
still have an unequal position as far as the Interstate System is con-
.cerned.
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Mr. FALLON. May I interrupt at this point?
We are talking about formulas for reimbursement to States. I

think if we have the witnesses here from out of town and get their
opinions and their testimony, then we can decide to go into the matter
in executive session.
Mr. WRIGHT. May I make a parliamentary inquiry? Did anyone

hear the bells?
Mr. FALLON. They were the quarter of twelve bells. Inasmuch as

we cannot do anything legally while the House is in session, I have sent
Mr. Sullivan over to secure permission from the Speaker to sit this
aftenioon. The out-of-town witnesses would like to get back to their
jobs. Being in the road business, they are very busy people.
Mr. SCHERER. How many witnesses do we have?
Mr. FALLON. We have Mr. Brice from Iowa, and Mr. Tonti from

New Jersey, and Mr. Richards from Harrisburg, Pa., and Mr. James
Wright from New York.
Are there any other questions?
Mr. SCHWENGEL. I have one question.
You are aware, of course, that the present estimates are that if we

do not add any new mileage to the road system it will still take 20
years to build a road system with the money we have now assigned to
the trust fund. You are aware of that, are you not?
Mr. DINATALE. I am aware of it, but I am certainly against it. It

is stretching it out to 24 years.
Mr. SCHWENGEL. My next question is, you are aware also if we do

not change the formula and do what many of those who are testifying
here tell us we should do, it will stretch out at least another 5 years to
get the road system completed, will it not?
Mr. DINATALE. In the interests of the Interstate System any

stretchout in my opinion would be absolutely unwise.
Mr. SCHWENGEL. Would you support or can you designate a new tax

that we can levy that would step this program up?
Mr. DINATALE. I leave that in the good hands of the Congress,

which has much more ability than I possess.
Mr. SCHWENGEL. My point is that you people are asking for this,

and I think you ought to show the way and tell us frankly you would
be willing to pay for the taxes necessary.
Mr. DINATALE. I think we would be trespassing on your rights.

Do you not think so?
Mr. FALLON. Thank you very much, Mr. DiNatale, for your fine

statement and the intelligent manner in which you handled the interro-
gation from the members.
Mr. SCHWENGEL. Thank you, Mr. Chairman.
Mr. FALLON. Our next witness is from the State of Iowa. We have

a very distinguished member from that State and for a better presenta-
tion I think we should turn it over to our colleague, Mr. Schwengel.
. Mr. SCHWENGEL. Thank you, Mr. Chairman.
I am very happy to present a very distinguished member of the

Iowa Commission of State Highways. I should like to add, Iowa is
proud of the fact that years ago she gave one of her fine public servants
to come here to Washington to plan the Federal road system and help
to set up the Bureau of Public Roads and initiate a system of Federal-
State partnership.
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Iowa has done a great job of building roads, and we have taken
advantage of every opportunity to meet the challenge that was ours
to build good roads. Pretty largely this has been so because we have
had outstanding members in the Iowa State Highway Commission,
and today the man representing Iowa and the highway commission
is no exception. In private life he is an engineer and lie has made a
very fine contribution to his community in many ways.
I am very happy to present to this committee Mr. Robert Brice of

the Iowa Highway Commission.
Mr. FALLON. On behalf of the committee we extend our welcome.

STATEMENT OF ROBERT BRICE, MEMBER, IOWA STATE HIGHWAY
COMMISSION, DES MOINES, IOWA

Mr. BRICE. Thank you, sir.
First I would like to express my gratitude for the opportunity to

appear before the Public Works Committee on behalf of the Governor
of Iowa to discuss briefly the problem of reimbursement both for toll
and free roads.
Iowa now has 6 specific highway projects involved in this dis-

cussion, 5 of them being free roads constructed under 1952 and 1954
acts, with 50-50 or 60 40 participation.
The sixth one is the privately owned Mormon Trail Bridge across

the Missouri River into Nebraska, which is owned by a Nebraska
corporation.
Of course, involved also is the easterly approach to the bridge

' 
about

8 miles of interstate highway. As we have reported to you in House
Document 301, the expenditures on the six projects amount to
$1,244,000 of private funds, $6,976,000 of Federal funds, and $4,078,000
of State funds. Therefore the total to be considered for .reimburse-
ment only amounts in our case to approximately $4 million. Of course,
that would be minus, from the $4 million, the depreciation involved,
and also the 10 percent of State matching funds which it involved.
Mr. FALLON. Is that a toll bridge?
Mr. BRicE. That is right.
By the way, a point that occurred to me in listening to the discus-

sions this morning is this: For instance, this toll bridge is privately
financed by a bond issue, and it is set up in such a way that at such time
as the bonds are paid off the ownership reverts to the State of Iowa
and becomes a free bridge if we wish it to, or else we can continue
to collect tolls on it.
Mr. FALLON. What is the length of time for amortization?
Mr. BRICE. It was originally set up, I believe, for 20 years, but now

I think it is down only to 5 years still to go before it is paid off.
In view of the fact that the 41,000 miles involved in the presently

designated Interstate System was set up for primary national defense
in 1944, it would appear to be of the greatest importance to get the
greatest number of miles of highways in use at the earliest possible
time. That would be regardless of whether those miles have been
financed by toll revenue or by public taxation money.
One of the principles of the Interstate System was that it was to

be a free-road network. If the Federal Government does reimburse
the toll roads, then the money used to pay off the bonds would, of

25313-58-----8
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course, never be used probably for constructing additional miles of
either Interstate System or primary roads. But if the States are
reimbursed for free roads that money again probably will not be
used for the Interstate System, but will be used to add to the primary
road network, and be again spent on roads.
So it is undoubtedly true that the person compelled to pay a toll

at the present time on a toll road is being discriminated against, as
compared to the person who is able to ride on a free road. But, on the
other hand, since we have very few miles of free roads constructed
on the Interstate System, that person paying the toll is still immeas-
urably better off than the person who does not have either a free road
or a toll road to ride on on the Interstate System.
So I believe the greatest speedup of the Interstate System with the

greatest number of people riding would result if reimbursement would
be completed at the end of all the construction of the 41,000 miles on
the Interstate System.
Mr. FALLON. Including the freeways?

• Mr. BRICE. Yes, sir. A number of you gentlemen have expressed
an interest in the progress of our Interstate System. I would like to
take a moment to clarify that, if I may.
As you will note on your documents Iowa has at the present time

$26 million in unprogramed funds. Of that we are holding back $6
million to buy what we call emergency cases of right-of-way on the
Interstate System through Des Moines. We have the engineering for
that under way and the route has been designated.

Although we do not intend to build that for several years, people
who own homes there and want to sell them right now cannot find
a buyer, obviously because who wants to buy a house that is going
to be torn down in a year or two? So we are holding back $6 million
for that purpose to use on the emergency purchase of right-of-way
and an additional $20 million is being reserved for paving and grading
contracts that have been programed.
We have not actually programed that paving money because they 

iwant to use it for paving the grading jobs n the order that the grading
is completed If we program it, we have to designate exactly what
mile it is to be spent on. By holding back we do not have to designate
that, and the first grading job finished we will spend that money on
for paving it.
Mr. FALLON. We have three witnesses for this afternoon, gentle-

men. We have permission from the Speaker to sit during general
debate this afternoon. If the three witnesses would like to go to lunch
now and come back at 2 o'clock, they may leave.
You may proceed, Mr. Brice.
Mr. BRICE. Thank you.
Many States, and in fact I believe most States except Iowa, when

they award a contract for a section of road, award it as one package
contract, to include sections of the structure such as bridges, culverts,
and grading and paving, all in one package. We found it is much
cheaper and we get much lower prices by splitting it into three con-
tracts. Therefore, if we used the same procedure other States do, we
would now have nearly all of our money under contract. But we
have a large portion programed, but not under contract, because we
do not award the paving contract until the structures and grading
are done.
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That explains the difference between what is actually under con-
tract and programed.
Mr. FALLON. Have you ever applied for advance money for the

Interstate System?
Mr. BRICE. Yes, sir.
In December we applied for $3 million.
Mr. FALLON. Did you get the $3 million?
Mr. BRICE. Yes sir. It took about 10 days.
Mr. FALLON. How much time did you say it took from the time

you made the application until you received the cash?
Mr. BRICE. About 10 days.
Mr. FALLON. That is pretty good time, is it not?
Mr. BRICE. Yes, sir. And we were also informed there was more

there if we wanted it.
Mr. FALLON. That explains your position concerning the difficulty

the Governor of Connecticut stated he had M this respect.
Mr. BRICE. I imagine they have an internal problem within their

State that brought on this trouble.
Mr. FALLON. I think probably the State law of Connecticut is

responsible. He said something about the State law prohibiting him
letting a contract until the cash is in hand.
Mr. BRICE. Yes. They should change their State law.
Incidentally, we have progressed to the point where we have two

more grading projects to let, which we will let at the very latest
within 6 months, and then we can start no more miles of highways
until we get our 1960 allocation of money. So we are about at the end
as far as starting any new portions is concerned.

Actually, we have a few delays, the most important one being in
condemnation. By our own State law when we condemn property for
the construction of a highway, if that property owner wants to appeal
the case, he can carry it clear up to the Supreme Court for a decision
before we can take that property and use it for highway construction.
In the last few months we found a better method, whereby we can

ask the Federal Government to condemn it for us, and at that time, as
soon as condemnation papers have been filed, we can move in and
start construction and the settlement can be arrived at afterward.
They can go through all of the legal gymnastics while we are building
the road. That will save a tremendous amount.
'We did not hit on that in time to prevent two delays which have

occurred to us.
Mr. FALLON. That was put in the 1956 act for the benefit of the

States.
Mr. BRICE. That was our own fault that we did not get out of it

sooner. As a result of that, the interstate in Scott County was delayed
about 6 months and there was a portion near Dexter, Iowa, to Des
Moines, which has been delayed about 6 months as a result of that.
That has been turned over to the Federal Government for condemna-
tion.
That about summarizes the total delays we have.
Mr. FALLON. I think you have enlightened the membership to a

large degree in regard to the application for funds and the length of
time it took to get them, because some of us were very much alarmed
yesterday. I think the reason why it probably had not been called to
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the attention of the members is because it had been working so welli
in their States.
Mr. BRICE. That is right.
Mr. FALLON. Are there any questions?
Mr. SCHWENGEL. I have no questions, but I want to commend the'

witness by saying that he has been a very fine witness, and again I
want to say Iowa has an enviable record, as this committee saw when
they. visited our State and spent an evening with our highway com-
mission at that time. We learned from them and they learned from
us. This is typical of things that happen in Iowa that put us in a
position of leadership among the States in many of these programs.
Our highway commission people are dedicated to building a road

system. They know the importance of it, and they take advantage‘
of every opportunity to do a good job. I am very proud of them.
Mr. FALLON. The Chair would like to join in the remarks of the

distinguished gentleman from Iowa.
Mr. BALDWIN. I would like to say, Mr. Brice, that this committee,

has been privileged to have on it a member from the State of Iowa,.
Fred Schwengel, and I want to assure you and the other people of
the State of Iowa that he has rendered very valuable and very con-
scientious and very diligent service, and I think we have a better com-
mittee because of his service on it.
Mrs. BUTCH. Will the gentleman yield?
I would certainly like to associate myself with the remarks made‘

by the gentleman from California regarding my colleague, Mr...
Seli wengel.
I would also like to say to the representative of the State Highway

Department of Iowa that he has made a very commendable state-
ment, but unfortunately I could not hear all of it.
What I would like to ask is, Are you appearing for or against the'

bill here?
Mr. BRICE. Could I avoid a "Yes" or "No" answer on that?
Mr. FALLON. Let me interrupt and let me see if I understood the,

witness correctly.
Mr. BRICE. Yes.
Mr. FALLON. If I understood the gentleman correctly, you are not

opposed to reimbursement for toll roads or free roads?
Mr. BRICE. That is right.
Mr. FALLON. But you are suggesting that be done at the end of the

program, rather than at the present time.
Mr. BRICE. Yes.
Mrs. BUTCH. I thank the gentleman, because I was not sure as to

what his statement was.
Mr. FALLON. Are there any other questions?
Mr. BYRNE. I would like to associate myself with the remarks of

the gentleman from Iowa and the gentleman from California. I, too,
was a part of the subcommittee that visited your fine State and was
with the witness and other gentlemen who have this program in hand.
I want to commend the State of Iowa also for the progress they have
made in this road program.
Mr. BRICE. Thank you, sir.
Mr. FALLON. We have with us Mr. Ostertag, Member of Congress

from the State of New York.
You may proceed in your own way, Mr. Ostertag.

40-



FREE ROADS ON THE INTERSTATE SYSTEM 113

STATEMENT OF HON. HAROLD C. OSTERTAG, MEMBER OF CONGRESS

FROM THE STATE OF NEW YORK

Mr. OSTERTAG. Thank you, Mr. Chairman.
Mr. Chairman, I wish to thank you for the privilege of making this

statement to the committee in support of my bill, H. R. 11556. Along
with many of our colleagues, I believe we should amend the Federal-

Aid Highway Act of 1956 to do justice for those States which con-

structed on their own, parts of the approved National System of Inter-

state and Defense Highways. My bill would permit these States to

,designate other routes for inclusion in the Interstate System, in lieu

•of those which they constructed prior to June 30, 1957.
It seems to me that this is the just and fair thing to do. Not to do

this would place the Congress in the position of penalizing progress.

For the States which built part of the authorized Interstate System

without waiting for the assistance of the Federal-Aid Act, did so to

keep abreast of the needs of traffic and transportation in our Nation.

The Interstate Highway System was authorized in 1944, but the High-

way Act was not passed by Congress until 12 years later. Many States,

like the State of New York, could not afford to wait that long. The

State was forced to go ahead with necessary road construction to

relieve increasing traffic congestion.
In New York, the State had completed, or partially completed, by

June 30, 1957, 568 miles of the Interstate System within its borders.

This was done at a cost of more than $1 billion. But instead of re-

ceiving 90 percent Federal aid in this tremendous highway program,

New York State received about 12 percent Federal aid in this con-

struction. This is a difference of more than $800 million. For its
progressiveness, its service to the motoring public New York State

should not be penalized under the Federail-Aid Highway Act, but

should be permitted to gain reimbursement for this necessary con-

struction, just as other States are doing and will do. This same situa-

tion applies to many other States of the Union which took the lead

in providing the tremendous National Highway System. My bill

would permit them to designate other mileage for that which they

constructed without 90 percent aid.
It should be noted that these States which proceeded earlier with

this construction have done so at lower construction costs than now

exist, and thereby provided a dividend for the entire program. As

you are aware, I have joined with many of my colleagues in introducing

legislation to correct the inecluities and I urge your committee to give

favorable consideration to this cause.
Thank you.
Mr. FALLON. Are there any questions of Mr. Ostertag ?

(No response.)
Mr. FALLON. If not, the committee will recess until 2 o'clock.

(Whereupon, at 12: 20 p. m. the committee recessed until 2 p. m.

of the same day.)
AFTERNOON SESSION

Mr. ROGERS. The committee will come to order please.

We will continue with the testimony. The committee will be

pleased to hear now the executive director of the New Jersey High-
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way Authority, representing the American Bridge, Tunnel & Turn-pike Association, Inc., Mr. Tonti.
Mr. Tonti, will you please state your name for the reporter?

STATEMENT OF D. LOUIS TONTI, PRESIDENT, ACCOMPANIED BY
J. ALLYN STEARNS, EXECUTIVE SECRETARY OF THE AMERICAN
BRIDGE, TUNNEL & TURNPIKE ASSOCIATION
Mr. TONTI. My name is D. Louis Tonti of Paramus, N. J., and Iam executive director of the New Jersey Highway Authority, whichconstructed and operates the Garden State Parkway. I am alsopresident of the American Bridge, Tunnel & Turnpike Association,Inc., and appear here in that capacity.
The association is a nonprofit, nonstock membership corporationwhich was organized in 1932 and reorganized and incorporated in1950. Its voting membership is composed of 71 bridge, tunnel, andturnpike agencies authorized to collect tolls from vehicular traffic in28 States.
To indicate our deep interest in the provisions of H. R. 10422 andH. R. 10921 before your honorable committee, I would like to give

you some figures on our membership.
Out of the total of 3,263 miles of toll road projects in the UnitedStates, 16 toll road member agencies of the association have operatingor under construction 2,819 miles of toll roads which cost $4,980million. Two thousand five hundred and thirty-one miles of thesesuperhighways are in operation. A total of 1,866 miles of our mem-bers' roads have been approved for incorporation in the InterstateSystem and 88 additional miles are being considered, or 57 percentof the total. Fifty-five toll bridge and tunnel member agencies areoperating facilities which cost $1,250 million, but we have no knowl-edge how many of these are incorporated, or to be incorporated, inthe Interstate System.
Therefore, a total of $6,230 million of toll projects is representedby members of the association, excluding projects in foreigncountries.
At the outset, I would like to thank the committee for the oppor-tunity of appearing before it in connection with this most importantsubject. The comments which I will make with respect to H. R.10422 and H. R. 10921 will necessarily be general in character repre-senting the views of the American Bridge, Tunnel & TurnpikeAssociation, Inc. I have made a sincere effort in the limited timeavailable to me for preparation to canvass the members of the asso-ciation by telephone. My remarks represent a view endorsed by asubstantial majority of the interested members of the association,which incidentally meets next week in this city, at the end of the week.As a matter of fact, it should be understood that a number of ourmembers may have views differing sharply from those expressed here.Both measures presently being studied by this committee wouldrecognize the contribution made by States which have constructed orplanned toll highway facilities prior to the Federal-Aid HighwayAct of 1956. Faced with the problem of inadequate highway facil-ities in the postwar years, these States, with diligence and foresight,provided superior facilities, using private capital when tax funds werenot available. These limited access toll highway facilities diverted a



FREE ROADS ON THE INTERSTATE SYSTEM 115

considerable amount of traffic from older, congested routes. No one
would contend that these superhighways were intended to cure the
ills of traffic congestion. They serve only to meet the most urgent
necessities.
Indeed, self -liquidating toll facilities could not be privately financed

except in areas of the most emergent need. These public highway
arteries, constructed at a- cost of almost $5 billion, have widened the
effective scope of the Federal-Aid Highway Act of 1956 •to include
many more miles of interstate routes than would have been possible
under the present allocation of funds under the act. Accordingly, .
this association vigorously endorses the principle incorporated in both
bills, the effect of which would avoid penalizing those States which
have met the most immediate and pressing traffic problems by the
construction of toll facilities. In many cases it would have been
impossible to finance these roads on a self-supporting basis were it not
for the heavy demands of interstate vehicle movement, a fact recog-
nized by the incorporation of 57 percent of the total miles of such
roads in the Interstate System.
On behalf of the American Bridge, Tunnel & Turnpike Associ-

ation, I should like to present two observations with respect to the
proposed legislation:

1. The date of June 30, 1958, can advantageously be moved forward
several years in order not to inhibit the construction of additional
toll facilities. It is quite possible that some of the States may wish
to meet a critical traffic need by a self-liquidating project in order to
avail itself of the existing allocations under the bill to make further
improvements on the primary, secondary, or urban road system.
Such commendable planning should not be discouraged by the 1958-
date.
2. Both measures provide for a credit to the individual States based

upon the mileage of any toll road, bridge, or tunnel approved by the
Secretary of Commerce as part of the Interstate System. While this
formula has the virtue of simplicity, it could not operate equitably
except by accident. The cost of constructing the sections of these
facilities approved as part of the Interstate System is readily ascer-
tainable. We respectfully suggest that the intention of Congress
might better be served, and a more just apportionment of funds pro-
vided, if the credits to be allowed on account of toll facilities were to
be directly related to the cost of constructing the particular oll facil-
ity, or the section thereof certified for incorporation into the Inter-
state System.
The committee will appreciate the deep interests of the association

in this legislation. We are convinced that public toll highway facili-
ties must be an integral part of overall planning of the Nation's high-
ways. The location and the very existence of these facilities are due
entirely to the economic demands of the United States and, as I have
pointed out, these demands arose directly as a result of interstate
rather than local traffic. Being, for the most part, limited access high-
ways, they are designed for and carry long-haul through traffic. In
times of national emergencies, these facilities would be of prime
importance.

Conscious of the volume of work before this committee, I have tried
to be as brief as possible in my remarks. In this endeavor, I have
not submitted detailed, analytical information which supports the
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views which I have expressed. I trust that the committee will find
this brief contribution to have some value and I will be pleased to
arrange for preparation and submission of a supporting brief if the
committee will afford such an opportunity to the association.
Mr. ROGERS. Thank you very much, Mr. Tonti. We appreciate your

fine and concise statement, which has been most helpful to the com-
mittee.
There may now be some questions, and we will proceed to the

questions.
Mrs. Blitch, do you have any questions of Mr. Tonti?
Mrs. BLITCH. I want to ask Mr. Tonti if he is in favor of the inter-

state program as passed by Congress in the 1956 act.
Mr. Torm. Most certainly, yes.
Mrs. BLITCH. Would he be very hesitant about going into anything

at this particular time that would jeopardize getting the interstate
program underway?
Mr. Toxin. I certainly believe that nothing should be done to jeo-

pardize the program. As a matter of fact, quite the contrary. Every-
thing should be done to expedite it in order to accomplish its laudable
objectives.
Mrs. &mil. Did you read that the interstate program as of now

has not really gotten underway?
Mr. Town. I painfully must concede that that is so; yes.
Mrs. Bi.rrcH. Thank you.
Mr. BALDWIN. Mr. Tonti, would it be a true statement to say that

the great majority of the turnpikes and bridges in the association you
represent were authorized prior to the passage of the Highway Act
of 1956, and would have been built whether or not we had ever passed
that particular act?
Mr. Town. I think it is fair to say that if the 1956 act were passed

in 1946, that possibly many of the toll facilities would not have been
built.
Mr. BALDWIN. That is not the question I asked.
Mr. Torrri. I am sorry.
Mr. BALDWIN. My question is, is it not a fact that the great majority

of the turnpikes and the toll bridges represented by your association
were authorized prior to the passage of the Federal Highway Act of
1956, and would have therefore been built even if that act had never
been passed?
Mr. Toism. I think that is Quite so; yes.
Mr. BALDWIN. Is it not also true that a considerable number of

States that have these turnpikes have made application to bring these
turnpikes into the Interstate System after we passed the Interstate
System Act of 1956, fully knowing therefore that the matter of reim-
bursement had yet finally to be determined by the Congress?
Mr. Toism. That is true.
Mr. BALDWIN. Let me ask you this further question: What would

be your reaction and the reaction of the American Bridge, Tunnel,
and Turnpike Association if the Congress saw fit to make some provi-
sion for reimbursement, but to make an ironclad provision that
reimbursement would occur only if the toll road for which the reim-
bursement were made would be free?
Mr. Torrri. Sir, I certainly believe that that suggestion has some

'very dangerous implications not in the public interest. First of all,
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it is inconceivable that any bond indenture could remain unviolated

by having a segment of a toll road made free. It is conceivable that

some toll roads in their entirety could be made free by the payment

of all outstanding bonds if the due date for payment has not been

reached, and if the penalty clause provisions can be met. But I won-

der if we are even able to overcome the legal obstacles which I think

are present in almost every bond indenture?
I wonder if it is economically sound to consider such a possibility,

for two reasons. To do so would mean paying and buying up some

bonds. I do not think it was the intent of Congress to provide for

the purchase of bonds which certainly does not provide roadways

with available moneys. The motorists cannot ride on paid-up bonds.

But more important than that, I believe that it is to the interests of

the national highway program to have as many facilities as we pos-

sibly can make available to the motorist. If this means combimng

highway tax funds with private capital in order to make an integrated

system of highways in this Nation available to the motorist, then we

should incorporate both principles of acquiring and using funds to

construct highways namely, on the one hand private capital and on

the other hand the tax sources available under the provisions of the

1956 act, and together providing the best possible highway system we

can for the American public.
Mr. BALDWIN. Mr. Tonti, I want to make clear the purpose of my

question. My question was not because I necessarily advocate that,

but that has been one of the things that has been of concern to many

members of this committee—the fact that if we make any proposal

that the people from our States share in raising the funds to pay to

the States that have these toll roads and pay them an equivalent

amount, it is a great concern to us when they get through paying that

they will still pay to use those roads.
Your testimony is somewhat in contradiction to that of Congress-

man Pillion this morning, when he said the New York State Thru-

way depended 75 percent to 80 percent on intrastate traffic, whereas

your statement on page 5 says:

The location and the very existence of these facilities are due entirely to the

economic demands of the United States and, as I have pointed out, these demands

arose directly as a result of interstate rather than local traffic.

If the purpose of these roads is to provide for interstate needs, then
it makes it even more difficult for us to explain to our people, after
we have raised taxes from the people of the country to pay to these

States which have built these toll roads, that when we (Yet through
they will still pay tolls when they go over them.
Mr. Twirl. I do not see any difficulty with that, Mr. Congressman,

for this reason: There is no monopoly between two points served by
a toll road. There are many roads in the States that have toll roads
that can be used in interstate travel by folks from California for ex-
ample. As a matter of fact, those roads were made possible by virtue
of the fact that some of the needs in New Jersey were filled by toll-
road facilities. The toll-road facilities made the secondary routes
more usable by the persons seeking the "free road" coming from Cali-
fornia, let us say.. So therefore there is really no conflict.
A person coming from California can still find in New Jersey the

available free roads. As a matter of fact, he can find them better by
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virtue of the fact that New Jersey did in its diligence build two toll
roads to relieve those particular free roads of heavily congested traffic.
So both the interests of the person in California and- the person in
New Jersey have been certainly served.
Mr. BALDWIN. Let me see if I can summarize accurately your testi-

mony on the point of whether or not toll roads should be free. As I
understand your testimony you have stated, No. 1, in the case of some
toll roads and freeways there would be legal obstacles which would
make it impossible for them to be free; and, No. 2, in the case of some
toll roads where only a portion are on the Interstate System, there
would be a further obstacle because if we were reimbursing some por-
tion of the interstate route we would not necessarily be paying off the
whole of the bonds that would cover the whole toll road. Is that a
fairly accurate summary?
Mr. Town. On your last point, Congressman, I want to add just

this: To free just a segment of a toll road tends to violate the integrity
of its entire toll structure and, therefore, it would not be feasible,
forgetting the legal obstacles, and not desirable, because that section
will become so congested with traffic that the need for a paralleling
route and the expenditure of funds for it will develop very, very
quickly.
Mr. BALDWIN. One more question. May I ask you why so many of

the States from which these toll roads come have made application on
their own initiative to bring these toll roads into the system last year?
Mr. TONTI. A very good reason. If these toll roads are to meet

their obligations under the bond indenture and if the public interest
is to be served by not wasting funds on duplicating facilities, then by
getting segments of these toll roads, or the entire toll roads on the
Interstate System, by definition of the 1956 act that will preclude the
possibility of wasteful duplication of existing toll facilities which are
now carrying traffic to the extent of 8 and 9 billion vehicle-miles per
year. So, it was sound planning and thinking of these States so to
protect the interests of the State by getting segments of the toll roads
declared on the Interstate System to avoid the possibility of duplica-
tion by a similar facility paralleling the toll road.
Mr. BALDWIN. Thank you.
Mr. ROGERS. Are there any other questions?
Mr. DOOLEY. I would like to compliment Mr. Tonti on his very fine

statement and particularly for pinpointing the importance of the
toll highways in the various States on the Interstate System. I would
also like to compliment him on the character and quality of his associ-
ate Mr. J. Allyn Stearns executive secretary of the organization, an
old friend of mine from White Plains for a long time.
I would like to ask you this: The New Jersey toll road pays divi-

dends. It is going well, is it not?
Mr. Town. We are paying our bills.
Mr. DOOLEY. If the traffic is such that it will increase or multiply

immensely over the years, beyond the normal expectations, is there a
clause which would allow acceleration of payments on the bonds, or
not?
Mr. Torm. Yes, sir. And, as a matter of fact, acceleration has

already begun on the New Jersey Turnpike. Then, as you probably
know, most toll roads are held in trust by an authority and when the
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bonds are all paid they convey the facility to the State highway de-
partments who can, in their wisdom, decide whether to have continued
tolls, or to make them toll free. •
Mr. DOOLEY. Not like the Port of New York Authority, which con-

tinues them indefinitely.
Mr. Town. No comment.
Mr. DOOLEY. Thank you very much.
Mr. STAUFFER. I thought you might be interested to know that the

New Jersey Turnpike is probably one of the best, or the best-paying,
turnpikes in the country.
Mr. DOOLEY. A great road.
Mr. STA UFFER. It has already been found to be inadequate and, as

I understand it, you have widened it for about half the distance.
Mr. Town. Sixty-six miles. Yes.
Mr. STA-U/11'ER. The Garden State Parkway has been profitable, I

believe, has it not? Or do you believe it has not been to the extent of
the New Jersey Turnpike?
Mr. Town. Mr. Congressman, as a matter of fact when you point

to the parkway you have a visual representation of what can happen
when you build a toll road and then later on make a segment of it
free. The Garden State Parkway is distinguished from most toll
roads by the fact that by statute it has several free sections in one of
the most highly urbanized areas of north Jersey. That section is
free and the congestion developing in that section has reached the
point where by 1960 it is conceivable that the Garden State Parkway,
and the highway authority will not be able to meet its obligations un-
der the bond indenture when payments on principal become accel-
erated under our formula after 1960.
When that happens, by virtue of the fact that some of our bonds,

$285 million worth, are backed by the credit of the State of New Jer-
sey, it means the State will have to reach into some of its highway
funds, which it needs so desperately, to make these payments.
I am pointing to the very serious implications of ever making seg-

ments of a toll road free. It is a visual representation of what may
happen. The parkway is paying its bills now but after 1960 we do
not know, unless we are able to do something about inhibiting some
of the free sections of the parkway.
Mr. BYRNE. Mr. Tonti, with reference to this contrast between toll

roads and freeways, is there not an analogy that has to do, for in-
stance, with bridges that have been built in the past 25 or more yearsi
where in some instances they make a charge to cross that bridge and
in other instances in the same locality there is a free bridge?
Mr. Town. That happens in some locations.
Mr. BYRNE. For instance, across the Hudson was there not one

bridge around Bear Mountain, or some such place, which is still there,
where the original fee was $1 to get across the river there?
Mr. Town. That is right.
Mr. BYRNE. And I think the fee was progressively lowered from

that time, was it not?
Mr. TONTI. It is now 25 cents I am advised.
Mr. BYRNE. And in some localities like New York and Chicago,

and the like, they have free bridges and also have bridges where they
charge a fee?
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Mr. Town. Both kinds. That is right.
Mr. BYRNE. And if you came from Ypsilanti, or Three Rivers, or

somewhere else, and you wanted to jump in the lake, you got a free
ride regardless of where you came from. Is that not true?
Mr. TONTI. That is very true.
Mr. BYRNE. And back in Chicago, to pick a town I come from,

there is a fellow named Jimmy Petrillo who seems to come up with
some bands and artists, you know. If you come in there on a con-
vention or a vacation you can go out in Grant Park and hear the
finest of music. You might hear the fellow who plays the violin with
Truman, for free. If you went to see it on Broadway you might
pay $7.70, or $8.80, or $9.90, or something like that, with $2 on top.
Is that right?
Mr. TONTI. That is true.
Mr. BYRNE. So the question of whether you get it for free or pay for

it is not limited to any section of the country, is it?
Mr. Tow'. Not at all.
Mr. BYRNE. My wife comes from New Jersey.
Mr. TONTI. Good. I already like Mrs. Byrne.
Mr. BYRNE. I paid a lot of fees when I was courting her, too.
Mr. ROBISON. For my own information, is the New York State

Thruway a member of your association?
Mr. TONTI. Yes, it is and I understand Governor Harriman will be

represented here today by a very fine young man, Mr. James Wright,
who I understand will speak on that question.
Mr. McFALL. One question, Mr. Tonti. When you say there are

1,866 miles of toll roads on the Interstate System, I think on the first
page of your presentation 
Mr. TONTI. Yes, sir.
Mr. McFALL. Do you have any idea as to the date that this mileage

has come into the system? Of course, there was some in originally,
and some has come in since that time. More recently there has been a
large amount that has come in. Is that not correct?
Mr. Town. I believe, sir, the determination was made after consid-

erable study since the 1956 act was passed, and the determination was
announced by Mr. Tallamy on August 21, 1957, on all of these roads.
Mr. McFALL. In other words, Mr. Tallamy in his administrative

ruling in 1957 put a considerable portion of this toll road mileage into
the system. Is that correct?
Mr. TONTI. Yes, he did. According to this information, 2,100 miles

of toll roads, in 15 States.
Mr. Maim.. Thank you.
Mr. ROGERS. Thank you very much, Mr. Tonti. The committee also

would like to acknowledge the presence of Mr. Stearns. We appreci-
ate very much your coming and making this information available to
the committee.
Mr. Torm. We thank you for the opportunity.
Mr. STEARNS. Thank you, Mr. Chairman.

EXTENSION OF THE REMARKS OF D. LOUIS TONTI, PRESIDENT OF THE AMERICAN
BRIDGE, TUNNEL, AND TURNPIKE ASSOCIATION, INC.

By permission of the committee, this brief, in support of the principle Incorpo-
rated in H. R. 10422 and H. R. 10921, is respectfully submitted.
As set forth in paragraph 8 of the initial statement:
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'Indeed, self-liquidating toll facilities could not be privately financed
 except in

areas of the most urgent need. These public highway arteries, constructed at a

cost of almost $5 billion, have widened the effective scope of the 
Federal-Aid

Highway Act of 1956 to include many more miles of interstate routes than 
would

have been possible under the present allocation of funds under the act. 
Accord-

ingly, this association vigorously endorses the principle incorporated in both 
bills,

the effect of which would avoid penalizing those States which have met the 
most

immediate and pressing traffic problems by construction of toll facilities."

BACKGROUND AND SCOPE OF THE PROBLEM

1. The idea that reimbursement might be made to the States on account of 
toll

roads, bridges, or tunnels previously constructed without burden on Federal 
funds

and available as physical portions of the Interstate System, originated in 
the

1954 studies for highways by the Clay Committee. The idea was given 
substance

by its inclusion in the highway bill considered and rejected by Congress in
 1955.

That bill proposed that States be credited for the depreciated constructio
n costs

of toll highways, less 10 percent.
2. Federal-Aid Highway Act of 1956 (sec. 114) declares the intent and po

licy

of the Congress to determine whether or not the Federal Government 
should

equitably reimburse any State for a portion of a highway which is on t
he Inter-

state System, whether toll or free, the construction of which has been 
completed

Subsequent to August 2, 1947. [Emphasis ours.] To this end the act
 provides

that the time, method, and amounts of such reimbursement, if
 any, shall be

determined by the Congress following a study which the Secretary of 
Commerce

was authorized and directed to conduct in cooperation with the State 
highway

departments.
3. The Secretary of Commerce has completed such a study and his r

eport has

been filed (H. Doc. 301, 85th Cong., 2d sess.).
4. The views of many experts have been expressed both for and against 

various

plans of reimbursement (Engineering News-Record, Jan. 24, 1957, P. 64)
.

5. The Commerce Department has established the policy that Federa
l funds

provided under the Federal-Aid Highway Act of 1956 will not be exp
ended on

interstate highways duplicating facilities meeting the required s
tandards or

paralleling a toll road adequate to serve existing and future traffic requi
rements.'

It is assumed that this policy will continue.

THE FACTS

1. The Federal-Aid Highway Act of 1956 is now law. The act decla
res the

intent and policy of the Congress to determine whether or not the Fede
ral Gov-

ernment should equitably reimburse any State for a portion of a sat
isfactory

highway, toll or free, which is on the Interstate System.

2. The report of the Secretary of Commerce submitted pursuant to sec
tion

114 of the act is now available (H. Doc. 301, above). The report show
s that

47 of the States would qualify for the projected reimbursements. Those Sta
tes,

by their own efforts and by their own various means of financing, have giv
en re-

lief to the Federal Government on about 26.2 percent of the 41,000-mile 
Inter-

state System. As basis for the reimbursements, the States by prior con
struc-

tion had established potential credits amounting to 10,859 miles ( 8,909 tax-s
up-

ported, 1,950 toll-supported) out of the 38,548 Interstate System miles sp
ecifically

located by September 1957.
3. The Secretary's report further gives to the Congress tabulations

 of de-

preciated costs regarding these projects already being made available to 
the

Nation. It is noted that Federal funds were used to the extent of only about

18.3 percent of the tabulated costs. Regarding such costs, the report st
ates:

"Costs reported excluded so-called nonhighway costs. These nonhi
ghway

costs, which are most commonly encountered on toll road work, include
d:

"1. Financing costs such as interest payments, bond discounts, fina
ncing

fees, and other administrative costs.
"2. Costs attributable to toll operation such as toll gates, collection 

fa-

cilities, buildings, and highway facilities solely for toll purposes.

"3. Costs of service facilities such as those for maintenance 
operations

and for food and fuel."

1 Louis S. Rothschild, Under Secretary, release dated September
 10, 1956; Sinclair

Weeks, Secretary, reported in Daily Bond Buyer, October 8, 1956.
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The depreciated amount, if any, to be reimbursed to a particular State on thebasis of the "cost" (so computed) of any complete and modern express high-way would obviously in most cases be less than the principal amount of therevenue or other bonds issued on account of the project and payable from itsrevenues. Possibly because the objectives of the reimbursements seem to be (1)equity among the States and (2) provision therefrom for needed additional mile-age on an improved Federal Highway System, the Secretary's report rightlydoes not attempt to determine whether such bonds could be retired from theproposed reimbursements.
4. The legal status and financing arrangements of toll highway, toll bridge, andtoll tunnel agencies follow no uniform pattern. The obligor in bonds issuedon account of such projects is in some instances the State itself and in other in-stances an independent corporate public instrumentality. The following table isnot inclusive but illustrative:

Project Revenue bonds of— Controlled and operated by—

Pennsylvania Turnpike 

Ohio Turnpike 
Maryland bridges (Baltimore
Harbor crossing).

West Virginia Turnpike 

Connecticut Turnpike 
Kentucky Turnpike 
Maine Turnpike 
New York State Throughway_ _ _

New Jersey Turnpike 
Oklahoma Turnpikes  
Richmond-Petersburg Turnpike_

Commonwealth of Pennsylvania__

State of Ohio 
State of Maryland 

State of West Virginia 

State of Connecticut 
Commonwealth cf Kentucky 
Maine Turnpike Authority 
New York State Throughway
Authority.

New Jersey Turnpike Authority_ _
Oklahoma Turnpike Authority_  
The Richmond-Petersburg Turn-
pike Authority.

Pennsylvania Turnpike Commis-sion.
Ohio Turnpike Commission.
State Highway Department.

West Virginia Turnpike Commis-sion.
State Highway Department.

Do.
Maine Turnpike Authority.
New York State Throughway

.Authority.
New Jersey Turnpike Authority.Oklahoma Turnpike Authority.The Richmond-Petersburg Turn-
pike Authority.

Further variations exist. For example, certain of the outstanding bonds issuedby the above New York State Thruway Authority carry the full faith andguaranty of the State of New York. Regarding Connecticut's bonds payablefrom the turnpike revenues, the State gas tax may also be applied to theirpayment, and some issues also carry the full faith and credit of the State.

ARGUMENT

The scope of legislation to be enacted by Congress, if the Highway Act of 1956is to be implemented in the respect under consideration, should meet three con-trolling considerations: (a) the legislation should provide for reimbursementto States; (b) any reimbursement and its effect should be equitable; and (c)any legislation should protect against wasteful duplication of existing tollroads, bridges, and tunnels and resulting impairment of the States' abilities toundertake highway extension programs.
As to ultimate objectives, the present bills properly are intended to achieveimprovements and extensions of the national highway system which otherwisecould not be obtained. If enacted, the bills are expected (under the Secretary'spresent estimates) to provide many additional miles of the safe and modernhighways so badly needed in the Union. This is the proper objective of allFederal-aid highway legislation.
The American Bridge, Tunnel & Turnpike Association wishes to make it en-tirely clear that it takes no position with respect to implementation of legislation incorporating the principles which this brief supports, but it believes thatcost as a basis for reimbursement may be more equitable than mere mileage andwould probably make possible a desirable degree of flexibility in planning andadministration. The association takes no position with respect to the accept-ability of the proposed bills to State governments as such.Subject to details regarding final forni (see appendix below), the associationsupports in principle the bills to which this brief is directed for the followingreaesons :
A. The bills recognize the primary equity to which consideration should begiven, by reimbursement to States in recognition of the fact that mileage nowincluded in the Interstate System has or is being constructed by or on behalfof the States and is to be operated on a revenue-producing basis, and that such
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segments so constructed and operated meet with design criteria for the Inter-
state System and have been or may be physically incorporated into that system.
B. The principle embodied in the bills has the virtue of simplicity and may

be workably implemented.
C. By implementing section 114 of the Federal-Aid Highway Act of 1956, the

bills would achieve the prime objective of providing additional stretches of
badly needed safe and modern highway (10,859 miles, according to the Secre-
tary's report).
D. The bills would not adversely affect the rights or financial position of

States having existing toll roads, bridges, or tunnels or the rights of the holders
of any outstanding bonds issued on account of such projects in the event the
policy determinations regarding duplication of highways and competition with
existing facilities is adhered to or (preferably) stated in the legislation. Com-
petitive duplication of modern and adequate facilities can only increase the
burden on the States' maintenance funds and reduce their abilities to produce
construction and matching funds for the Federal system, and it would be con-
trary to the expressed policy that funds reimbursed should be used for con-
structing highways.
E. Any plan to direct use of the reimbursements for the purpose of making

toll facilities "free" (tax-supported) at an earlier date through the purchase or
retirement of the outstanding bonds could not be effective until acted upon and
supplemented by the States and obviously should not at this time be fixed upon
by the Congress. If funds, initially reimbursed to the States, are to be later
channeled solely to accelerated "freeing" of toll facilities, (i) State legislation
to apply the funds would be necessary in nearly all instances, (ii) the appli-
cation of such funds would in each case be subject to the contracts made by the
State with the bondholders, which differ widely and may prevent effective use
of the funds for a considerable period of time, (iii) in most cases, the funds
would be insufficient to achieve the desired result of paying off the bonds, and
supplemental appropriations of tax money by the State would be necessary,
(iv) such action could endanger the whole structure of a toll system if applied
only to an integrated portion, and, most important, (v) not one additional mile
of Federal-system highway would be provided for the public and, indeed, the
system would be reduced by reason of the added maintenance and reconstruction
costs to be met by the States from tax funds otherwise available for construction.

DETAILS OF THE LEGISLATION

In order to assure the objective of providing more free mileage without
uneconomic and wasteful duplication of existing facilities, it is, of course, im-
portant to be sure that the credits (existing mileage) for the extended program
take account of all appropriate facilities now provided or to be provided in the
various States. In this respect the present bills seem only to give credit for
toll facilities, but it is assumed that, as mentioned in the Federal-Aid Highway
Act of 1956, tax-supported facilities are also to be bases for reimbursements.
Furthermore, the bills may possibly be said in their present form to bar the

Government and highway system from the benefits of (i) mileage on the Inter-
state System provided by a State through agencies other than the highway
department and (ii) mileage on the Interstate System which some States are
planning to provide in the immediate future but not necessarily by June 30,
1958.
With the thought of suggesting possible means for covering these and other

points, appendix A has been prepared and is attached hereto. Perhaps this
will be of some use to the committee. It constitutes a suggested redraft of the
pertinent provision. For convenience, it is set forth as a revision of subsection
( a ) of section 113A as it would be added to the Federal-Aid Highway Act of
1956 by H. R. 10921.

CON CLUSION

Upon the basis of the declared intent and policy of the Congress to determine
whether or not the Federal Government should equitably reimburse any State
for a portion of a highway which is on the Interstate System, upon the basis of
the facts herein set forth, and because of demonstrable inequities and confusion
which would arise from the enactment of alternative legislation requiring the
application of funds for the purchase or retirement of bonds outstanding on
account of toll highway projects, the principle expressed in H. R. 10422 and
H. R. 10921 is fully endorsed.



124 FREE ROADS ON THE INTERSTATE SYSTEM

APPENDIX A

REVISION OF SUBSECTION (A) OF SECTION 113A OF THE FEDERAL AID HIGHWAY ACT OF
1956 AS PROPOSED TO BE ADDED BY H. R. 10921

"(a) Each State within the boundaries of which may be located any road,
bridge, or tunnel, free or toll, approved by the Secretary as part of the Interstate
System under section 113 (a) of this Act on or before June 30, 1959, may from
time to time designate from among those highways which on the date of enact-
ment of this amendment are part of the Federal-aid primary highway system
within that State other highways or sections thereof which shall not exceed in
length the number of miles 2 of such road, bridge, or tunnel: Provided, That the
highway department of such State shall have certified to the Secretary, and the
Secretary shall have approved, a determination that construction or improvement
of such other highways or sections and operation thereof as so constructed or
improved will not materially affect adversely the revenues derived or (as then
planned) to be derived from any road, bridge, or tunnel, or the security of any
bonds or other debts payable from such revenues: And provided further, That the
Federal share payable under any other provision of this section to such State on
account of such other highways or sections shall be reduced by the amount of all
Federal-aid highway funds previously paid to such State on account of such road,
bridge, or tunnel so approved as part of the Interstate System: And provided
lastly, That no toll shall be collected on such other highways or sections."

Mr. ROGERS. The committee will now be pleased to hear Mr. George
J. Richards, Deputy Secretary of Highways of Pennsylvania, Harris-
burg, Pa. Mr. Richards.

STATEMENT OF GEORGE J. RICHARDS, DEPUTY SECRETARY OF
HIGHWAYS OF PENNSYLVANIA, HARRISBURG, PA.

Mr. RICHARDS. Mr. Chairman, Governor Leader regrets very much
he is unable to be here in response to the invitation of Chairman
Buckley. He has asked that I present his views for him.
I do not represent the Pennsylvania Turnpike Commission, so any

questions asked me are from my own information and not as their
representative. Governor Leader strongly supports the policy that
the Federal Government equitably reimburse the States for the free
and toll highways within their boundaries which have been incorpo-
rated in the Interstate Highway System. The Governor believes that
the completion of the Interstate System within the period originally
designated, or sooner, is vital to the national defense, the development
of our industry and economy, and the improvement of our general
welfare.
We are faced at this time with a shortage of money in the trust fund

and a $10 billion increase in costs of the Interstate System. We urge
that funds be found, either by increasing the income to the trust fund,
suspending for at least 3 years the Byrd amendment, section 209 (g)
of the Federal Highway Act of 1956, or otherwise put the construc-
tion of the Interstate System financially on or ahead of schedule.
I understand that Mr. Fallon introduced a bill on the House side to

accomplish that, and S. 3414, now being debated on the Senate side
is a similar bill, and they are designed by both Houses to accomplish
that objective.

1 It may be questioned whether national interest is served by limiting use of reimburse-
ments to existing (1958) Federal-aid primary highway system.

2 Unless cost is adopted as the determinant.
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While we believe the policy of reimbursing the States for free and
toll roads should be established as early as practicable, actual reim-
bursements should, under present financial conditions, await a time
when the Interstate System is on its way to an assured completion on
time or sooner. We strongly oppose any measures which would divert
funds from this early completion of the presently designated Inter-
state System, or from the increased tempo of improvement of the
ABC system.

-When the States are reimbursed for their free and toll highways on
the Interstate System we suggest that the funds be available to retire
toll road bonds and construct or reconstruct such State and Federal-
aid highways as each State may elect. For example, it is our desire
to make the Pennsylvania Turnpike a free system instead of a toll
road, and do that as soon as possible.
U. S. 22 is an interstate limited access highway, partially completed

through Pennsylvania, and 4 lanes with the exception of a few
miles, and 4 lanes through New Jersey. Traffic coming to and from
New York west, bound in that direction, uses the turnpike as far as
the Middlesex interchange near Carlisle. Formerly, before U. S. 22
became such a fine highway the trucks continued on to Valley Forge
and crossed the Delaware near Trenton and then used the New Jersey
Turnpike.
The Pennsylvania Turnpike has now lost those tolls and, with the

construction of the Pennsylavnia Shortway, which will run from
Youngstown, Ohio, Sharon, Pa., area to Stroudsburg and east to New
York City, we have a free highway which will run from Milwaukee,
Chicago, Toledo Detroit, Cleveland, Youngstown, again as I said
directly east to l'sTew York City. Through Pennsylvania and New
Jersey that will be a free highway.
Competing with that we will have a turnpike which is now a toll

highway. It will take some of the traffic from Cleveland, Chicago, and
Detroit bound for Philadelphia. It also will take traffic from St.
Louis, East St. Louis, Indianapolis, Columbus

' 
Ohio, and so forth,

directly east to the ports of Philadelphia and Washington, and the
port of Baltimore.
We in Pennsylvania do not feel those who travel the southern route

should pay tolls while those who travel the northern route to New
York City should be free of toll. Therefore, we desire to retire bonds
on the turnpike as soon as practicable. In answer to one of your pre-
vious questions, Mr. Baldwin, after 1959 there is no stautory limita-
tion on the retirement of such bonds as may remain. Of course, there
is a premium from 3 percent. on down to zero at the time of retirement.
A portion of those bonds are being retired now, but after 1959, and
practically all the remainder, there is no restriction whatsoever.
In Pennsylvania we have some 42,000 miles of highways under the

jurisdiction of the Pennsylvania State Highway Department.
Twenty-one thousand are on the Federal-aid Highway System, of
which 1,500 are on the Interstate System.
Twenty-one-thousand miles—practically an equal number of miles—

are wholly financed for construction and reconstruction by the State.
We have had an entirely insufficient amount of money available to the
State Highway Department to maintain and reconstruct those 21,000

25313-58 9



126 FREE ROADS ON THE INTERSTATE SYSTEM

miles. During the past few years, and particularly since the Federal-
Aid Highway Act of 1956, we have used the funds available to match
the Federal-aid funds and as such, we have not been able to devote as
much as we should like to the construction and reconstruction of
these 21,000 miles.
Therefore, we ask that whatever funds are made available to the

States for reimbursing us for the free roads which we were fore-
sighted enough to construct in these vital areas, be permitted to be
used by the States as they see fit. Certainly we would use a portion
of them on the Interstate System, but we would not like to be re-
stricted to that. We would like to divert some of the funds to our
own 100 percent State system—the farm-to-market roads.
I would like to make one point clear also, which is that the Con-

stitution of Pennsylvania says that the income from the gasoline
taxes and similar taxes goes into the motor fund which shall be
used for the construction, reconstruction, and maintenance of high-
ways and cannot be used for such things as redemption of bonds.
Mr. ROGERS. All right, sir. That was a very fine statement and

we appreciate your being here to give it to us. Are there any
questions?
Mr. McFALL. One question. When was the toll road mileage in

your system put into the Interstate System? At what time? When
was the toll road mileage in your State put into that system?
Mr. RICHARDS. Let me go back into a little bit of the history of

the Interstate System, which some of you may know better than I
do. I believe it was in 1941 when General Phil Fleming, head of
the PWA at that time recommended to President Roosevelt at the
end of World War If there might be an unemployment situation
similar to that existing at the end of World War I. President Roose-
velt appointed a committee, headed by Mr. MacDonald of the Bureau
of Public Roads, which came up and reported to the Congress here,
I believe in 1943, on a Federal-Aid Highway System which is very
similar to the one which exists now. There were some minor changes.
That was discussed continually until 1947 with the various States,

and the various States then agreed—and if you have a map dated 1947
you can see that the present Interstate System is very similar to that
one—and I am sure Pennsylvania agreed, either then or subsequently,
to the toll turnpike being on the Interstate System.
Now that road cost $400 million to $500 million. It is not econom-

ically feasible to build a free highway adjacent to that. You have
that investment which the economy of the country cannot duplicate.
Mr. McFALL. Let us go backward. How much of the mileage in

Pennsylvania that is toll road was put into the Interstate System by
Mr. Tallamy in his order of 1957?
Mr. RICHARDS. There are 360 miles from Gateway on the west,

at the Ohio State border, to the Delaware River Bridge on the east.
Mr. McFALL. 360 miles?
Mr. RICHARDS. Yes.
Mr. McFALL. Was that put in in August'1957 ?
Mr. RICHARDS. It was put in as part of the Interstate System. Yes.
Mr. McFALL. As of that date?
Mr. RICHARDS. Approximately.
Mr. McFALL. In that order?
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Mr. RICHARDS. Yes.
Mr. McFALL. Was there any other toll mileage in Pennsylvania in

the Interstate System prior to that date?
Mr. RICHARDS. Not that I know of.
Mr. McFALL. Thank' you.
Mr. BALDWIN. Mr. Richards, as I understand your testimony, your

testimony is that you feel we should give No. 1 priority to the com-
pletion of the Interstate System as it is now composed.
Mr. RICHARDS. As it is now formulated. Yes, sir.
Mr. BALDWIN. And any proposal for reimbursement, or alternate

roads, should be secondary, from a timing standpoint, to the comple-
tion of the Interstate System.
Mr. RICHARDS. Yes, sir. I strongly advocate the recognition of the

principle that the Federal Government owes the States this money,
but as far as its actually being put into effect, I recommend its post-
ponement until such time as we are assured the present Interstate
System will be complete.
Mr. BALDWIN. Thank you.
Mr. ROGERS. I am going to ask that we suspend the further ques-

tioning of Mr. Richards at this time since there has been a call of the
House. We will recess for 15 minutes.
Mr. SCHERER. Before you recess

' 
could I make one statement for the

record, because I may not be able to return.
Mr. ROGERS. Certainly, Mr. Scherer.
Mr. SCH.ERER. Let the record show that I have just talked with

C. William O'Neill, the Governor of Ohio. He planned to come to
Washington tomorrow to testify on behalf of the principle of reim-
bursement for States which have built freeways and toll roads, but
I advised him that the committee was going to conclude its hearings
this afternoon. So he asked me to state for the record that Ohio,
and he, as its Governor, favored the principle of reimbursement to
States as set forth in my bill, and that he would submit a memorandum
which he asked to be incorporated as his testimony in the record.
Mr. ROGERS. Without objection it will be incorporated in the record

at this point. The committee will recess and reconvene in 15 minutes.
(Whereupon, a recess was taken.)
(The letter mentioned follows:)

THE STATE OF OHIO,
OFFICE OF THE GOVERNOR,

Columbus, June 7, 1958.
Hon. GORDON SCHERER,

Member of Congress,
Washington, D. C.

DEAR CONGRESSMAN SCHERER: Pursuant to the Federal Highway Act of 1956,
there have been designated approximately 174.5 miles of the Ohio Turnpike as a
part of the National System of Interstate and Defense Highways. Following
careful studies by the Ohio Department of Highways and the Ohio Turnpike
Commission, it has been determined that the total cost of this mileage (exclusive
of such facilities which were constructed in connection with the Ohio Turnpike
for the purpose of toll collection, service facilities, etc.) was approximately
$168,500,000.

Since the Ohio Turnpike, like turnpikes in other States, was constructed exclu-
sively by private capital, this designation of such mileage on these turnpikes has
the effect of constructing that part of the National System of Interstate and
Defense Highways with private capital. In contrast to this situation, other
States, which had not ventured forth in such a manner to construct these
urgently needed traffic facilities, are enabled to construct all of their portion of
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the Interstate Highways System on a 90-10 percent Federal-State matching-
fund basis.
You, I know, are deeply concerned with this subject, as evidenced by your

introduction in the Congress of your bill (H. R. 10921). We agree with you that
this situation should be equalized by legislative action in the Congress.
We do not recommend that Federal or State funds should be appropriated or

used to redeem the bonds sold by the various turnpike commissions to finance
turnpike facilities. We believe that the Ohio Turnpike Commission should keep
faith with the bondholders and, since the turnpike is financially sound, they
should continue to operate the facility as a toll highway and that the bonds be
retired as originally planned by means of revenues derived from the toll.
We do, however, feel that those States which have constructed portions of the

Interstate System with private capital should not be penalized for their progres-
sive highway activity. We believe that these States should be compensated by
having their allotted mileage of the Interstate Highway System, or such other
system as Congress may determine, increased by a number of miles equal to that
which was constructed with private capital and subsequently designated as a
part of the National System of Interstate and Defense Highways.

It is, furthermore, our opinion that such mileage should be constructed on a
90-10 percent Federal-State matching basis and be allocated to the States con-
cerned at such future date as the necessary Federal funds for their construction
on such basis may feasibly be made available. We do not believe, however, that
the construction of the presently designated System of Interstate Highways,
which is going forward with rapid strides, should be deferred or disturbed by
such compensation.

Sincerely yours,
C. WILLIAM O'NEILL, Governor.

Mr. ROGERS. The committee will come to order and we will continue
with Mr. Richards.
Mr. RICHARD'S. Yes, sir.
Mr. ROGERS. Are there any more questions now of Mr. Richards?

Mr. Baldwin, do you have any questions? Mr. Dooley?
Mr. DOOLEY. Yes, I have one thing, Mr. Chairman. General Rich-

ards, you have introduced sort of a new note into the testimony by
requesting reimbursement on the basis of getting rid of the toll roads
and also allowing those funds to be used by the State in any way it
wishes.
Mr. RICHARDS. Funds for reimbursement of the free roads. Yes, sir.
Mr. DOOLEY. Rather than for compensating mileage. I think it is

worthy of consideration. It is something different than the usual wit-
nesses who have been before this committee on the bills we are con-
sidering, and I think it is a good point. Your testimony is very well
presented and I want to compliment you on it.
Mr. BALDWIN. General Richards, you were the Budget Director for

the Department of the Army during World War II, were you not?
Mr. RICHARDS. Yes, sir. Were you here then?
Mr. BALDWIN. I was in the Office of the Chief of Finance then for

2 years during which time you and I participated in several meetings
together.
Mr. RICHARDS. It is nice to see you again.
Mr. DOOLEY. General Richards has had a long and varied and dis-

tinguished career.
Mr. ROGERS. The committee certainly appreciates your coming to

Washington to give us your very helpful testimony.
The committee would like to hear now from Mr. James F. Wright,

Assistant Superintendent of Public Works of New York.

c-
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STATEMENT OF JAMES F. 'WRIGHT, ASSISTANT SUPERINTENDENT,
NEW YORK STATE DEPARTMENT OF PUBLIC WORKS

Mr. JAMES WRIGHT. Mr. Chairman and members of the committee,
Governor Harriman has asked me to read this statement which he
prepared and was sent down by me to you, stating our position on this
issue.
At the close of the statement I will be very happy to answer any

specific questions you have about the routes that would be involved, and
the cost, and our general plans on the interstate reimbursement pro-
gram.
Mr. ROGERS. Fine.
Mr. JAMES WRIGHT. Governor Harriman's statement is as follows:
I regret that the demands of the closing days of the New York State Legislative

Session preclude my appearing before your today to state my support of the
principles of the bill proposed by Congressman Buckley, amending the Federal
Aid Highway Act of 1957 in regard to toll road reimbursement.

Since taking office as Governor of New York State 3 years ago, I have given
continuous attention to the improvement of our highways systems. My concern
has been for both the reconstruction of existing State highways, and the creation
-of an Interstate System of expressways connecting the major centers of popula-
tion and industry throughout the United States.
Establishment of a reimbursement policy is vital to New York State's highway

program, as it is to the highways programs of many other States in the Nation.
Even before passage of the 1956 Federal Highway Act, it was evident that in
the designation and construction of the Interstate System some method of reim-
bursement had to be worked out for those States having toll roads on their
Interstate Systems.
During the formative stages of the 1956 Federal act, I urged in the strongest

terms that the Federal Government adopt a definite policy with regard to reim-
bursement. I have since that time repeatedly spoken out in support of an ade-
quate reimbursement provision.
Reimbursement for toll roads was recommended by the President's Committee,

chairmaned by General Clay, which reported its findings back in 1955. This
recommendation recognized the necessity to accord fair treatment to the large
number of States which, in order to take care of mounting traffic congestion, had
moved independent to construct sections of their Interstate System without Fed-
eral aid.

It is my understanding that toll roads and toll facilities on the Interstate Sys-
tem, as presently constituted, amount to 2,254 miles, and that they are located in
26 States. New York State finds itself in a particularly unfortunate position
with regard to the amount of interstate mileage which has been constructed with-
out Federal assistance. Of the 1,210 approved interstate miles in the Empire
State, 518 miles are a part of the New York State Thruway. Thus, the assist-
ance which New York can hope to obtain from the Federal Government in con-
struction of the Interstate System is based not upon total mileage designated
but upon the remaining 692 miles which are now planned or under construction.

It would be a glaring injustice if no provision were made to compensate those
States which, like New York, have moved forward with the construction of large
portions of their interstate networks without Federal assistance. The Federal
Government would, in effect, be penalizing those very States which have had the
foresight and the initiative to provide the Nation with the sort of major trans-
portation system it so desperately needs.
Congressman Buckley's bill would grant to each State having a toll road on

the Interstate System equivalent mileage to be designated as part of this system
and thus eligible for Federal aid. The practical effect of the bill would be to add
2,254 miles to the Interstate System in 26 States having toll facilities. The addi-
tion of this mileage would increase the effectiveness of the Federal System of
Interstate and Defense Highways.
New York State already has applied for the inclusion of substantial additional

mileage in the Interstate System. These major routes are fully justified as
Interstate Highways from a standpoint of traffic use, economic factors and
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defense. New York State needs and should have more than one outlet to the
West. Last year, when an additional 2,102 miles was to be allocated, New York
State applied, among other projects, for inclusion of major portions of Routes 17,
15, 219 and an extension of the Empire Stateway from its northern terminus to
the Ogdensburg Bridge.
The Department of Commerce passed over our application. If the Buckley

bill becomes law, these routes can be made a part of the Interstate System.
In fact, Route 17 can then be developed as part of the interstate network for
its entire length, as I have consistently believed it should be. And there are
routes connecting with other States which are badly needed.
The Buckley bill proposes that this extra interstate mileage be financed by

extending the period of existence of the Federal Highway Fund for an additional
2-year period and permitting States to bond finance these improvements, when
such action is deemed appropriate. By this method more than enough funds
can be assured for construction of the additional miles.
The problem of reimbursement is admittedly complex. A number of other

suggestions and formulas for reimbursement have been placed before this com-
mittee and Congress. I earnestly recommend that all of these proposals be
given thorough analysis in order that an equitable and workable solution can
be devised to compensate adequately not only New York State, but all other
States similarly situated.

That completes the Governor's statement.
Mr. ROGERS. Thank you very much, Mr. Wright, for presenting

Governor Harriman's statement. Are there any questions?
Mr. McFALL. I have just one question. With reference to the time

this toll road mileage came in, it came in in 1957 with the consent of the
State of New York. Could it have been possible in your mind, Mr.
Wright, that this might have been delayed, that is, putting the toll
road mileage into the system, pending coming to Congress to find out
whether or not Congress desires to make the reimbursement, or whether
is was the better thing to do, to put it into the system and then come to
Congress and say, "It is in the system and it is now inequitable that
we should be penalized in this fashion?"
I gave you a rather long question.
Mr. JAMES WRIGHT. I Will be happy to answer it, Mr. McFall.

When we applied for designation of the various routes for the Inter-
state System we included the throughway believing that that was,
and we still believe it, consonant with the purpose of the interstate
law, which is to connect the major cities of the State and the major
traffic routes with other States. The throughway does this. It fits
all the requirements and policy of the law and it belongs in the
Interstate System.
When we applied for the whole Interstate System in New York we

included the throughway and other pieces rather than just those pieces
which were not part of the throughway, because we wanted the whole
network approved at one time. We did not say that the through-
way should not be on the Interstate System at all, but we asked for it
and it was put on the system, and we feel that is entirely proper.
It is theoretically possible, although I think somewhat imprac-

ticable, that a paralleling interstate route could be built which would
have competed with the throughway. Certainly such a move would
not have been an economical device either for the State or the Federal
Government, but we believe that the throughway should be on the
system. As a matter of fact, some parts of it are free, as I am sure you
are aware of, around Buffalo, and pieces around New York, and parts
of the New England Thruway now under construction. Quite a few
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pieces of it are free because we are using the Interstate funds to finish
the system.
I am afraid I have given you a long answer to a long question.
Mr. McFALL. The long question deserves the long answer. Prior

to your determination to put it into the system would it have been
possible for you to leave it out of the system and have designated
certain other free mileage in the State as a part of the Interstate
System?
Mr. JAMES WRIGHT. This took place before I was appointed in the

department. I have not been there for a full year yet, but it is my
understanding that when we discussed this with the Bureau of Pub-
lic Roads they were reluctant to have us phrase our request in 2 pieces,
so to speak, and they preferred to have us do it at one time.
For that reason, and since we were in agreement that the theory

of the throughway conforms with the theory of the Interstate System,
we put it in as one piece.
Mr. DOOLEY. Will the gentleman yield to augment that answer?
Mr. MCFALL. Yes.
Mr. DOOLEY. I think you will agree, Mr. Wright, there are very

few roads in New York State which would meet the qualifications of
the Interstate System?
Mr. JAMES WRIGHT. Regrettably few.
Mr. DOOLEY. Regrettably few. And that did meet the requirements?
Mr. JAMES WRIGHT. Yes.
Mr. DOOLEY. On the basis of the philosophy which preceded all

of this legislation in the Defense Act of 1956, the State went ahead
thinking it, would be reimbursed at some time or other, and we would
be glad to have it in the Interstate System.
Mr. McFALL. That is all, Mr. Chairman.
Mr. BALDWIN. It is a true statement, is it not, Mr. Wright, to say

that the New York Thruway was authorized and in fact was under
construction, and in most instances completed, prior to the Federal-
Aid Highway Act of 1956?
Mr. JAMES WRIGHT. If I can just quibble about "completed," be-

cause there are pieces that were not.
Mr. BALDWIN. Let me say "authorized."
Mr. JAMES WRIGHT. Authorized. Very definitely.
Mr. BALDWIN. In other words, even if we had never passed the

Federal-Aid Highway Act of 1956, New York would have gone ahead
and built that throughway?
Mr. JAMES WRIGHT. We would have had to, Mr. Baldwin.
Mr. BALDWIN. I notice on page 4 of your testimony you say that—

the Buckley bill proposes that this extra interstate mileage be financed by
extending the period of existence of the Federal highway fund for an additional
2-year period and permitting States to bond-finance these improvements, when
such action is deemed appropriate.

I have the Buckley bill before me and I do not see anything in the
Buckley bill that covers those points. Is it possible Mr. Buckley in-
troduced some other bill besides the bill we have under consideration?
Mr. JAMES WRIGHT. This information, I believe, was taken from an

analysis of the bill that was prepared here by the committee staff.
Mr. BALDWIN. The only thing the Buckley bill does is to amend

section 113 and add section 113a which authorizes the Secretary of
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Commerce upon application by the State to designate as part of the
Interstate System other routes within such State which are equal in
mileage to the length of all such toll roads, bridges, and tunnels
within such State; and authorizes an increase of mileage to cover that,
but it does not say anything about extending the Federal highway
fund for an additional 2 years.
Mr. JAMES WRIGHT. No. You are quite correct. I think the

analysis from which this was drawn said it could be financed by
extending the period for 2 years.
Mr. DOOLEY. Will the gentleman yield?
Mr. BALDWIN. Yes.
Mr. DOOLEY. There was talk among certain people of an amend-

ment to that bill which would incorporate that provision to raise the
money by a bond issue by the States. Are you through, Mr. Baldwin?
Mr. BALDWIN. Yes.
Mr. JAMES WRIGHT. If I may add one more thing, Mr. Baldwin.

Initially, I believe, New York State planned the throughway as early
as 1938 to be a State-financed road, with the Federal aid then avail-
able. The war, of course, intervened and it was not until after the
war that we were in a position to go ahead.
A certain amount of work, and in fact a great deal of work, was

done by the State department of public works, but it became apparent
we could not move the throughway in time to serve the needs of the
people without going into an authority, which permits much more
rapid construction rather than straight financing. That is why we
chose that course of action.
Mr. DOOLEY. There has been some conflict of testimony on the part

of some of the previous witnesses, Governor Ribicoff, Mr. Stoldt, and
others, as to the pattern of payment by the Federal Government of
the funds which would be used on the Interstate System. For ex-
ample, they said if they are building a highway costing $20 million
they would have to see they had $20 million in hand in order to get the
$18 million due them. I ask you what has been your experience in
New York State regarding these payments?
Mr. JAMES WRIGHT. We have essentially the same policy. The

State is required by its laws to make an appropriation which is called
a first-instance appropriation. That money is to advance the Federal
matching money to the State before we are reimbursed.
Mr. DOOLEY. How long before you are reimbursed?
Mr. JAMES WRIGHT. Well, it could depend. Frequently, it would

be 2 or 3 years on certain jobs. This year, for example, 2 appropria-
tions were voted—$110 million in New -fork State, which is State
money for matching purposes and for 100-percent State work, and
then $197 million, which is Federal first-instance work, and we will use
the Federal first instance to obligate and pay our contracts and then
put in for reimbursement. Then we will receive reimbursement as we
make payments against the contract.
Mr. DOOLEY. That is due to the State law, really, is it not?
Mr. JAMES WRIGHT. That is right. We cannot let a contract unless

we have an appropriation adequate to support the estimated cost of
the contract.
Mr. DOOLEY. I think the same is true in Connecticut, too.
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Mr. JAMES WRIGHT. I am not familiar with the Connecticut laws,
but it is true in New York State.
Mr. DOOLEY. That explains it to me, and I thank you very kindly.
Mr. BALDWIN. I have one more question. The representative of

Pennsylvania who just testified stated, as far as their law and regula-
tions within their toll-road commission is concerned, they could call
their bonds at any time after 1959. What is the status of your bonds?
Are they callable at any time in the same way?
Mr. JAMES WRIGHT. Mr. Baldwin, I regret I cannot give you a defi-

nite answer on that. The throughway authority is a separate institu-
tion from the department of public works and I am not familiar with
the details of their bond covenant, but I will be glad to see that that
information is supplied to you.
Mr. BALDWIN. I will ask unanimous consent that that information

be incorporated in the hearings at this point when supplied.
Mr. ROGERS. Without objection it is so ordered. If you will supply

the information requested, Mr. Wright, we would appreciate it.
(The information to be furnished is as follows:)

NEW YORK STATE THRUWAY AUTHORITY,
Elsmere, N. Y., March 28, 1958.

Mr. JAMES WRIGHT,
Assistant Superintendent of Public Works, New York State Department of
Public Works, Albany, N. F.

DEAR MR. WRIGHT: This is in reply to your telephone call of today in which you
inquired relative to provisions concerning redemption of New York State
Thruway Authority bonds outstanding.
In each case of redemption prior to maturity a premium price would have to be

paid. The New York State Thruway Authority has 6 issues of State guar-
anteed bonds and 2 issues of revenue bonds outstanding, and the redemption
dates and prices with respect to each of these issues vary. Based on our conver-
sation, I would not imagine that you would want all the varying redemption
dates and redemption prices.

If the redemption of the Thruway bonds were to be attempted through the
medium you suggested, it might be accomplished by the State of New York
directly through the State's right to require redemption of our bonds. This right
is defined under the New York State Thruway Authority Act. title 9 of article 2
of the Public Authorities Law, section 367, and is quoted as follows:

"Notwithstanding and in addition to any provisions for the redemption of
bonds which may be contained in any contract with the holders of the bonds,

ar the State may, upon furnishing sufficient funds therefor, require the authority to
redeem, prior to maturity, as a whole, any issue of bonds on any interest payment
date not less than 15 years after the date of the bonds of such issue at one
hundred four per centum of their face value and accrued interest or at such
lower redemption price as may be provided in the bonds in case of the redemption
thereof as a whole on the redemption date. Notice of such redemption shall be
published in at least two newspapers published and circulating respectively in the
cities of Albany and New York at least twice, the first publication to be at
least thirty days before the date of redemption."

If this information is not sufficient for your purposes I will be very happy to
prepare a schedule of redemption dates and prices with respect to each issue
of Thruway bonds outstanding.

Yours very truly,
DANIEL J. LANGAN,

Director of Finance.

Mr. ROGERS. Are there any more questions?
Mr. McFALL. I have one question: Remembering some of my pre-

vious long questions, Mr. Wright, did the State of New York have any
discretion in designating this 518 miles as part of the Interstate System
or was it more or less forced upon you by the Bureau of Public Roads?
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Mr. JAMES WRIGHT. Well, I am sure we had some discretion. I was
not there at the time that the application for designation of the Inter-
state System was made and, therefore, I cannot speak from personal
knowledge, but from the conversations that I have had with people
about it, it is my understanding that we did discuss the possibility of
not putting it on the Interstate System at this time until he reimburse-
ment issue was resolved, and it was felt it would be better for all hands
if we went ahead and did so.
So, since it definitely met the criteria and, in fact, is the only road

that does meet the Interstate System criteria, it certainly conforms
with the principle of the Interstate System, so we felt it ultimately
should go on the Interstate System, and submitted it.
Mr. McFALL. Thank you.
Mr. ROGERS. Are there other questions?
(No response.)
Mr. ROGERS. Thank you, Mr. Wright. Your testimony has been

most helpful. I have a telegram here from the Automobile Club of
Syracuse Inc., that I would like to make a part of the record, ad-
dressed
Syracuse, 

the Honorable Charles Buckley, Chairman of the House
Public Works Committee. Without objection, it will be made part
of the record at this point.
(The telegram referred to is as follows:)

SYRACUSE, N.Y., March 24, 1958.
Hon. CHARLES BUCKLEY,

Chairman, House Public Works Committee,
House Office Building, Washington, D. C.:

We are very much interested in and urge the passage of H. R. 11558 in which
our Congressman, Mr. Riehlman, is vitally interested. We are also very much
in favor of your own bill covering toll roads and freeways.

AUTOMOBILE CLUB OF SYRACUSE, INC.,
H. E. LAVIER, Secretary.

Mr. ROGERS. Are there any other matters to come before the com-
mittee? If not the committee stands adjourned and we will keep the
record open for Mr. Keating's statement.
(Whereupon, at 3: 55 p. m., the committee adjourned.)
(The following was later furnished for insertion:)

CONGRESS OF THE UNITED STATES,
HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES,

Washington, D. C., March 26, 1958.
Hon. CHARLES A. BUCKLEY,

Chairman, Committee on Public Works,
House of Representatives, Washington, D. C.

DEAR CONGRESSMAN BUCKLEY: As you know, Congressman Radwan was un-
able to appear personally before your committee in support of the amendment
providing for highway reimbursement to States.
However, he has prepared the enclosed statement and will appreciate your

including it in the testimony on this legislation.
Respectfully yours,

IRENE NEESE, Secretary.
Chairman Buckley, and members of the distinguished Committee on Public

Works, I am grateful for the opportunity to present this statement in support
of legislation to provide substitute mileage in the Interstate Highway System
for those States which built sections of the Interstate System in advance.
The Federal Aid Highway Act of 1956 is one of the most important measures

passed by Congress in recent years. This proposed vast network of Interstate
Highways represents the greatest coordinated public works project of our time.
For a Nation which depends so fundamentally on its automobiles and trucks,

<
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it is a project counted upon to usher in a new era of industrial progress, safety,
wealth, and happiness for our growing population. The people I represent were
advised of some of the impressive statistics which characterize this project.

Motorists were told that the new system would save each of them $90 per
year in operating costs while costing them only $7 a year in gasoline and tire
taxes; and even that $7 will probably be offset by reduced insurance costs to
reflect the 3,500 lives a year which will be saved, the countless injured who will
be spared, and the untold property damage which will be avoided.
Now that we have been afflicted by an economic downturn, leaders of both

parties, recognizing the importance of this highway program to our economy,
are recommending an increase in the originally planned rate of progress. Every
year that we save in building this highway system means $5,300 million saved in
the additional cost of using our present poor roads.
The bills before this committee today concern the reimbursement feature

which was passed over when Congress acted 2 years ago. The Commerce De-.
partment now has spelled out for this committee exactly what roads have been
built on the Interstate System during the past decade. This information was
required to provide a clear picture of the situation in each State.
The Federal highway program has been in the mill since 1944, but the program

did not become effective until the 1956 act. Many of our States, like New York,
just couldn't postpone highway work over this span of years to see what the
Federal program was going to be. It was mandatory that they move ahead,
using the best financing which they could muster.
The now famous New York Thruway is a toll road typical of that type of

'State initiative. Many miles of free highways, planned to link with the future
Federal system, were similarly built.
Are we to penalize States which looked ahead, which provided for the needs

of the people, and which did not wait until highway chaos developed? Can you
Imagine what our highway situation would be today if they had not gone ahead?
The purpose of this proposed amendment is to fill out the 1956 act as it should

have been written then. We are now merely honoring a pledge made to those
States when the 1956 bill was passed. At that time the conference commAtee
report specifically stated it to be the policy of Congress equitably to reimburse
the States for both toll and free highways. The practical reason for deferring
this portion of the legislation was obvious. Any attempt then to reapportion
mileage among the States on the basis of parts of the Interstate System already
constructed would have resulted in a rash of disagreement and would have
seriously jeopardized passage of the basic bill.
In recognition of the urgent need to meet this obligation of reimbursement now,

several bills have been introduced and are before this distinguished committee.
I approve and support the general principle of reimbursement provided for in
these bills. Further, I commend for your consideration the remarks of my col-
league and Representative of a neighboring district, the Honorable John R.
Pillion, before this committee. We have introduced identical bills.
You can make an invaluable contribution toward keeping abreast in this

never-ending race, and toward the overall development of our Nation, by a
prompt and favorable report on this amendment.

STATEMENT OF HON. HAROLD D. DONOHUE, A MEMBER OF CONGRESS FROM
MASSACHUSETTS

Mr. Chairman, I am grateful for the opportunity of appearing before this dis-
tinguished committee in support of my bill, H. R. 11418, which is identical to
H. R. 10422, introduced by the chairman of your committee, Hon. Charles A.
Buckley, a Member of Congress from New York.
H. R. 11418 would compensate each State that has had a toll road incorporated

into the Interstate System by providing equivalent mileage for said State. This
equivalent mileage would be designated as part of the Interstate System and
would thus become eligible for 90 percent Federal aid.
Under my bill, those States which were forward looking enough to prepare

plans, finance, and construct needed highways before the Federal Aid Highway
Act became law, would be properly compensated. Instead of being penalized
for their progressive attitude, these States would be given this additional mileage
to replace the mileage incorporated into the Interstate System. I might point
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out that this equivalent mileage would be given to the States only when the
States initiate the request for the mileage.
I believe that this additional mileage would provide another form of public-

works construction which would be a stimulus and a shot in the arm to the
economy of the States wherein these roads would be constructed. The local
areas where the highways would be laid out would receive an opportunity not
only for the increased circulation of money but, in addition, the impetus of
additional employment by the creation of new jobs that this work would
necessitate.
From the Clay report through the Federal-Aid Highway Act of 1956, Congress

has recognized the principle that in some form or another there should be an
equitable reimbursement to those States whose State-constructed mileage was
taken away when the Interstate System was created. There have been a num-
ber of proposals put forward as to reimbursement; and a report has been filed
by the Secretary of Commerce pursuant to section 114 of the Federal-Aid
Highway Act of 1956.
I have studied this matter carefully and, in my opinion, the increased mileage

which this bill provides would in the long run be the most beneficial and the
best form of reimbursement that the States would receive.
I thank you for the opportunity of appearing before this committee and trust

that this bill will receive favorable consideration by the committee.

STATEMENT OF HON. WINFIELD K. DENTON, A MEMBER OF CONGRESS FROM THE
STATE OF INDIANA

I am Congressman Winfield K. Denton, representing the Eighth District of
Indiana, and first of all I would like to thank the chairman and members of this
committee for allowing me time to express my views on pending legislation to
extend the Interstate Highway System.
I am deeply interested in this subject since Evansville, Ind., is in my home

district. Evansville, as you probably know, is the largest city in the Nation
not linked in some way with the Interstate Highway System as it is now planned.
Two bills have been proposed, both of which could help link this city to the

Interstate System. One is the bill proposed by the esteemed chairman of this
committee. It would allot equivalent mileage to all States who went ahead and
built toll roads which were later adopted into the present system. The other
Is a bill introduced by several Members, myself included, which would make it
mandatory that all cities of more than 50,000 population be linked to the system.
In the case of the former proposal, it was introduced I understand, with the

idea in mind that States who took it upon themselves to improve their highway
systems by their own devices, not being able to wait for the Interstate System
to be formalized and enacted, should not be penalized by losing the help offered
by the Federal Government in this matter.
Indiana is one of these States. It built its own toll road across the northern

fringe of the State, from the Ohio border to the Calumet region, adjacent to
Chicago. This road was later accepted into the Interstate System, attesting to
the acceptability of Indiana's planning. This toll road was located in a place,
not where it would be of particular convenience to Indiana natives, but to provide
a thoroughfare for traffic headed to and from Chicago across northern Indiana.
Actually it is of use to but a small part of the entire Indiana population; a fact
which caused considerable criticism at the time the location of the road was
announced. Nevertheless, Indiana adhered to a plan which would best fill the
needs in the overall picture of cross-country traffic, and did not shift the planned
route. This shows that Indiana's initiative remained responsible to the principle
on which the Interstate System has been proposed and founded.
However, through such action, Indiana actually deprived itself of the equivalent

amount of Federal aid in this project. The road would have had to have been
built on the proposed basis of 90 percent Federal money matched by 10 percent
of State funds. Instead, when the Interstate System was finally planned, the
planners had waiting for them an important link in the pattern, ready built, al-
ready in use, as a matter of fact.
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Therefore, I think that Indiana, like all other States who displayed such initia-
tive and foresight, should be entitled to have the Federal Government aid in the
construction of an equivalent mileage of interstate roads in the State. This
would amount to about 156 miles in Indiana's case, and Indiana could well use
these extra miles. One of its larger population centers, Evansville, now sits
high and dry, as I have said, more than 50 miles from any road thus far proposed
under the Interstate System.
This brings me to the second measure I mentioned, the one which I helped

to propose, requiring the inclusion of any city in the country which has a popula-
tion of more than 50,000, and has had such a population in the past two census
decades.
Though such a specific provision was not written into the original act setting

up the Interstate Highway System, I believe it was the intent of those who
drafted the bill that this would be accomplished. Yet somehow, Evansville,
along with 16 other cities who meet the population requirement of 50,000, was
lost in the shuffle. I don't mean to criticize those who planned the system. They
were planning a network which they felt would serve the most people, and Evans-
ville is in a. unique geographical situation. This does not lessen the need of this
important industrial and trading center for such inclusion.

Evansville has long been referred to back home as the "Pocket City." It is the
seat of an area in the southwestern corner of the State which has been void of
adequate transportation access for years, giving rise to the nickname of "the
pocket." It was just such conditions which the original planners of the system
hoped to remedy.
Notwithstanding its comparative isolation, Evansville has continued to grow

and expand, attesting to its importance. It now boasts a population within its
limits of about 130,000, and the surrounding county, one of the smallest in the
State, has a total population of about 165,000. Evansville is a shopping center
for 500,000 people in 3 States. It is an important shipping point on the Ohio
River. This river transportation has attracted much industry, but this industry
also needs facilities for truck transportation, in which the city is lacking.
For such a metropolitan area to go without any connection to the system

is definitely wrong. And while Evansville is the largest such city, there are
others in the same dilemma which are equally worthy of inclusion because of
the nature of their industries and commerce.

It has been estimated, roughly, that all such neglected cities could be included
on the system by the addition of from 600 to 800 miles. Certainly it would take
no more than that. In the case of Evansville it would require a 50-mile spur.
Not all of these cities would require the building of this much extra mileage.
In some cases it is a matter of only a few miles, but vitally important miles.
I think both proposals before this committee are worthy ones. States which

had the initiative and fortitude to go out on their own in building adequate high-
ways should not be penalized, and all cities of more than 50,000 definitely need
to be included on the Interstate Highway System.
Again I wish to thank the committee for granting me the opportunity to appear

here, and I hope my remarks may be of assistance to you in your deliberations.

SYRACUSE CHAMBER OF COMMERCE,
Syracuse, N. Y., March 26, 1958.

HOB. CHARLES A. BUCKLEY,
Chairman, House Public Works Committee,

House Office Building, Washington, D. C.

DEAR M. BUCKLEY : The Highway Committee of the Syracuse Chamber of Com-
merce wishes to express to you their strong support for legislation now being
studied by your committee providing for reimbursement to States which have
already constructed freeways and toll roads, and which have been designated as
parts of the Federal Interstate Highway System.
We feel that those States including New York, which have already constructed

freeways and/or toll roads, should not be penalized in future Federal allocations
because they were much in advance of other States in highway planning and
construction.

Your sincerely,
WALTER L. Fox,
Assistant Secretary.
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STATEMENT OF HON. KENNETH B. KEATING, OF NEW YORK, ON H. R. 11554 AND
RELATED BILLS To AMEND THE HIGHWAY ACT OF 1956 To PERMIT STATES WHICH
HAVE COMPLETED CONSTRUCTION DESIGNATED AS PART OF NATIONAL HIGHWAY
SYSTEM To DESIGNATE OTHER ROUTES FOR INCLUSION IN THE SYSTEM

Mr. Chairman and members of the committee, the principle embodied in H. R.
11554 and related bills is a sound one. If simple justice is to be served, it should
be enacted into law in this session of Congress.
This measure will provide equitable reimbursement for New York and other

States which have shown the initiative and ability to go ahead on their own
in building the Interstate Highway System. The repayment would be achieved
by allowing Federal payments up to 90 percent for substitute mileage to be added
to the system in place of completed highway mileage.
As of June 30, 1957, New York State had completed nearly 580 miles of the

original 1,200 interstate mileage allotment, at a cost of $1,062,600,000. Under
terms of H. R. 11554, some $822,800,000 would go to New York in payment foe
completion of the substitute mileage. This amounts to roughly $50 per person in
my State. The payments would take effect beginning in 1960.
Many other States which have forged ahead on their own would also benefit

from this legislation. On the overall national level, credit would total about
$4,200,000,000 for 10,859 miles of completed highways.
Mr. Chairman, the pay-as-you-build principle embodied in the original highway

bill is a sound and constructive one. Were that more Federal programs were
run on such a hard-headed basis. However, we should not let that auspicious
start be darkened by allowing later inequities in the distribution of funds.
It is my understanding that when the New York State Thruway and other

road programs were begun prior to enactment of the highway bill, it was thought
some sort of reimbursement for completed work would later be forthcoming.
In all due fairness legislation to provide some form of repayment should be
enacted. It would prevent the States which went ahead on their own from
being penalized just because they had the foresight to get the job done, instead
of waiting for Uncle Sam to provide the money.
As it is, New York State receives its usual short end of the stick under this

Federal program. We are the most populous State in the Union. We are the
most important business, manufacturing, and commercial State. We rank sec-
ond in the Nation in number of automobiles and in gas consumption. As a
result, New York contributes heavily to the revenues available to the Federal
Government for this highway program. As usual, we put in more than we get
out. We should at least receive credit for our contributions to the system.
The Federal Interstate Highway System marks a significant forward step in

the internal development of our Nation. By drawing together our great indus-
trial and population centers, it provides an important link in times of war or
peace. But its worthy purposes and methods should not be used to deprive
States which have already contributed to it from getting money for their work.
Because H. R. 11554 and the other identical bills before this committee provide

a fair and sane answer to the problem of the States which have pushed ahead
with their contribution to the Interstate Highway System, it deserves the full
support of this committee and eventually of the Congress and the President.

AMERICAN BRIDGE, TUNNEL, AND TURNPIKE ASSOCIATION, INC.,
White Plains, N. Y., April 25, 1958.

Mr. RICHARD SULLIVAN,
Counsel, House Committee on Public Works,

New House Office Building, Washington, D. C.
DEAR MR. SULLIVAN: In accordance with previous correspondence and various

conversations, I am enclosing 40 copies of the statement entitled "Extension of
the Remarks of D. Louis Tonti, president of the American Bridge, Tunnel &
Turnpike Association, Inc., at the hearing on March 26, 1958, on H. R. 10422 and
H. R. 10921."
We hope that there is sufficient time to have this statement included in the

printed record of the hearing, as discussed with you, and if so, understand that
the statement will be printed in conjunction with the original remarks made by
President Tout!.

7
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I have also talked with you about the correction of an error in the official
stenographic transcript of President Tonti's remarks at the hearing and you
were kind enough to agree to having this made. The correction applies to the
sixth paragraph of the formal statement made by President Tonti and which
begins on page 82 of the stenographic transcript as forwarded to us.
A word has been left out of the last sentence of the sixth paragraph and an

entire following sentence omitted. The present last sentence of the sixth para-
graph, and a new final sentence should read as follows (matter to be inserted is
Italicized) :
"My remarks represent a view endorsed by a substantial majority of the

interested members of the association, which incidentally meets next week in
this city, at the end of the week. As a matter of fact, it should be understood
that a number of our members may have views differing sharply from those
expressed here."
Your courtesy and consideration in this entire matter is very much

appreciated.
Sincerely,

J. ALLYN STEARNS,
Executive Secretary.
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